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International Assistance requests greater than US$25,000
(5 July 2010)
	REPORT BY THE RAPPORTEUR


1. In conformity with paragraph 5 of the Operational Directives for the implementation of the Convention as adopted by the General Assembly of the States Parties at its second session in June 2008
, nominations for inscription in 2010 on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (Urgent Safeguarding List) were examined by preferably more than one advisory organization accredited in conformity with Article 9.1 of the Convention, public or private bodies and/or private persons with recognized competence in the field of intangible cultural heritage. Paragraph 72 of the above-mentioned Operational Directives also specified that the Secretariat should seek examination for complete international assistance requests over US$25,000.
2. For each of the files listed below to be evaluated in 2010, two examiners were designated by the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage at its fourth ordinary session (Abu Dhabi, United Arab Emirates, 28 September to 2 October 2009), except nomination 00304 (Meshrep). For the latter nomination, two examiners were already designated by the Bureau of the fourth session of the Committee organized on 7 May 2009, as the file was originally submitted under the transitional timetable for possible inscription in 2009. 
	Urgent Safeguarding List


	The watertight-bulkhead technology of Chinese junks (00321)

	Goa Heritage Action Group (Mr Rahul Goswami)
	India

	Mr Hans Konrad Van Tilburg
	United States of America

	Wooden movable-type printing of China (00322)

	Craft Revival Trust (Ms Ritu Sethi) 
	India

	Saint-Petersburg Institute of Oriental Manuscripts (Ms Irina Popova)
	Russian Federation

	Ojkanje singing (00320)

	Association of European Folklore Institute (Mr Mihály Hoppál)
	Hungary


	Ms Rusudan Tsurtsumia
	Georgia

	The Yúmare of the O’oba (Lower Pimas) and their oral tradition (00317)

	Ms Marleen Haboud
	Ecuador

	Fundación Erigaie / Erigaie Foundation (Ms Monika Therrien)
	Colombia

	Meshrep (00304)

	Mr Chun In-Pyong 
	Republic of Korea

	Ms Rachel Harris
	United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland


	International Assistance request

	Establishing the national inventory of the intangible cultural heritage in Belarus (00332)

	Association nationale cultures et traditions (Mr Jean Roche) 
	France

	Ms Dace Bula
	Latvia



3. The examiners were contracted by the Secretariat to provide their expert opinions on whether the submitting State had adequately demonstrated, within the nomination file or international assistance request, that the relevant criteria were satisfied. The examiners were to provide a report of their examination along with a recommendation to the Committee as to whether or not those criteria were satisfied and thus whether or not the nomination should be accepted or the international assistance should be afforded. 
4. The Secretariat established password-protected websites by means of which the latest versions of the compulsory documents for each nomination or request were made available to all of the examiners. For the Urgent Safeguarding List nominations this included the ICH-01 form in its original language, the consent of communities, ten photographs and a ten-minute video, and for the international assistance request this included the ICH-04 form in its original language. The initial versions of the files as submitted, along with the letters sent from the Secretariat to the submitting States Parties to request additional information, were also available to the examiners as background documents. The examiners for both the Urgent Safeguarding List and the international assistance request had access to all of the six files to be examined in 2010.
5. Before 15 February 2010 the examiners submitted their overall assessment of the designated files and identified additional information that they wished the Secretariat to request from the submitting State Party. Based on those preliminary reports, the Secretariat requested all of the States to re-submit revised versions of their files. The Secretariat received revised versions from all of the submitting States Parties except for nomination 00317 (The Yúmare of the O’oba (Lower Pimas) and their oral tradition). All revised files were again made available to the examiners through the websites, and the examiners were requested to submit a draft examination report by 30 May 2010. At the same time, the Secretariat established a mailing list that allowed the examiners to communicate with other examiners and share questions and concerns, especially about examining their files and drafting the examination reports. Upon receipt of the draft reports prepared by the examiners, the Secretariat posted them on the websites so as to share them with all examiners prior to their meeting.  
6. On 27 September 2009, the eve of the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee, the examiners for the 2009 cycle had met together in Abu Dhabi. During that meeting, they suggested that they would have benefitted from having an opportunity earlier in the process to see how other examiners had approached their task and how some had resolved problems that were indeed encountered by several others. There was also a perception – both among examiners and among Committee members – that it would be good to have greater coherence in how the criteria were being interpreted and applied. Following their recommendation, a meeting was organized on 5 July 2010 at UNESCO’s Headquarters (Paris, France), bringing together all of the twelve examiners identified above for the 2010 files. 
7. The meeting of examiners was aimed at sharing their understandings of the spirit of the Operational Directives of the Convention, in particular, each criterion for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and each criterion for selection of international assistance requests. The meeting also provided examiners with an opportunity to receive remarks and suggestions from other examiners on a number of questions and concerns that they had raised during the examination process prior to the 15 July 2010 deadline for the submission of the final version of their examination reports.
8. The examiners elected Ms Ritu Sethi from Craft Revival Trust (India) as Chairperson of the meeting and Mr Rahul Goswami from Goa Heritage Action Group (India) as its Rapporteur, noting that they both had experience of having examined files for the 2009 cycle as well as having participated in the fourth session of the Intergovernmental Committee in Abu Dhabi. 
9. Before the concrete discussion began, the Secretary of the Convention reiterated that the examiners were appointed by the Committee on the basis of their expertise and that their tasks were to provide recommendations to the Committee whether or not the submitting State had established in its file that the required criteria are satisfied. She clarified that the meeting did not aim at engaging collectively in the examination of each file and that the recommendation of whether or not the file should be inscribed was the individual responsibility of each examiner. She also presented the objectives of this meeting and the procedures that the Secretariat as well as the examiners had followed for the examination.  
10. The examiners started their work by discussing transversal questions that had arisen at some stage of their examinations. The discussions covered various topics such as how examiners should determine whether the assessment of needs of safeguarding in the file was realistic and accurate, how the file should demonstrate community involvement as well as how examiners should determine whether the proposed measures/activities were feasible, credible and sustainable. 
11. After this opportunity to establish common understandings on the transversal issues, each examiner was invited to make a short presentation on his or her designated file. The presentation and discussion on each specific case helped examiners focus their concerns and questions and allowed them to reconsider their recommendations and comments to be provided on their final examination reports.  
12. One of the major concerns shared by all of the examiners was what recommendation they should provide if they clearly saw the necessity of safeguarding the nominated element or implementing the proposed project, but the State had not satisfactorily demonstrated that one or more criteria was met. The examiners agreed that their recommendations should be based on an analysis of the conformity of the file with the requested criteria, and not on a judgment on the merits of the inscription of the element on the Urgent Safeguarding List or approval of the international assistance request. However, most of the examiners, in particular those who were designated to examine nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, encountered dilemmas, as deciding ‘no’ for one criterion meant they could not recommend the file for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List.  
13. The examiners pointed out that the efforts and aspirations of communities for safeguarding their heritage as well as their capacity to implement a project at the local level are sometimes different from State Parties’ abilities to elaborate nominations or requests. Some examiners considered that offering a positive recommendation, despite the poor qualify of the file, might help communities’ efforts for safeguarding, while others thought that files with inaccurate and contradictory descriptions might indicate a limited commitment of the submitting States Parties or its limited capacity to implement safeguarding measures. 
14. The examiners noted that their final examination reports would be made public as working documents of the Committee, for its fifth session in November 2010. The examiners therefore confirmed that providing a credible and critical report was important to avoid misunderstanding the principles of the Convention, as approved files and examination reports would in the future be used as reference documents by States Parties when they prepare new files. 
15. The examiners also expressed their concerns about discrepancies between the information provided in the files and the realities on the ground. The examiners observed that the files had evolved from the original versions to the revised versions following the letters sent by the Secretariat requesting additional information. They recognized that the quality of the files was obviously improved in the course of the process, with ambiguous, inaccurate and contradictory descriptions clarified in the final files. They held however that the information provided in the files might end up being dissociated from the needs of the communities and the reality in the field, if the submitting States Parties modified the files without paying careful attention to the impact of the modifications on the communities concerned. 
16. During the discussion, the benefit of conducting site visits was raised and widely supported. Examiners recognized the big responsibility that they bore and expressed their discomfort at examining the files using only the statements made by the submitting States Parties. Obtaining a detailed and precise picture on the ground and observing whether the information provided in the file well reflects the reality could enhance the credibility of the Urgent Safeguarding List as well as the international assistance process.
17. The possibility of conducting site visits had also been raised by the examiners of the previous cycle and encouraged in Decision 4.COM 18. The Secretary explained the constraints that the Secretariat encountered and would encounter if the practice continues in the future. Since the end of the Committee meeting in Abu Dhabi, the Secretariat had to successively organize seven meetings mainly to revise the Operational Directives and be ready for the General Assembly in June 2010. The heavy workload did not allow for the technical and administrative preparation necessary for conducting site visits. The Secretary also pointed out that she received a great deal of new submissions for the Urgent Safeguarding List and international assistance requests for the 2011 cycle. Considering the number of such files (more than forty), conducting a site visit for each file does not seem to be feasible in the future.  
18. The examiners expressed their desire within the scope of their required tasks to contribute to and support safeguarding efforts of the communities. In this regard, the examiners noted that they need to understand well the principles of the Convention as well as the status of UNESCO as an international organization, while bringing their personal and professional knowledge as independent experts. For example, the topic of authenticity was discussed during the meeting. Although some experts might consider it as an important dimension to express the identity of people and ensure transmission of the element, the Convention does not refer anywhere to the notion of authenticity, which was in fact rejected by the drafters of the Convention. They considered that intangible cultural heritage is living heritage and it cannot be frozen into any form. The examiners’ comments in their reports therefore need to be in conformity with the basic principles of the Convention so as to prevent the public from misunderstanding the nature of the intangible cultural heritage defined by the Convention. 
19. The examiners were aware that the viability of intangible cultural heritage should be observed over time, taking into account the evolution and dynamics of the element as well as the society. The files tend to provide statements concerning the situation at a specific time. However, to assess the sustainability of the safeguarding measures and activities, a precise analysis of current and future safeguarding needs as well as a long-term perspective on how communities would continue practising and transmitting their intangible heritage might be necessary. In this regard, the examiners agreed that the files should not only identify generic and broad threats to the continuity of intangible cultural heritage, such as globalization or diminished interest among the youth. Instead, the files should identify particular phenomena menacing the viability of the intangible heritage within these larger trends, as well as specific factors that would mitigate the negative impacts. They also recommended that submitting States Parties review and, if necessary, modify the safeguarding measures proposed in the nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List so that they would well adapt to social and cultural changes surrounding the elements.    

20. The examiners also recognized the complexity of the contexts surrounding the elements concerned. The safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage covers various inter-related cultural, political, historical, agricultural, linguistic and ethnic matters. The examiners held that proposed safeguarding measures should be elaborated considering the larger contexts surrounding the elements. For example, intangible cultural heritage is frequently practised and transmitted by indigenous or minority people that may have been historically marginalized in one or another country. When elaborating safeguarding measures and activities for such elements, it would be important to seek ways of connecting them with the development of the communities, fulfilling their basic needs, and encouraging their civic participation. Considering the multi-faceted nature of intangible cultural heritage, some examiners also considered that it was important to elaborate, when and where appropriate, a project implementation strategy that would logically and coherently link each proposed activity as the approach might make the safeguarding measures more sustainable. 

21. The impact of inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List was also discussed, particularly with regard to tourism and commercialization. The inscription of elements on the List automatically raises their visibility. However, high visibility would sometimes threaten their viability. The examiners agreed that there were positive and negative impacts of tourism. Although submitting States Parties tend to put the emphasis on positive impacts, the examiners considered that it is also important to take negative impacts into account, and include among the safeguarding measures proposed in the files those to mitigate those negative impacts. The current tendency of commercialization and festivalization of intangible cultural heritage was also discussed. The examiners held that these phenomena were normal, as intangible cultural heritage has to be included in the economic sphere. However, they affirmed that such activities should be led by the communities themselves and their economic benefits should reach the communities. The examiners also reiterated the importance of avoiding folklorization of intangible cultural heritage. In this regard, they suggested that activities encouraging transmission be emphasized rather than those simply offering opportunities of performing elements for larger publics. 

22. The difficulties in defining the notion of ‘community’ were shared among the examiners. The question has been raised frequently. People who recognize the element as part of their cultural heritage would be considered the ‘community, group or individuals’ concerned. Therefore, ‘community’ would take diverse forms not necessarily adhering to geographical borders. In order to face this complexity, the examiners wished to have nomination files that clearly identified the communities, groups and individuals concerned with the element.   
23. With regard to community involvement, which is one of the fundamental principles of the Convention, the examiners expressed the same concerns that had been raised during the meeting of examiners of the 2009 cycle as well as the meetings of the Subsidiary Body responsible for examination of nominations to the Representative List. The examiners held that it was crucial for communities to play key roles in devising and implementing safeguarding measures and activities. They therefore wished that the submitting States Parties had provided detailed information about the communities concerned, in particular the practitioners and their roles in implementing safeguarding measures and activities. Some examiners experienced difficulty in finding within the files evidence of the will and aspiration of the communities, and they wished to have more information directly provided by the communities rather than State authorities. 
24. The examiners also shared difficulties they had encountered in examining documents that were submitted as evidence of communities’ free, prior and informed consent. Many documents were standardized or uniform, and did not seem to have been submitted by people at the grassroots level. The examiners wondered whether such documents convincingly and appropriately demonstrate the willingness of the communities directly concerned with the element. It was also pointed out that some nominations failed to identify clearly who are the people consenting and what roles they would play in the future safeguarding activities. The Secretary noted that the members of the Subsidiary Body had encountered the same problem when they examined nominations for the Representative List, and that they adopted a broad and flexible view of the variety of forms that consent can take in different cultural and political contexts. 
25. The examiners reconfirmed that intangible cultural heritage was shared by people beyond territorial borders, which are not necessarily cultural borders. The examiners therefore requested the Secretariat to promote inter-local and international recognition of intangible cultural heritage elements and to facilitate collaboration for submitting multinational files. The Secretary recalled that the submission of multinational files was strongly recommended by the Committee and the Operational Directives reflected that sentiment. The examiners were also informed that UNESCO would organize a meeting in Bangkok, Thailand in the middle of July 2010 concerning intangible heritage beyond borders. 
26. With regard to the quality of files, the examiners were concerned about the provision of inaccurate and discrepant information that might have been avoided before the submission of the files as well as the poor linguistic quality of some nomination files. For the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, some examiners wondered whether the proposed safeguarding measures and budget were realistic and feasible, as detailed information on the source of funding was not provided. Some examiners also suggested that submitting States Parties express the costs mentioned in the safeguarding measures in a well known currency so that the examiners could better visualize their scale. The examiners also suggested that some submitting States Parties might have some confusion between the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List and considered that it was important to raise awareness about the Urgent Safeguarding List. 
27. The Secretary reiterated the importance of capacity building of States Parties and reported that UNESCO has been keenly working in this field. The examiners strongly supported UNESCO’s efforts to strengthen capacity of States Parties in implementing the Convention. They pointed out that UNESCO’s jargon was sometimes difficult to understand, particularly for local communities. They therefore recommended that submitting States Parties (national authorities) and, where appropriate, national commissions for UNESCO be well equipped so that they could provide appropriate support to communities and encourage them to participate fully in the elaboration of nominations. 
28. The examiners deemed that the meeting of examiners was a good opportunity to understand the principles of the Convention better, in particular the criteria for and process of submission of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and requests for international assistance. They were mindful to bring back knowledge and experience they acquired during the meeting, and contribute to the efforts for the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in their countries, when and where appropriate. 
29. Following the amendment of the Operational Directives by the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention at its third session, the examiners were informed that the current modalities of the examination had been replaced by a new system. In conformity with paragraph 26 of the new Operational Directives, rather than individual examiners the Committee will create a Consultative Body composed of six experts and six accredited NGOs to examine nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals for Article 18, and international assistance requests greater than US$25,000. The examiners considered that their experience in examining files as well as the discussions during the meeting would contribute to the tasks that the new Consultative Body has to discharge, and wished to convey their experience to the new body through the Committee as well as the Secretariat. 
30. The examiners were reminded of the timetable of follow-up actions such as the deadline to submit their final examination report, and informed how their reports and recommendations would contribute to the discussions and decisions to be made by the Intergovernmental Committee at its fifth session. In this regard, the Secretary requested that the examiners explain well in their final examination reports why they consider the criteria are met or not, as their comments will become the basis for the working document of the Committee. She also announced that the examiners would be invited to attend the fifth session of the Intergovernmental Committee organized from 15 to 19 November 2010 in Nairobi, Kenya, and the examiners would be requested to present each of their files to the Committee during that session. 
� The 2008 Directives remained in effect until the adoption of the revised Directives by the General Assembly of the States Parties to the Convention at its third session (Paris, France, 22 to 24 June 2010)





