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Report of the Consultative Body on its work in 2013

	Summary

At its seventh session, the Committee established a Consultative Body responsible for the evaluation in 2013 of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for International Assistance greater than US$25,000 (Decision 7.COM 12.b). This document constitutes the report of the Consultative Body, which includes an overview of the 2013 files and its working methods (Part A), observations and recommendations on a number of transversal issues concerning the three procedures (Part B), and a draft decision for the Committee’s consideration (Part C).
Decision required: paragraph 42


1. In conformity with paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, evaluation 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 is accomplished by a consultative body of the Committee established in accordance with Article 8.3 of the Convention as well as Rule 20 of its Rules of Procedure.

2. At its seventh session (UNESCO Headquarters, Paris, 3 to 7 December 2012), the Committee established such a body by its Decision 7.COM 12.b. The Consultative Body is composed of six accredited non-governmental organizations and six independent experts, selected by the Committee taking into consideration equitable geographical representation and various domains of intangible cultural heritage. The twelve members named by the Committee, together with their country of residence or, in the case of non-governmental organizations, their country of domicile, are:

Accredited non-governmental organizations
Maison des cultures du monde, France

International Council for Traditional Music, Slovenia

Centro de Trabalho Indigenista, Brazil

Trung tâm Nghiên cứu, Hỗ trợ và Phát triển Văn hoá / Centre for Research, Support and Development of Culture, Viet Nam

The Cross-cultural Foundation of Uganda, Uganda
جمعية لقاءات للتربية والثقافات / Association Cont’Act pour l’éducation et les cultures, Morocco

Independent experts

Egil Sigmund Bakka, Norway

Rusudan Tsurtsumia, Georgia

Krishendaye Rampersad, Trinidad and Tobago

Rahul Goswami, India

Claudine-Augée Angoué, Gabon

Annie Tohme-Tabet, Lebanon
3. According to its terms of reference, the Consultative Body is to include in its evaluation:

(a) an assessment of the conformity of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List with its inscription criteria as provided in Chapter I.1 of the Operational Directives, including an assessment of the viability of the element and of the feasibility and sufficiency of the safeguarding plan, and an assessment of the risks of its disappearing, as provided in paragraph 27 of the Operational Directives;

(b) an assessment of the conformity of proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices with its selection criteria as provided in Chapter I.3 of the Operational Directives;

(c) an assessment of the conformity of requests for International Assistance with the selection criteria as provided in Chapter I.4 of the Operational Directives;

(d) a recommendation to the Committee to inscribe or not to inscribe the nominated element on the Urgent Safeguarding List; to select or not to select the proposal for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices; or to approve or not to approve the International Assistance request.

The Body is also to provide the Committee with an overview of all files and a report of its evaluation.

4. The report of the Consultative Body consists of four working documents. The present document constitutes its general report on its working methods, an overview of the 2013 files and its observations and recommendations on a number of transversal issues concerning the three procedures, as well as a draft decision for the Committee’s consideration. Document ITH/13/8.COM/7.a concerns nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List. Document ITH/13/8.COM/7.b concerns proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. Document ITH/13/8.COM/7.c concerns an International Assistance request greater than US$25,000. The nominations, proposals and request evaluated by the Consultative Body are available on the website of the Convention.
A. Overview of 2013 files and working methods
5. The deadline for submission of files for the 2013 cycle was 31 March 2012 (paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives). At that deadline – extended until 2 April because of the weekend – a total of 192 files for all of the lists were registered by the Secretariat (including ten files to the Urgent Safeguarding List and six to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices that had been submitted previously but had not been examined to date).
6. The Operational Directives currently provide that ‘The Committee determines two years beforehand, in accordance with the available resources and its capacity, the number of files that can be treated in the course of the two following cycles’ (paragraph 33). When this provision was adopted by the General Assembly (Resolution 4.GA 5) at its fourth session (4 to 8 June 2012), the 2013 cycle was well underway, with no decision having been taken by the Committee about the number of files that could be treated in that cycle. Treatment of the files could not await a decision of the seventh session of the Committee foreseen for December 2012. The Secretariat thus proceeded for the 2013 cycle on the basis of precedents established by the Committee and in line with the Operational Directives as amended by the fourth session of the General Assembly.
7. At its sixth session in Bali, the Committee had decided in its Decision 6.COM 15 that in 2012 it could examine a maximum of 62 files altogether, that is, those submitted for the four mechanisms of the Convention (Representative List, Urgent Safeguarding List, Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and International Assistance greater than US$25,000). Applying the priorities set out in paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives to the 2013 files to reach a number of approximately the same order, the Secretariat thus calculated that 61 files could be treated from among the 192 pending. This included one file per submitting State (a total of 53 files) and a second file from each of eight ‘States having no elements inscribed, best safeguarding practices selected or requests for International Assistance greater than US$25,000 approved, and nominations to the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding’ (paragraph 34 (i) of the Operational Directives).
8. As had been provided in Decision 6.COM 15 and reaffirmed in paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives, States that had submitted multiple nominations for the same cycle were invited to indicate their priorities for examination. A total of 22 files were so identified to be evaluated by the Consultative Body.
9. The Secretariat processed each file and informed the submitting State of the information required to complete it. As per Decision 7.COM 11 and Decision 7.COM 20.2, files that do not comply strictly with a set of specific technical requirements ‘will be considered incomplete and cannot consequently be transmitted by the Secretariat for evaluation and examination but will be returned to the submitting States that may complete them for a subsequent cycle, in conformity with paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives’. When treating the nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, the Secretariat focused its attention exclusively on such basic technical requirements and did not enter into the substance of the file. However, when assessing the five requests for International Assistance, the Secretariat also indicated to 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 approval had been satisfied.
10. Of the 22 files so treated, all were incomplete when initially assessed. The Secretariat therefore sent requests for additional information to submitting States between October 2012 and December 2012. States were asked to resubmit their revised files within three months (paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives). States Parties were encouraged to take advantage of the additional time to revise their nominations in line with the advice of previous Subsidiary Bodies and Consultative Bodies and with the decisions of the Committee, all of which were indexed in Document ITH/12/7.COM/INF.7 Rev. Seven files were not resubmitted and thus remained incomplete. Since 2013 was the first cycle in which Decision 7.COM 11 and Decision 7.COM 20.2 applied, States Parties that submitted revised files were informed of any remaining technical deficiencies and provided an additional seven days to correct them; all were able to do so within the deadline.
11. A total of fifteen files were thus completed by the submitting States in time for evaluation by the Consultative Body, as follows:

Urgent Safeguarding List
12
Register of Best Safeguarding Practices
2

International Assistance
1
TOTAL
15
12. The Consultative Body met at UNESCO Headquarters in Paris on 5 and 6 April 2013, in a joint meeting with the Subsidiary Body, to determine its working methods and schedule. The Body elected Ms Claudine-Augée Angoué (Gabon) to serve as its Chairperson, Ms Krishendaye Rampersad (Trinidad and Tobago) to serve as Vice-Chairperson and Mr Pierre Bois (Maison des cultures du monde) to serve as Rapporteur.

13. At that meeting, the members engaged in a simulated evaluation of two mock nominations that the Secretariat had prepared as part of the Convention’s global capacity-building strategy. Discussions also focused on the cross-cutting issues that had previously been discussed by the Subsidiary Body in 2009-2012 and by the Consultative Body in 2011 and 2012. The Consultative Body also determined its working schedule for the following months, leading up to its evaluation meeting of 8 to 12 July 2013.

14. As it had done for the preceding cycles, the Secretariat established a password-protected, dedicated website through which the members could consult the files in their original language and translated, as need be, into French or English, together with any accompanying documentation. The required photographs and videos were also made available, in addition to the files that were originally submitted and the Secretariat’s requests for additional information. An e-mail distribution list facilitated communication among the members of the Body.

15. The members of the Body were given the opportunity to enter their evaluation reports directly through the dedicated website. Each of the members of the Consultative Body evaluated each file and prepared a report on it explaining whether and how it responded to the applicable criteria and including the member’s comments regarding each criterion. (For the file submitted by Uganda, the non-governmental organization based in that country did not participate.) These evaluation reports showed no unanimous opinions for the 15 files.
16. During its July meeting the Consultative Body debated its recommendations on each criterion in order to formulate draft decisions for each file. Draft recommendations were elaborated by the Secretariat, based on the evaluation reports of the Body members, and amended during their debates as they reached a consensus position on each file. The resulting recommendations and draft decisions presented below thus represent the unanimous consensus of the Consultative Body members.
B. General observations and recommendations

17. The Consultative Body notes with satisfaction that States Parties continue to submit files that illustrate how intangible cultural heritage contributes to conflict resolution, peace-building or environmental sustainability, thus demonstrating the often overlooked role of intangible cultural heritage for sustainable development. In particular, the Body welcomes those files illustrating how changes in land tenure systems and climate pose new threats to intangible cultural heritage, highlighting that problems faced by such heritage are closely related to global problems.
18. The Consultative Body was pleased to see an improvement in the geographic representation of the files submitted for its evaluation, with all electoral groups being represented by at least one file, and notes with satisfaction that for the second consecutive year, it had to evaluate more files from African States than from any other group.
19. The Consultative Body appreciates the rich diversity of intangible cultural heritage expressions and practices covered by the files it was asked to evaluate and admits that it was often frustrated that the formal evaluation process makes it difficult to acknowledge such diversity fully. However, as it did in its previous reports (see Documents ITH/12/7.COM/7 and ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7), the Consultative Body recalls that its recommendations by no means imply a value judgment on the intrinsic merits of the intangible cultural heritage concerned by a file. Well aware of the constraints of the formal evaluation process, the Body reiterates that its recommendations are based only on the conformity of the information contained in the form with the respective criteria established in the Operational Directives.
20. Therefore a recommendation not to inscribe an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List, not to select a programme for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices or not to approve a request for international assistance does not mean that the concerned element is not in need of safeguarding, that the safeguarding practice is not laudable or that the safeguarding project does not need to be supported. Such a recommendation simply means that the Body did not find within the nomination, proposal or request the demonstrations that are demanded by the Operational Directives.
21. The Consultative Body endeavoured to evaluate each file in itself while keeping consistency not only with its own evaluations in previous cycles but also with those of the previous Subsidiary Bodies and the examinations of the Committee. Members of the Consultative Body, in the interest of equity, constrained themselves not to take into account in their evaluations any prior personal knowledge they might possess of an element or project.
22. As in previous cycles, the Consultative Body has tried to be as constructive and specific as possible in its feedback in order to provide useful guidance to States Parties in preparing a revised file or drawing up a new one. This guidance for a specific file takes the form of general recommendations at the end of each draft decision, especially for files that could not receive a favourable overall recommendation. Those recommendations are, however, necessarily brief and therefore do not detail all of the considerations – either favourable or unfavourable – that entered into the Body’s debates. In the case of files which received a favourable recommendation but for which the Body wishes nevertheless to raise some additional concerns, it hopes that the Committee will have the opportunity to assess how they are taken into account in the six-year periodic reports for the programmes selected as Best Safeguarding Practices and in the four-year reports for the elements inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List. In one case, the nature of those concerns led the Body to recommend that the Committee ask the submitting State to submit a report within two years instead of four.
23. In its evaluation, the Body proceeded criterion by criterion, in particular for nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List where inscription can only be recommended if all criteria are satisfied. In addition, the Body is bound by Decision 7.COM 11 according to which ‘information placed in inappropriate sections of the nomination cannot be taken into consideration’. However, when assessing whether a particular criterion was satisfied, the members of the Consultative Body were attentive to the overall consistency of the file as a whole.
24. The Consultative Body welcomes the improvements observed in several files that were brought to its evaluation for a second time, following an unfavourable recommendation of a previous Consultative Body. Although these improvements were not always sufficient to enable the Body to make a favourable recommendation, it is pleased to see that its previous remarks were useful to States Parties in revising their files. However, as in its previous reports, the Body would like to encourage submitting States Parties, both those who receive an unfavourable decision by the Committee and those who engage in the preparation of new files, to draw on the texts and jurisprudence that have now accumulated for several cycles in the reports of the evaluating bodies and the Committee. It also recommends to the Secretariat that its letters informing States of an unfavourable decision by the Committee should, as precisely as possible, incorporate the Body’s recommendation and the Committee’s decision and explain the considerations leading them to that result.
25. As pointed out in previous reports, the Consultative Body recalls that each of the mechanisms it is to evaluate is independent from the others and that there is no gateway between them. Thus States cannot at present expect that an inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List automatically results in international assistance. In several cases, when the State Party elaborated interesting safeguarding measures within a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List but funding sources were not readily identified or did not seem realistically mobilized, the Body wonders whether it might have been more appropriate to apply for international assistance to support such measures.
26. The Consultative Body notes with regret that in several cases its recommendation not to inscribe an element on the Urgent Safeguarding List results at least in part from its conclusion that the safeguarding measures are not feasible because their funding is not assured. In most such cases it was explicitly stated or at least implied in the nomination that funding support would somehow come from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund, even if the Body and the Committee itself have previously pointed out that ‘inscription on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding does not imply the granting of financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund’ (Decision 7.COM 7). The Secretariat also addressed this misunderstanding in several of its letters requesting additional information, yet it nevertheless persists. The Body therefore proposes that the Committee may consider asking the Secretariat to develop, on an experimental basis, a new combined ICH-01 nomination form and ICH-04 request form so that a State Party may simultaneously nominate an element for inscription and request financial assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund for the safeguarding measures proposed. The Body would then evaluate whether the combined nomination and request satisfied the respective criteria for inscription and for granting assistance. The Committee would in turn examine the combined nomination and request and decide whether to inscribe the element, whether to grant assistance, whether to do both or whether to do neither. The Body accordingly proposes language to that effect in the draft decision below.
Presentation and quality of files
27. While an improvement was observed in the quality of the files that States Parties submitted for a second time, the Body regrets a certain deterioration in the quality of files overall. It attributes this to the lack during this cycle of substantive letters of additional information that the Secretariat had been able to prepare in the 2010 and 2011 cycles; the Body considers that they provided crucial guidance to States to improve their files, while recognizing that they are no longer within the capacities of the Secretariat.

28. The Body notes that many of the deficiencies already identified by the Body and the Committee in previous cycles persist. It therefore regrets that submitting States Parties sometimes did not take the fullest possible advantage of the information and advice available to them in the previous decisions of the Committee (particularly, Decisions 6.COM 7, 6.COM 8, 6.COM 9 and 6.COM 10 and Decisions 7.COM 7, 7.COM 8, 7.COM 9, 7.COM 10 and 7.COM 20.2), in the previous reports of the Consultative Body (Documents ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7, ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/8, ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/9, ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/10, ITH/12/7.COM/7, ITH/12/7.COM/8, ITH/12/7.COM/9 and ITH/12/7.COM/10) and in the reports of the Subsidiary Body (Documents ITH/12/7.COM/11+Add.3, ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13, ITH/10/5.COM/CONF.202/6 and ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2).
29. To assist the Consultative Body in its work, the Secretariat updated the document treating transversal issues that have arisen over recent years in the examination of files by the Committee and in their evaluation by the Consultative Body and Subsidiary Body. This document provides an index, topic by topic, to the issues previously addressed in the reports of those two bodies and in the decisions of the Committee itself and is available as an information document (ITH/12/7.COM/INF.7 Rev.; an updated version will be published as Document ITH/13/8.COM/INF.7). Together with the above-mentioned documents, the Consultative Body strongly encourages States Parties to take full advantage of the information readily available therein when elaborating and revising files in coming cycles.

30. While recognizing that the instructions contained in the forms can often be improved, simplified or clarified, the Body notes that they specify a number of elements to which submitting States are asked to respond; when overlooked, these result in incomplete responses, inadequate to demonstrate that the criteria are satisfied. Similarly, the Body considers that States should not limit themselves to providing simple affirmations but should substantiate their arguments with clear and detailed explanations. 

31. Again, as in 2011 and 2012, the Consultative Body faced problems with conflicting or contradictory information within a file. However, the Consultative Body expected that each file should constitute a coherent whole, not only within the form but also within the accompanying documentation. Therefore, it encourages submitting States to ensure consistency among all submitted documents and to avoid contradictory information between, for example, the form and the mandatory video, or the form and the documentary evidence demonstrating that the nominated element is included in an inventory of the intangible cultural heritage. States Parties should be encouraged to pay equal attention to all the constituent parts of the file since the Consultative Body cannot replace information contained in the form with that appearing in the video, for example, even if the latter would be more convincing. Similarly, it is important to avoid any contradiction between the information contained in the form and that in the inventory file attached to the nomination.
32. The Body notes with concern the submission of ‘assembly-line’ files; that is, files that reproduce safeguarding approaches or methods of gathering information from files that were inscribed in previous cycles although they do not concern the same intangible cultural heritage element. The safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage can only be considered in relation to its state of viability at a given moment which requires specific measures at that time; safeguarding measures are therefore not duplicable from one element to another or over time for the same element. Each file should have its own identity and cannot be the mere adaptation by analogy of previously successful files.
33. In some few cases, the Body notes that the nomination does not seem to demonstrate adequate knowledge of the Convention and its basic concepts. This may sometimes be evidenced by the use of terms and concepts absent from the Convention, misidentifying the Convention or its mechanisms, or the description of measures or activities whose objective is not the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage but rather fit into the domain of the 2005 Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions.
34. The Consultative Body considers that one way to improve the quality of the files would be generalization of a mechanism that already exists in a number of States, namely the establishment of a national committee or ad-hoc panel for the pre-assessment of files before they are submitted to the UNESCO Secretariat. Such bodies typically bring together not only experts in intangible cultural heritage but also cultural managers and those experienced in project design and budgeting, and are therefore able to identify and remedy many weaknesses or errors before submission, either in the general argumentation or, particularly, regarding the budgetary estimates in the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List or the budgets and timetables in the international assistance requests. More generally, the Body reiterates the point made in its 2012 report concerning the need for States Parties, when preparing files, to take full advantage of the human resources available to them within their own country, without being impeded by institutional or administrative lines (Document ITH/12/7.COM/7).
35. While the Consultative Body remarks with satisfaction that UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy is bearing fruit, it notes that the needs are still very significant and that the fullest results of the capacity-building efforts are not immediate. In its report on the single request for International Assistance it evaluated (Document ITH/13/8.COM/7.c), it offers some specific suggestions for strengthening technical assistance to States Parties wishing to submit requests for International Assistance.
Communities, groups and individuals

36. The involvement of communities, which the Convention places at the heart of any safeguarding, is a common criterion for the three mechanisms evaluated by the Consultative Body even if it may be formulated in different terms (Criteria U.4, P.5 and A.1). In this regard, the Body understands that the primary goal of the safeguarding measures proposed – whether in a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List, a proposal for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices or a request for international assistance – should be to enable communities to practise and transmit the intangible cultural heritage concerned. However, the Body notes that in some files this safeguarding objective seemed to be secondary, and economic considerations related to commercial exploitation or touristic development of the intangible cultural heritage concerned took priority over its safeguarding. The Body therefore recalls that measures such as income generation, remuneration to tradition-bearers or expansion of audiences can only be considered as safeguarding measures if they are aimed, from their conception to their implementation, to contribute directly to ensuring the viability of the intangible cultural heritage in question.
37. The Body reiterates that a community and its intangible cultural heritage mutually define one another, and that the contours of a given community can only be defined in relation to the elements that it identifies as being part of its cultural heritage and vice versa. In this regard, the notion of community is inclusive and cannot be strictly limited to practitioners but may encompass, where appropriate, a wider circle of actors, including the audience that identifies itself with an intangible cultural heritage element even if it does not practise it in the strict sense. Already in its 2011 report, the Consultative Body took note that ‘communities are not monolithic and homogenous, but are stratified by age, gender and other factors’ (ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7). The Body therefore encourages States Parties not to simplify the description of the communities concerned but rather to describe the diversity of actors and their roles in relation to specific intangible cultural heritage and the social dynamics that it generates, paying due attention to gender considerations, where relevant.
Safeguarding
38. While recognizing that it is the responsibility of States Parties to implement the safeguarding measures proposed in their files, the Body encourages them to avoid top-down approaches by seeking community-based solutions to the threats to the viability of their intangible cultural heritage that communities themselves identify.
39. The Body appreciated those files that proposed transversal safeguarding measures, even if they are still a minority. For the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage to be effective and sustainable, it should involve a wide range of actors, not necessarily actors specialized only in culture but also in other areas such as education, health or agriculture. It is also important in the Body’s view that expertise at different levels – national, regional and local – be utilized. The Consultative Body therefore encourages States Parties to mobilize the wide range of actors concerned with intangible cultural heritage in the process of elaborating files. On the other hand, for the implementation of safeguarding measures to be effective, it should remain at a realistic level of organization.
40. While the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage requires transmission from one generation to another, such transmission should necessarily be done in context and communities should not be dispossessed of their own transmission processes. In this regard, efficiency should not necessarily be sought at the expense of the meaning that communities give to their intangible cultural heritage. The Consultative Body therefore regrets that in a number of files the survival of intangible cultural heritage appeared to be sought through measures external to the community – often related to commercialization – that might be able to perpetuate the practice in some form, but not the sense of belonging and identity that it provides to its community.
41. The Body welcomed the files proposing safeguarding measures that took into account and aimed at not only an element of intangible cultural heritage, but also, where appropriate, the spaces associated therewith and the resources necessary for its expression. Recognition of the interdependence between the space where an intangible cultural heritage element is practiced or lived and the element itself is indeed a first step in the design of effective and sustainable safeguarding measures.
C. Draft decision
42. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:

DRAFT DECISION 8.COM 7
The Committee,

1. Recalling Chapter I of the Operational Directives,

2. Having examined Document ITH/13/8.COM/7 and the files submitted by the respective States Parties,

3. Expresses its satisfaction with the work of the Consultative Body and the present report and thanks its members for their efforts;

4. Expresses its further satisfaction that developing countries continue to submit a significant number of files, particularly those in Africa;

5. Recalls that the previous evaluations of the Consultative Body and Subsidiary Body and the decisions of the Committee are enriched from cycle to cycle and invites States Parties to take careful heed of this past experience when preparing files;

6. Further invites States Parties to submit files providing all of the information needed for their proper evaluation and examination;
7. Notes with concern the limited number of proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for International Assistance and encourages States Parties to make fuller use of these opportunities for international cooperation;

8. Encourages States Parties to put the communities concerned at the centre of all safeguarding measures and plans, to avoid top-down approaches and to identify solutions that emerge from the communities themselves; 
9. Encourages States Parties when designing safeguarding measures in the framework of the nomination process to mobilize all actors involved in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and not to limit themselves to those in the culture sector;

10. Encourages the Secretariat to pursue its capacity-building efforts around the world, while recognizing that such efforts constitute an investment whose results will be most evident in the longer term and further recognizing that technical assistance to States Parties may be appropriate in the shorter term;

11. Decides, on an experimental basis and in conformity with the Operational Directives, to create an integrated mechanism permitting States Parties to simultaneously nominate an element for inscription and request international assistance from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund to finance the proposed safeguarding plan, and requests the Secretariat to create a combined ICH-01 and ICH-04 form accordingly and to report at its tenth session on the implementation of this mechanism.

