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Item 7 of the Provisional Agenda:

Report of the Consultative Body on its work in 2012

	Summary

At its sixth session, the Committee established a Consultative Body responsible for the examination in 2012 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 6.COM 12). This document constitutes the report of the Consultative Body on its working methods and includes observations and recommendations on a number of transversal issues common to all three procedures. 
Decision required: paragraph 39


A.
Establishment and duties of the Consultative Body

1. In conformity with Paragraph 26 of the Operational Directives, evaluation of nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List referred to in Article 17 of the Convention, of proposals for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices referred to in Article 18 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. In its Decision 6.COM 12, the Committee established such a body and adopted its terms of reference. 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 NGOs, their country of domicile, are:

Accredited NGOs

Maison des cultures du monde, France

International Council for Traditional Music, Slovenia

Centro de Trabalho Indigenista, Brazil

Centre for Research, Support and Development of Culture, Viet Nam

African Cultural Regeneration Institute – ACRI, Kenya

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

Egil Sigmund Bakka, Norway
Rusudan Tsurtsumia, Georgia

Soledad Mujica, Peru
Rahul Goswami, India
Claudine-Augée Angoué, Gabon

Abderrahman Ayoub, Tunisia

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. Following submission to the seventh session of the Committee of its report on the files, the present Consultative Body shall cease to exist, although the mandates of three-fourths of its members are to be renewed (see Document ITH/12/7.COM/12.b for the establishment of the Consultative Body for the 2013 cycle).

4. The report of the Consultative Body is divided among four separate documents. The present document constitutes the general report of the Consultative Body on its working methods and includes observations and recommendations on a number of transversal issues common to two or three procedures. Document ITH/12/7.COM/8 constitutes its report on the evaluation of nominations for inscription in 2012 on the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding. Document ITH/12/7.COM/9 constitutes its report on the evaluation of proposals to the 2012 Register of Best Safeguarding Practices. Document ITH/12/7.COM/10 constitutes its report on the evaluation of the 2012 International Assistance requests greater than US$25,000. 

B.
Working methods of the Consultative Body

5. The Consultative Body met in Paris on 22 and 23 March 2012, in a joint meeting with the Subsidiary Body, to determine its working methods and schedule in preparation for its evaluation meeting of 3 to 7 September 2012. The Body elected Ms Soledad Mujica (Peru) to serve as its Chairperson, Mr Abderrahman Ayoub (Tunisia) to serve as Vice-Chairperson and Ms Claudine-Augée Angoué (Gabon) to serve as Rapporteur. 
6. At the March 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 2009-2011 and by the first Consultative Body in 2011. Although certain criteria are different between the Representative List and the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Consultative Body looked to the precedents established by the Subsidiary Body, when relevant. The Consultative Body also determined its working schedule for the following months.

7. The deadline for submission of files for the 2012 cycle was 31 March 2011 (paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives). At that deadline a total of 214 files were registered by the Secretariat (including 55 files submitted to the Representative List since the 2009 cycle and not having been examined to date).
8. At its sixth session in Bali, the Committee decided in its Decision 6.COM 15 that in 2012 it could examine a maximum of sixty-two files altogether, including those submitted for the Representative List. In that same decision, the Committee requested ‘the submitting States to indicate to the Secretariat before 15 December 2011 the order of priority in which they wish their files to be examined, in case they submitted more than one file to any of the Convention’s mechanisms for the 2012 cycle’. The Secretariat duly proceeded to confirm the priorities of the Submitting States, which identified among their priorities a total of twenty-two files 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. In addition to assessing the technical compliance of the files, 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 inscription or selection had been satisfied. 
10. The Secretariat sent the requests for additional information to States between the end of January 2012 and the first week of April 2012. Submitting States were asked to submit their revised files within two months after receiving the Secretariat’s request for additional information. Two States determined that the extent of revisions that would be needed were such that they could not complete the files for the 2012 cycle. The last file made available to the Consultative Body was placed on-line for its evaluation in mid-July, leaving members only a few weeks to complete their evaluations before the meeting of the Body in early September. 
11. A total of twenty files were thus completed by the submitting States in time for evaluation by the Consultative Body, as follows:

Urgent Safeguarding List
8

Register of Best Safeguarding Practices
2

International Assistance
10

TOTAL
20

12. 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 videos were also made available, in addition to the required photographs, 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, as questions arose during their evaluations.

13. 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. These evaluation reports showed divergent opinions for all twenty files. 
14. During its September meeting the Consultative Body debated its recommendations on each criterion in order to formulate draft decisions that figure into the three respective working documents (ITH/12/7.COM/8 for the Urgent Safeguarding List, ITH/12/7.COM/9 for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices, and ITH/12/7.COM/10 for International Assistance greater than US$25,000). Drafts of these documents were elaborated by the Secretariat, based on the evaluation reports of the twelve Body members and amended during their debates as they reached a consensus position on each file. Revised versions were circulated, in French and English, to the members of the Consultative Body for correction and final adoption in the weeks immediately following the September meeting.
C.
General observations and recommendations

15. The Consultative Body was pleased to see that a number of files responded to the Committee’s appeal to give due attention to questions of sustainable development (Decision 6.COM 7). It was gratified to see several files addressing topics such as conflict resolution, peace-building, environmental sustainability, income generation and food security, and it looks forward to seeing additional files submitted in future cycles in which these important concerns are fully integrated.

16. The Consultative Body also remarked with satisfaction that UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy is beginning to bear fruit, and its members were particularly gratified to see a large participation from African States in the 2012 cycle, with more files from Electoral Group V (a) than from any other group. Even if it was not possible to offer favourable recommendations on several of those nominations or requests, the Consultative Body commends the submitting States Parties for their initiatives and looks forward to seeing those fruits ripen in future cycles. 
17. In that regard the Consultative Body reiterates that it did not seek to reach any conclusions concerning the intrinsic merits of the element or the actual safeguarding programme, but could only assess the conformity of the information provided in the nomination, proposal or request with the relevant criteria (see Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7 and the similar reports of previous Subsidiary Bodies). Its recommendations are based exclusively on the information presented within the dossier submitted. This often led to decisions that were taken only with great regret, as the members had to set aside their personal sympathies for the communities, groups or individuals concerned with each file and their desire not to disappoint them with an unfavourable recommendation. 
18. Particularly in those cases where it determined that a file could not receive a favourable recommendation, the Consultative Body sought to provide the most helpful information possible to the submitting State Party through its draft recommendations. Those recommendations are, however, necessarily brief and therefore do not detail all of the considerations – either positive or negative – that entered into the Body’s debates. The Body endeavoured to provide constructive and specific feedback that could assist the State Party in preparing a revised file or drawing up a new file. It also hopes that its specific recommendations can be useful to other States Parties drawing up new files. 
19. In several cases, the Consultative Body considered that files had probably been presented prematurely. A nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List, a request for International Assistance or a proposal for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices cannot be the first step to be taken by a State Party, but should indeed be part of a longer safeguarding process. In its report on the Urgent Safeguarding List in 2011, the Body noted that it is important for States Parties 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 on-going engagement of the State Party to ensure the safeguarding of the element’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/8). Indeed, criterion U.2 requires that the viability of an element be at risk ‘despite the efforts of the community, group or, if applicable, individuals and State(s) Party(ies) concerned’. Some 2012 nominations showed little prior attention to safeguarding, either by the communities or by the State Party, and proposed possible inscription as the first step that might then, it was hoped, initiate a larger safeguarding effort. 
20. In contrast to the Urgent Safeguarding List, prior safeguarding efforts are not a formal criterion for the granting of International Assistance, but the Body was nevertheless struck by several requests in which States Parties proposed to undertake large and ambitious inventorying projects, often involving the entire territory of the country, without having previously accomplished smaller pilot projects – or, if there had been previous activities, without having fully capitalized on their experiences and lessons learnt. Other requests for International Assistance appeared to be stand-alone projects that were not strongly grounded in any institutional or policy context. Similarly, one proposal for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices seemed to come very early in the life of the project, before it had a chance to demonstrate its long-term effectiveness. While reaffirming that inscription or approval cannot be an end in itself, the Consultative Body further suggests to States Parties that a nomination, request or proposal also cannot be a beginning: rather, it should mark a mid-point within a longer, sustained process of safeguarding, policy formation and institution-building at the national level.
21. States Parties are also encouraged to design safeguarding strategies – whether they are part of a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List or a request for International Assistance – that start small, slowly and realistically, and are proportionate to the financial and human resources actually available or likely to be mobilized. A closely focussed, clearly bounded safeguarding effort for which resources are readily identified will be more effective than a diffuse, overly ambitious effort with no demonstrated likelihood of resources being available (or becoming available in the wake of a favourable decision of the Committee). It is essential that safeguarding measures be sustainable, and this is more likely to be the case if they are properly calibrated to their implementation context and to the available resources.
22. The Consultative Body also evaluated files that did not appear to have benefitted solidly from the State Party’s own existing intellectual and institutional resources, but instead seemed to be the solitary initiative of one office, institute or non-governmental organization. The consequences were doubly regrettable: not only did the file itself not reflect the knowledge, skills and experience already available to the State Party, but the project’s long-term impact and sustainability were also diminished because it would not be properly integrated into existing national frameworks for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. The Consultative Body therefore encourages 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. 
Presentation and quality of files

23. The Consultative Body 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, the general Decisions 6.COM 7, 6.COM 8, 6.COM 9 and 6.COM 10), 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 and ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/10), in the reports of the Subsidiary Body (Documents ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13, ITH/10/5.COM/CONF.202/6 and ITH/09/4.COM/CONF.209/13 Rev.2), in the letters drawn up by the Secretariat requesting additional information and in the explanatory notes in the forms themselves. As it pointed out in its 2011 report, ‘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…’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7). Together, these several sources of advice provide States Parties with clear indications how to reach the destination of inscription or granting of assistance, and the Consultative Body strongly encourages them to take full advantage of the information readily available therein.
24. To assist the Consultative Body in its work, the Secretariat prepared a document treating a number of 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. This document, provided now as an information document (ITH/12/7.COM/INF.7), should prove to be an important resource for States Parties as they elaborate and revise nominations in the coming cycles.
25. In its 2011 report, the Consultative Body also pointed to another problem that was, to its regret, again apparent in 2012: ‘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’ (ibid.). Here it can only reiterate its encouragement to States Parties to present files of the highest possible quality, both in their drafting and in their presentation of information.
26. For instance, the Consultative Body wrestled with the problem of information that is included within the written file, but outside of its proper place. It notes that this problem was already addressed by the Subsidiary Body in both its 2010 and 2011 reports. The Consultative Body continued its own practice from the 2011 cycle and ‘looked to the nomination in its entirety to determine whether or not each criterion had been satisfied, but it often had to find bits of information here or there that finally allowed it to conclude that the State had adequately demonstrated the matter in question’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13). This was not an ideal situation, however, as it led to differences of interpretation among the members of the Consultative Body and will present problems to readers who come to the file after the element has been inscribed or project approved. Echoing the words of the 2011 Subsidiary Body, the Consultative Body therefore ‘calls upon submitting States to make every effort to ensure that the requested information is provided in the appropriate place within the nomination’ (ibid.). To that end it also recommends that the Committee remind States Parties that files in which information is misplaced cannot enjoy favourable conditions for evaluation and examination, and States Parties should consequently take particular care to provide information in its proper place in the nomination, proposal or request. 
27. The Consultative Body also faced problems with conflicting or contradictory information in different sections of a file. In its 2011 report on nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, it pointed to this problem with regard to the identification of the communities concerned, but in the 2012 files this proved to be a recurrent problem in many sections of both the Urgent Safeguarding List nominations and International Assistance requests. This topic is addressed more specifically in the Body’s reports on those two mechanisms, but it wishes here to remind States Parties that it is necessary that the nomination or request constitute a single, coherent whole whose arguments are not weakened by internal contradictions from one section to another, or inconsistencies between the written text and the accompanying photos or video. 
28. The Consultative Body wishes to know the Committee’s position on the question of whether, during the course of an examination cycle, a State Party should be able to substitute a new file in place of the one with which it began the cycle. It notes that the Operational Directives provide the opportunity for submitting States to complete their files with additional information when the initial assessment of the Secretariat identifies lacunae or shortcomings in the file originally submitted. During this cycle, one State Party chose to submit an entirely new file on a different topic, in place of the one that had been submitted for the deadline of 31 March 2011. While it certainly welcomes the possibility that submitting States will undertake substantial revision of their original files before they are evaluated by the Consultative Body, it nevertheless considers that the substitution of a new file on a different topic is not fair to other States Parties and it consequently encourages the Committee to provide clear instructions to the Secretariat that can guide its treatment of files should a similar situation arise in a subsequent cycle.
29. Among the files it evaluated, certain characterizations of the practices within another State Party could easily provoke misunderstanding among the populations of the countries concerned. In its 2011 report on nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, the Consultative Body underlined that ‘the fundamental principles underlying the Convention are those of international cooperation and mutual respect’, and it encouraged States Parties ‘to avoid framing nominations in terms that could undermine that spirit of cooperation and respect’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/7). In its Decision 6.COM 8, the Committee invited States Parties when submitting nominations to recall that the mechanisms of the Convention are intended to ‘contribute to the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage in a spirit of cooperation and mutual assistance’, and called upon them specifically not to ‘characterize the safeguarding efforts of other States’. Although the characterizations encountered in the present cycle referred to the practices of non-State actors, the Consultative Body is concerned about formulations that could undermine the Convention’s fundamental principles of international cooperation and mutual respect, and it therefore encourages States Parties to make every effort to avoid extraneous and potentially problematic comments about the safeguarding efforts and practices within other countries. 
Communities, groups and individuals
30. In its 2012 reports on each of the three mechanisms, the Consultative Body addresses specific questions concerning communities, groups and individuals concerned. There are nevertheless certain considerations that involve more than a single mechanism and are thus raised here. These questions are not new: for instance the Consultative Body in its 2011 report reminded States Parties that ‘communities are not monolithic and homogenous, but are stratified by age, gender and other factors’ (ibid.). In the files it evaluated for 2012, the Body often wished to have seen clearer information about the internal segments or sub-groups within a community. It is particularly important that submitting States justify as fully as possible the choice of a particular segment of a larger population as the focus of its safeguarding efforts. Why is this locality chosen, or this set of districts, or this ethno-linguistic community? Within the safeguarding strategies, are certain groups targeted and others not, and if so, why? In its 2011 report the Body pointed to ‘the invisibility of women as participants in the elaboration of the files and implementation of safeguarding measures’ (ibid.) and this continued to be a matter of no small concern in 2012.
31. The Consultative Body reminds States Parties that communities are to participate as widely as possible in the process of elaboration of files and not simply to be involved later in the event the element is inscribed, the International Assistance granted or the Best Safeguarding Practice selected. The criteria for the Urgent Safeguarding List refer to the nomination ‘following the widest possible participation of the community, group or, if applicable, individuals concerned’ (criterion U.4, emphasis added). For International Assistance requests, criterion A.1 asks that ‘the community, group and/or individuals concerned participated in the preparation of the request’ (emphasis added). Criterion P.5 for the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices refers to the fact that the proposed programme ‘is or has been implemented with the participation of the community, group or, if applicable, individuals concerned’ (emphasis added). 

32. The Operational Directives clearly envision that such participation is to be underway prior to the submission of the file, not to be anticipated at some later stage. For the Urgent Safeguarding List, this is a prerequisite for inscription. Because the criteria for International Assistance and the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices are not all mandatory, the Consultative Body was able in some cases to decide that assistance should be granted even if criterion A.1 was not strictly satisfied. It would nevertheless have welcomed fuller evidence of the community’s participation in the preparation of requests and calls upon States Parties to devise creative measures to ensure that the widest possible participation is built in at every stage of planning, design and implementation, as provided by Article 15 of the Convention. 

33. The Consultative Body hastens to add that it is not only the timing of community participation, but more importantly the nature and quality of that participation, that are to be addressed in nominations, requests and proposals. Too often, it appeared that communities were seen as passive – albeit willing – sources of information or providers of consent. As the Body pointed out in its 2011 report, it often seemed 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’ (ibid.). In certain cases, moreover, the Body was concerned that even that process of consultation seemed to have been rushed and therefore not to have been as effective as it ought to be. Rarely were the communities, groups or individuals presented as active participants in the planning and decision-making process, even if this is what is expected by the criteria. The Consultative Body does not underestimate the difficulty in fully implicating communities in the safeguarding of their own heritage, but it is what the Convention requires.
Safeguarding

34. As with the topic of communities, there are a number of issues concerning safeguarding that pertain to both the Urgent Safeguarding List and International Assistance. Points referring specifically to one or the other mechanism are raised in the respective reports of the Consultative Body, with issues of a transversal nature discussed here. 
35. The Consultative Body encountered a number of files in which it found that the needs assessment, definition of threats or gap analysis was inadequate, and the resulting safeguarding responses were therefore inevitably incomplete or likely to be ineffective. It reminds States Parties of the importance of a clear and convincing explanation of the viability of the nominated heritage and the threats it faces (section 2 of the Urgent Safeguarding List nomination) or the background and rationale of the project (section 12 of the International Assistance request). When threats are described in broad generalities, it becomes impossible to ascertain whether the proposed safeguarding measures can feasibly ensure the viability of the heritage in question. This is even more the case when the measures themselves appear to be ready-made and generic, not adapted to the specific situation. The Body recalls its observation from 2011: ‘each intangible heritage element has its own community and its own situation; each element calls for specific safeguarding measures adapted to its situation; and each nomination should result from an individual process of elaboration that will not be the same from one case to another’ (ibid.). It is therefore essential that a clear situation analysis (needs assessment, definition of threats, gap analysis, etc.) establish the rationale and justification for a specific set of safeguarding measures that respond concretely to that particular situation.
36. After developing a clear analysis of the situation – ‘element A is in need of safeguarding because of X, Y and Z’; ‘country M needs to elaborate an inventory in order to guide its future safeguarding efforts’; etc. – and before elaborating a set of measures and activities, States Parties should define clear objectives, both immediate and longer term. The Consultative Body regretted that a number of the files it received lacked a clear and convincing formulation of such objectives – or, those objectives that were declared were either not derived from the situation analysis or not translated into concrete measures and activities. Moreover, the objectives were often not supported by clear expected results. For both the Urgent Safeguarding List nominations and the International Assistance requests, the Consultative Body looked for a clear and direct connection between these several components: analysis/justification, objectives, expected results and activities. In the case of the International Assistance requests, these should also flow seamlessly into a detailed budget and timetable; in the case of Urgent Safeguarding List nominations, they should be supported by an estimation of the resources needed, a clear identification of the source of such resources, and a general timetable. These requirements are discussed more fully in the respective reports of the Consultative Body for those two mechanisms.
37. The Consultative Body also received several files in which the safeguarding methodologies to be used were either described too generally or were not explained at all. In some cases, those preparing the nomination or request had doubtless given the question serious thought but, once having determined the methodologies to be used, they took them for granted and neglected to explain and justify them to readers. In other cases, it appeared that they had not yet been seriously considered – or the State Party indeed explained that the methodologies were to be elaborated at some future time. States Parties are reminded that the nomination or request must include all of the information that the Consultative Body and Committee will need for their evaluation and examination, and that the specific safeguarding measures to be taken and methodologies to be used should be justified and described.
38. Finally, the Consultative Body notes that the question of over-commercialization arose in several of the files presented to it, some of which appeared to be motivated primarily by economic considerations rather than safeguarding objectives. In this regard it can only echo the words of the Subsidiary Body in its 2011 report: ‘The […] Body emphasized the importance of community involvement in the process of elaboration of safeguarding measures in order to ensure that the communities concerned are the beneficiaries of inscription and the increased attention it will bring, rather than States or private enterprises. The […] Body also considered that safeguarding measures should address excessive commercialization that may be detrimental to the social and cultural functions and the viability of intangible cultural heritage’ (Document ITH/11/6.COM/CONF.206/13). To return to the topic with which these general observations began, the Consultative Body reaffirms the important contribution that intangible cultural heritage can make to sustainable development. It welcomed those nominations or requests in which income generation, remuneration to tradition-bearers or expansion of audiences aimed to contribute directly to ensuring the viability of the intangible cultural heritage in question. It was less happy to receive those in which the objective of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage seemed to be secondary.
39. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:

DRAFT DECISION 7.COM 7

The Committee,

1. Having examined Document ITH/12/7.COM/7,

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

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 the 2012 nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, proposals to the Register of Best Safeguarding Practices and requests for International Assistance greater than US$25,000 demonstrate the initial impact of the Convention’s global capacity-building strategy and welcomes with appreciation the increasing number of files submitted by developing countries, particularly those in Africa;

5. Further welcomes the initiative of several States Parties to consider the fundamental importance of intangible cultural heritage as a guarantee of sustainable development and commends them for submitting files that place considerations of sustainable development at their core;
6. Invites States Parties when elaborating files to take careful heed of the relevant decisions of the Committee as well as the observations and suggestions offered by the Consultative Body in its 2011 and 2012 reports, and to endeavour to submit files of the highest quality, providing all of the information needed for their proper examination and evaluation;
7. Reminds States Parties that files in which information is misplaced cannot enjoy favourable conditions for evaluation and examination, and encourages States Parties to take particular care to provide information in its proper place in the nomination, proposal or request;
8. Underlines that submitting States should not characterize the safeguarding efforts of other States or refer to the practices and activities within other States in a manner that might lead to misunderstanding or diminish mutual respect among the populations of the respective States;
9. Reaffirms that the communities, groups and, in some cases, individuals whose intangible cultural heritage is concerned are essential participants throughout the conception and elaboration of nominations, proposals and requests, as well as the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures, and invites States Parties to devise creative measures to ensure that their widest possible participation is built in at every stage, as required by Article 15 of the Convention; 
10. Recalls that submitting States Parties are welcome, within the established deadlines, to revise files to provide additional information needed for their examination, but decides that it cannot examine new files on different subjects that are substituted in place of those originally submitted and requests the Secretariat to return such substitute files to the submitting States Parties without proceeding to their evaluation or examination during the cycle concerned.
