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SUMMARY RECORDS
Two and a half years following the Training of trainers workshop in Havana, Cuba, which familiarized experts from the region with the rationale and training curriculum of the global strategy for strengthening national capacities for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage in Latin America and the Caribbean, the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section organized a review meeting in Cusco, Peru, from 17 to 19 September to take stock of the initial experiences of implementation and to assess both the operational and substantive aspects of the strategy. The meeting was hosted by the Regional Centre for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Latin America (CRESPIAL) in Cusco, Peru, the only category 2 centre in the region exclusively dedicated to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. It brought together eleven facilitators previously trained on the use of UNESCO’s capacity-building materials and approaches, whom had all been involved in one or more capacity-building activities in Latin America and the Caribbean, as well as in Africa. Ten colleagues responsible for culture in the Field Offices of the region also participated in the review meeting, co-facilitating certain sessions. The Secretary of the Convention and the two focal points for Latin America and the Caribbean, respectively within the Secretariat were also present.
More specifically, the meeting pursued the following objectives:

1. Take stock of the initial experiences of implementing the capacity-building strategy to further improve the implementation process and tools;

2. Assess the experiences of training delivery from a substantive point of view to further improve training curricula, materials and methods;

3. Discuss the initial impact and advise on the ways forward.
The meeting was opened by Mr Fernando Villafuerte, Director-General of CRESPIAL, who reiterated that this was an opportunity for CRESPIAL to gain deeper understanding of UNESCO’s work in strengthening national capacities for the effective safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage, which would in turn help its on-going efforts to be more convergent with UNESCO’s strategy. He also noted that CRESPIAL would share the results of the meeting with its Member States at its next Administrative Board in November 2013. The next speaker was Ms Cécile Duvelle, Secretary of the Convention, who highlighted that the review meeting was demonstrative of the renewed cooperation between UNESCO and CRESPIAL. She maintained that such cooperation had become even more important now that UNESCO was experiencing a weakening of its capacity for action due to the current financial crisis. 

Ms Duvelle highlighted two major challenges that UNESCO encounters in its efforts to strengthen capacities for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage: Firstly, UNESCO witnesses a persisting narrow understanding of cultural heritage evolving around tangible heritage, which needs to be broadened to integrate the new heritage paradigm reflected in the 2003 Convention. Secondly, the invisibility of intangible cultural heritage in national strategies for development, which mirrors a lack of understanding about the benefits of this living heritage for sustainable development and needs to be overcome to fully integrate its safeguarding in development policies. 

After a self-introduction by each participant and a brief presentation of the agenda, Ms Duvelle made a comprehensive presentation of UNESCO’s global capacity-building strategy for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage with a special focus on Latin America and the Caribbean. She stressed that the programme was an endless process since it could gradually penetrate the professional and social layers involved in safeguarding intangible cultural heritage within the various administrative and territorial levels of each State. The Secretary also recalled the distribution of tasks between the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section at Headquarters: developing training content and materials and strengthening the network of expert facilitators; and Field Offices: planning, tailoring and delivering capacity-building services to beneficiary countries.
She also introduced the first part of the IOS Evaluation of the standard-setting work of UNESCO’s Culture Sector
, which focused on the 2003 Convention and highlighted one of its recommendations which calls for support to State Parties in the development of legislation and policies as part of the capacity-building programme and for the design of appropriate capacity-building formats to do so (Recommendation 4). Ms Duvelle recognized that this posed the challenge of designing capacity-building programmes not as a series of workshops but as a more sustained support to enable States to effectively implement the Convention ;training workshops are maybe the most visible, but only one component. This challenge goes hand in hand with another one, namely to understand that the Convention is intended not only for cultural actors, but also for actors from other development fields who will also have to be targeted by capacity-building programmes in order to meet another IOS recommendation to support State Parties with the integration of intangible cultural heritage into non-cultural legislation and policy. 

In this regard Ms Duvelle agreed that the part dedicated to the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development was still modest within the existing capacity-building curricula and she emphasized the need for developing an evidence-based approach. Regarding gaps in the existing training materials, she echoed the IOS Evaluation by recalling that knowledge and tools to specifically address gender equality in relation to intangible cultural heritage were still missing. She informed the facilitators that these two thematic axes were being explored by the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section to better equip them to provide adequate guidance and assistance to beneficiary countries of the global capacity-building strategy.

Ms Duvelle concluded by sharing with the facilitators an encouraging but challenging message. While according to the IOS evaluation, the capacity-building programme seems to be considered as the most important mechanism established by the Convention and the Secretariat to support the implementation of the Convention, its content and its format may need to be reviewed in order to ensure that the strategy responds to the major implementation challenges at the national level.
The presentation led to a general discussion covering several topics already foreseen in the agenda. Facilitators acknowledged that no Convention had made such a solid headway towards a capacity-building strategy like the 2003 Convention. They further pointed out that the 2003 Convention had raised great expectations in the region since it includes in its own right, a significant actor hitherto absent - communities. 

Facilitators agreed on the importance of intersectoral involvement in the implementation of the 2003 Convention, but reported difficulties in persuading national counterparts to include actors that were not strictly speaking from the cultural field, in the process and considered that further guidance and convincing arguments should come from UNESCO to partially counteract the hesitation in national institutions.

They also agreed that safeguarding required national policies rather than Lists or even inventories, which meant that the strategy needed to be reoriented not to focus solely on workshops, but to ensure more holistic support to countries. However, the question that repeatedly emerged is whether current facilitators, as they were selected and trained, were suitable for carrying out this two-fold mission or whether a new and parallel group of policy advisers should be created.

On a more individual note, facilitators unanimously described their experiences as challenging, interesting and instructive, and reiterated the usefulness and importance of working in tandem (two co-facilitators per training session). Several emphasized the importance of not leaving the composition of tandems to chance (or to the simple availability of facilitators), but to ensure that profiles are complementary balancing knowledge of the sub-regional context and that of the international governance the Convention.
Several facilitators also reported some discomfort when facing an audience who expected them to speak on behalf of UNESCO and on topics other than intangible cultural heritage. In this sense, facilitators consider the support from Field Offices as fundamental, not only from the logistics point of view, but for their knowledge about the local institutional context and the expectations of the audience. In fact, some facilitators have already been confronted with this advisory rather than facilitating role when, for example, asked about their opinion on local initiatives. 

It was also recalled that intangible cultural heritage is about affection and identity and therefore the discussions generated during the workshops go beyond knowledge of the Convention, which makes it necessary for facilitators’ knowledge and skills to be broadened beyond the capacity-building materials; their ability to improvise cannot be underestimated. Experience as facilitators has also required a great deal of creativity since many were confronted with the task of translating to facilitate communication and understanding between the language of the Convention, that of national policies (if any), and the language of the communities.
When entering in contact with local actors, it becomes clear that they are not just expecting workshops, training or capacity-building, but a much more long-term comprehensive plan. Thus, the role of facilitator cannot simply be to replicate the acquired knowledge; the commitment must be greater, which is both motivating and challenging. The demand for a move from a ‘workshop approach’ to an ‘integrated project approach’ seems to have emerged through the field work.
Below is a summary of thematically specific key points and suggestions that emerged from the discussions.

A. Concrete organization and running of country activities

1. Several facilitators reported that the biggest challenge had been the preparation of the workshops rather than delivering the trainings themselves and that the greatest efforts was the challenging task of coordinating institutions in order to have all key actors on board. This led to highlighting the differences regarding the quality of the backstopping that UNESCO offices were able to provide and the need to establish a minimum standard, including technical facilities. Anticipating this issue, a draft checklist for workshop organization was distributed to facilitators who were asked to provide their feedback in order to finalise a useful and realistic tool.

2. Participants also agreed that UNESCO (Headquarters and Field Offices) together with facilitators would need to develop a guide on what kind of sectors and actors should be invited to participate in specific activities, including UNESCO National Commissions, and on how to ensure a proper balance among institutions, community members, academia and NGOs. Obviously the information already provided in the introduction of the materials is not sufficient in this regard.

3. In particular, many facilitators complained about the selection process of participants either because they became aware of the list of participants at the last minute or because the final list did not reflect a real consultation with national counterparts. Participants agreed that the list of participants (including members of civil society, universities and other relevant actors) needed to be negotiated well in advance by Field Offices with national counterparts, as well as in consultation with facilitators. Only if this list is the result of a real work of negotiation with national counterparts can the series of workshops have a chance to benefit from at least a minimum of continuity regarding the participants.

4. Knowing the profile of participants, as well as the logistical arrangements for the workshop well in advance, are considered key factors for success. In particular, it is important to know whether the people receiving the training will be in a position to use the knowledge and skills being developed. In cases where the institutional fabric is weak or controversial, what matters is that the facilitators have a clear overview so that they can adapt their training accordingly. Similarly, facilitators would appreciate receiving information from Field Offices on the local context, including a clear mapping of how communities are organized and recognized in the recipient country.

5. All facilitators agreed that there was an urgent need to build into their contracts a realistic time line and accordingly, realistic payment covering the actual working time, including preparation from their homes as well as face-to-face meetings with the other facilitator prior to the workshop, reporting, travel time, etc. Some facilitators stressed the importance of knowing the contents of the contract, in its full extent, enough in advance to make an informed decision. This is even more relevant considering that many of the facilitators occupy positions of responsibility in their countries and need to request leave without pay to carry out their work with UNESCO. Also, in order to facilitate the authorization of leave to facilitators by their supervisors, it would be useful to have an official communication from UNESCO introducing the global capacity-building strategy and the role that facilitators are expected to play not only to dispel any suspicion of conflict of interests but also to show the complementarities with their work at the national level.

6. All participants emphasized the need for better coordination between Headquarters, Field Offices and facilitators in order to reduce conflicting priorities with contracting and ensuring the availability of facilitators, for example, through an on-line calendar accessible to all. 
B. Local/national strategies and programmes for safeguarding and development

7. As during the previous review meeting in Beijing, facilitators from Latin America and the Caribbean also feel the need to improve advisory services for the elaboration of strategies and policies on intangible cultural heritage at the national level within the current global capacity-building strategy. This echoes one of the recommendations of the IOS evaluation of the 2003 Convention to “review (and adapt if necessary) the content and format of the capacity building strategy to ensure that it responds to the major implementation challenges at the national level” and would require an expansion of the role of a facilitator from a workshop trainer to a longer-term advisor to the countries. Some facilitators recognize that their ability to exercise the role of advisors will also grow as they conduct more workshops.

8. Such move from a ‘workshop approach’ to an ‘integrated project approach’ should also lead to a better integration of intangible cultural heritage into legislation and policies in development fields other than culture, i.e. education, environment, etc. To begin this process, it is necessary to carefully identify project beneficiary groups, making sure to include relevant stakeholders from different sectors, without limiting them to the field of culture. As this will require more extensive consultations with the national counterparts, a longer preparatory period might have to be envisioned.

9. Some facilitators reported that for the strategy to have a real impact at the policy level it should address two levels: a macro level, the ministries, which are primarily targeted for the moment, and a more local level, where safeguarding plans are actually being set up and to which the information delivered at the macro level reaches with much delay.

10. In some countries, it was considered that the outcome of UNESCO’s capacity-building programme could be the planning of a national strategy for safeguarding intangible cultural heritage, which could then be partially financed through an international assistance request from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund. In that sense, some facilitators reported having dedicated the last half-day to prioritize a rollout of implementation at the national level, which could serve as a benchmark for the next stage.

11. A first step to strengthen the “advisory” dimension of the capacity-building strategy would be to divide the Implementation module in two parts: one would focus on the basic concepts and principles of the Convention – which is actually the main purpose of such workshops and for many a first very general approach to the Convention – and another specifically dedicated to institutional and legal frameworks, targeting a more specific audience. Another attempt in this direction, and to compensate for the lack of time during the workshops, had been the creation of a monitoring system through a virtual network between the facilitators, the trainees and the UNESCO Field Office responsible for the implementation of the capacity-building programme.

12. In view of an integrated project approach, many stressed the need for a better articulation within the capacity-building materials between safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and the Millennium Development Goals and a more convincing illustration of the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development, in particular by including vivid case studies. Some facilitators actually reported that examples on how intangible cultural heritage safeguarding contributes to sustainable development arise spontaneously in different workshops (deforestation in northern Argentina and loss of knowledge related to the natural environment, the Yasuní-Ishpingo-Tambococha-Tiputini Initiative in Ecuador). It was therefore suggested that facilitators pick those examples orally described and bring them to the attention of UNESCO to be further explored, documented and used to supplement the existing training materials.

13. It was also pointed out that in order to have an impact at the cultural policy level, the capacity-building curricula should include an integrated presentation of 1972, 2003 and 2005 Conventions. This could also provide a more comprehensive approach to the theme of culture and development, leaving aside the specific areas of action of each Convention and thereby attracting a wider and more diverse range of actors. It would also be a means to more closely associate Members States to the ongoing reflection within UNESCO about culture and development; some facilitators noted that capacity-building programmes in the field of intangible cultural heritage should also be taken as an opportunity for that purpose.

14. Responding to another of the IOS recommendations to “promote increased NGO and community involvement in the development of policy, legislation, safeguarding plans and sustainable development plans”, several facilitators highlighted the ambivalent perception of NGOs in the region and the very small number of relevant NGOs working in the field of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage. While therefore recognizing the need for strengthening their capacities, some consider that capacity-building interventions should target them specifically. The same applies for communities, which in many countries of the region have their own legal representation, have embarked on important political processes and have already established channels to work with them. In any case, facilitators need to know such realities in order to intervene in a relevant and effective way and in that context, some mentioned the need to start building a diagnosis of the state of NGOs and communities with regard to safeguarding intangible cultural heritage.

C. Workshop materials, customization and pedagogy

15. In general, facilitators recognize that capacity-building materials provide an important source of information and are useful in the preparation of workshops. Nevertheless many reported some hesitation between following the manuals to the letter and relying on their personal experiences. They all agree that the knowledge gained about cultural policies and other related issues in the countries in which they facilitated activities helped them to feed and deliver the workshops which followed.
16. Customization is essential and it applies not only to the content, but also to the format and organization of activities, especially when they require substantial involvement of community members, for example, in community-based inventorying activities. Customization must occur at several levels, not only regional – since the basic materials were developed in an effort to have a regional balance – but also national or local depending on the purpose of the training. In all cases, it cannot be done without prior knowledge of the audience to which it will be addressed. It was also asked of facilitators to ensure that customization does not come exclusively from elements inscribed on the lists of the Convention, and to widen the horizon by introducing examples of elements or safeguarding plans which they know particularly well regardless of their relation to the Convention. This is particularly relevant as many facilitators expressed the difficulty of taking ownership of the examples in the manuals that refer to expressions of intangible cultural heritage with which they have no familiarity, while at the same time recognizing the value of showing approaches to intangible cultural heritage in other regions, not only for the scope and diversity of the subject to be understood, but as examples from other parts of the world that can echo local examples which are invisible in that country.
17. Several facilitators reported numerous repetitions between the manuals and called for a thorough screening in order to eliminate these instances in the materials, which often hinder the course of the training sessions. Some considered that the materials should include more guidance on how to conduct the set of exercises. 
18. Some areas were identified as insufficiently addressed in the existing materials, such as cultural rights or intellectual property, which are particularly relevant for the region. Similarly, several facilitators felt that existing materials do not provide adequate training in developing safeguarding plans and that they should be developed with a user-friendly version specifically targeting communities.  
19. Several facilitators highlighted the significant creative efforts that were needed to “translate” core materials into a terminology that is meaningful to specific audiences. In particular, it was stressed that children and youth were not specifically targeted and that, in their current form and content, the existing materials were not likely to reach them, yet they will be the ones giving meaning to the Convention in the near future. The media was also identified as an audience that the existing materials were not likely to reach and as such, there is a need for specific tools to reach them.
20. Facilitators shared different methods and approaches to reduce the likelihood of workshops taking on an excessive academic form (to which the manuals often lead) and make them as participatory as possible. Some facilitators considered PowerPoints as a quite tedious pedagogic support and rather privileged other tools such as visual cards, meta-plan, association chain, maps, wrapping ball of concepts and many other types of materials to improve equal and continuous participation and create descriptive charts on the objectives of each session adapted to the type of audience. In general, in order to ensure a participatory approach, most of the facilitators emphasized the importance of building on the knowledge of their audience, which provides another reason why it is crucial to know their profile sufficiently in advance.
21. A number of facilitators stressed the importance of not relying solely on written material and noted that it would be useful for them to have access to a kind of audiovisual database from which they could draw additional training supports. CRESPIAL invited facilitators to make use of its on-line photo and video bank (www.crespial.org/es/Seccion/index/19/banco-fotos-videos) collected by the Centre since 2011, through several of its proposals and initiatives, including the Photo and Video Competition of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Latin America. 

22. Regarding the elaboration of new materials, a new approach was suggested to establish a peer review mechanism, a sub-group of a facilitator by region who would revise the materials and then share it with the rest of the facilitators’ network of facilitators before it is finalized.

23. The translation issue is apparent in Latin America. Indeed, although neither English nor French are the mother tongue of most trainees, there is a very large percentage of trainees who share the same language, Spanish. Translation deadlines must therefore be systematically taken into account when organizing activities and UNESCO’s assistance, both from Field Offices and Headquarters is fundamental. Some facilitators regretted having had to translate material themselves in an extremely short time.

24. Among the various strategies to make workshops not only more participatory but more rooted in the local context, it should be noted that several facilitators opened the sessions from the experiences and perceptions of their trainees and only after that did they introduce the notions of the Convention, relating them to what the trainees had shared at the beginning of the workshop. Others asked participants to prepare a description of two examples of intangible cultural heritage from their community prior to the workshop so that facilitators could get a sense of what trainees understood by intangible cultural heritage and adapt their training accordingly. 

25. Several facilitators also made room within the workshop agenda for presentations by representatives of institutions or NGOs on the state of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage or of heritage policies in the country, or by community members on the current viability of a particular intangible cultural heritage element. In some workshops, facilitators asked participants to identify daily rapporteurs, which allowed them to get a sense of what was being captured by their audience along the way.

26. Facilitators concur that the dynamics of the capacity-building workshops is very different to that of a university class. Although they cannot be applied equally to all workshops, two pedagogical methodologies appear to stick out: first, a collective construction of knowledge, which is to treat trainees not as passive subjects but as responsible co-authors of their own learning; and second, to try and achieve a meaningful learning by deconstructing previous experiences with intangible cultural heritage and by opening the possibility of working differently with it, for example, starting with a different way to understand its inventory as well as community participation. In this regard, many agreed that the biggest change they could provoke through the workshops was to break the assumption of the communities being objects of study to seeing them as specialists deeply knowledgeable of their own heritage and culture.

27. Side events were often mentioned as a way of taking trainees outside the classroom and putting them in direct contact with manifestations of intangible cultural heritage (what they have been talking about during the training). However, there are two things to be cautious about: the first, it is the participants who must travel to see the intangible cultural heritage element in its context and not for the element to come on stage in the workshop room. This implies a rigorous preparatory work, at least to obtain the free, prior and informed consent of the concerned bearers. The second caution concerns the promotion of elements inscribed or under evaluation; this should be absolutely avoided in order not to convey a misleading message about the purpose of the Convention and give the impression that UNESCO is expressing preference of some elements over others.

D. Inventorying

28. One of the challenges that many facilitators and Field Offices colleagues faced when preparing community-based inventorying workshops was the reluctance of national counterparts who claimed having already established inventories. Facilitators agreed that the main objective of such workshops was not the acquisition of an inventory or inventory techniques, but rather to accompany a shift in the perceived nature of the inventorying process from a purely bureaucratic procedure or a documentation exercise to a real safeguarding action involving communities and having impact on the inventoried elements themselves – practice and continuity.

29. The issue of continuity and ownership of the inventorying work arose repeatedly among national counterparts. The scope of the inventory work which can be done within the framework of a UNESCO-funded capacity-building programme is quite limited, but should be understood as a seed which puts the community at the heart of the process, before a more comprehensive and systematic work starts.

30. Regarding training experiences in the area of inventory-making, most of the difficulties reported by both facilitators and Field Offices were related to the field exercise. Facilitators concurred that most of these difficulties can only be overcome at the expense of a thorough consultation work to select a community with whom the field exercise will be carried out and obtain its free, prior and informed consent. However, even when consent has been obtained upstream, it is important that trainees understand that obtaining consent is a process, which needs to be ‘replayed’ whenever approaching a community member (even from their own community) to gather information from him/her about his/her intangible cultural heritage.

31. The selection of the community to be involved in the field exercise and of the intangible cultural heritage element to be inventoried can only be the result of a long process (sometimes more than a month) between the Field Office and the national counterparts, although facilitators may be involved and consulted. The time dedicated to this prior discussion may prevent some recurrent misunderstandings, for example, about the expressions of intangible cultural heritage considered to be “spectacular” in nature or “authentic” (which goes against the spirit of the Convention). It implies a significant investment of time, which is necessary to ensure that all concerned parties understand the purpose of the field exercise. It is therefore essential that this preparation time and any related costs (missions, special meetings, etc.) be built into the capacity-building programme.

32. When preparing the field exercise, the dynamics of the communities concerned should be considered, as well as any disturbance that the exercise may generate, not necessarily in the form of a rejection but, in some cases, in that of raised expectations or opportunities to “stage” the intangible cultural heritage element to be inventoried, thereby distorting the context of its practice and thus, the intended field work. In other cases, this modest field exercise is already in itself an empowerment opportunity for communities, which often generates expectations but sometimes also creates imbalances in gender and intergenerational relations.

33. Another category of difficulties relate to the lack of facilitators’ materials on specific aspects such as the restitution of the information collected from the concerned community, regulating access or its storage. Some facilitators integrated as part of the workshop, a presentation on data management, which obliged trainees to work on how to present, structure and articulate data. However, many facilitators faced with the question of who owns the information collected, considered that the existing training materials did not adequately address this issue, which is closely linked to those of intellectual property and respect of customary practices regulating the access to intangible cultural heritage.

34. Some facilitators recognized that they felt helpless when it came to the use of the materials on audio-visual documentation, about which many only know basics. They emphasized that it is not just about using the devices but also editing and post-production software, which were required to generate structured and meaningful information. 

35. The role of facilitators in the distant-monitoring of the pilot inventory following the training remained unclear, although participants agreed that Field Offices needed to play an intermediary role between the inventory team and the facilitators. 
E. Nominations

36. Although training experiences in the preparation of nominations to the Lists of the Convention are still modest in the region, the facilitators who were already involved in such training agreed that the standpoint to be addressed is that the nomination process is not a mere administrative process, but a safeguarding initiative in itself.

37. Facilitators concurred that nomination workshops often provided an opportunity to clarify the purposes of the different mechanisms of the Convention and, in particular, to present the Urgent Safeguarding List as an expression of States Parties’ commitment to safeguarding and to clarify some misconceptions regarding the purpose and the use of the Representative List (i.e. the Representative List is a showcase of some elements in order to raise awareness worldwide of the importance of intangible cultural heritage and by no means is it meant for all elements recognized by a State as intangible cultural heritage to be inscribed on it). Paradoxically, these workshops should help to reduce the relative weight of the Lists – and the investment of human and financial resources that States devote to them – and to pave the way for the elaboration of a request for international (financial) assistance. However, existing capacity-building materials do not adequately cover this mechanism.

38. Several facilitators concluded that nomination workshops needed to focus primarily on the elaboration of safeguarding plans although that would require significant adaptation of existing materials by them. Yet, efforts should be directed towards making the audience understand that the success of a safeguarding plan does not lie on a commitment made to UNESCO, nor even to their own country, but to themselves as members of a community to safeguard that particular element.

39. The major pedagogical challenge was to teach participants how to explain and synthesize in a structured way, and following the instructions of the form, the elements of intangible cultural heritage which are part of their lived experiences and not necessarily a reflection of it from a meta level. 

40. Facilitators emphasized that nomination workshops should not only focus on the evaluation of mock nominations, but that trainees should also analyse real nominations and their related decisions, especially those whose quality had been highlighted by the Committee, in order to gain a better understanding of the inscription and selection criteria. In this regard, however, there was a call for a careful and moderate use of ‘model’ nominations not only to avoid the ‘cut and paste’ nominations which increasingly come into the hands of the Committee, but also to recall that each element is unique and is faced with specific threats that require specific and effective actions.
41. The selection of participants for this type of workshop is particularly important since it is necessary to ensure the participation of individuals and institutions involved in the nomination process at the national level so that they can pass on the adequate information to the lower territorial and administrative levels, which serves an important function in the future submission of nomination files. In general, it was agreed that participants to these workshops should have already followed the previous training sessions – especially on the implementation of the Convention at the national level – so that they would approach nominations and inscriptions as an integral component of a comprehensive system of safeguarding, not as an end in themselves, but rather as a new chapter in an on-going engagement to ensure the safeguarding of the nominated element.
42. It was stressed that a major challenge of the nomination workshop is the evolving nature of the nomination procedures which, in these first years of the implementation of the Convention, have been experiencing slight but constant changes deriving from decisions of the Committee and/or the General Assembly. This is not only a challenge for the Secretariat, who needs to regularly update training materials and subsequently harmonize the linguistic versions, but also for the facilitators, especially those who are not directly involved in the work of the Committee or of its evaluating bodies. One of the suggestions made was to consider the possibility of organizing within the workshop a remote session with the Secretariat of the Convention in Paris to clarify the more technical aspects and sometimes, to provide answers to the more “delicate” questions, for instance on the possibility of preparing a nomination on a given element, against which some facilitators are not comfortable with.
43. Some facilitators reported on the resistance of some trainees who had already participated in nomination processes, especially at the time of the Masterpieces, and who were not necessarily aware of the new framework in which inscriptions are made. In the end, however, facilitators agreed that if they succeeded in making their audience see the nomination process as a genuine dialogue between the government and communities, the technicalities were pushed into the background as easily adaptable requirements.
F. Information-sharing, monitoring, reporting and disseminating

44. Reports from facilitators are fundamental tools for monitoring the implementation of the strategy and for identifying areas for improvement. The Intangible Cultural Heritage Section shared with the participants a draft reporting form, which was considered a good basis although a bit too formal (the word limit reminded the facilitators of the nomination forms). Some facilitators suggested that the form should include a section to report on the preparatory work, as well as a section to provide a qualitative description of the workshops, which would complement the workshop agenda.

45. The Intangible Cultural Heritage Section emphasized the importance of receiving analytical and critical reports while clarifying that such reports – which can be submitted in Spanish – are internal documents on which UNESCO draws information to report both to its governing bodies and to the governing bodies of the Convention. 

46. Facilitators agreed that they should make more systematic use of their interface to upload customized materials which may be useful to their colleagues, especially in the region, but also that the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section needs to ensure a better sharing of the reports among facilitators and Field Offices through its website. However, this will require a level of privacy for their access to the documentation available on the website different from that used by the members of the Section.

47. The main reason put forward to explain the low participation in the forum was of linguistic nature since many of the facilitators in the region do not feel comfortable to express themselves in French or English. The idea of separating the forum by regions was raised while recognizing that experiences of all facilitators were enriching regardless of their region.

Recommendations
· Facilitators to provide feedback on UNESCO’s “Checklist/Planning Schedule for ICH Capacity-Building Workshops”

· UNESCO to develop a guide on what kind of sectors and actors should be invited to participate in specific activities (based on the indications contained in the respective workshop overviews of the Facilitator manual for each workshop package)
· UNESCO to develop an on-line calendar to map the availability of facilitators and thereby enable better planning of activities.
· UNESCO to further develop training materials on institutional and legal frameworks building on the information included in the workshop materials for implementing the Convention at the national level.
· UNESCO to develop special units on intangible cultural heritage and cultural rights, notably intangible cultural heritage and intellectual property (building on the information already available on this subject in the Info Kit of the Convention and in the materials on implementing the Convention at national level).
· UNESCO to share the new units developed for community-based inventorying (which are ready for testing in English) and include a unit on organizing and archiving information and on ‘access and dissemination’ 
· UNESCO to offer specific training for developing safeguarding plans, noting that the training materials developed for this purpose are quite advanced. 
· Facilitators to bring to UNESCO’s attention examples on how intangible cultural heritage safeguarding contributes to sustainable development as they arise spontaneously in different activities
· UNESCO to develop an integrated presentation of 1972, 2003 and 2005 Conventions (as a first step UNESCO can share key documents where the three Conventions were presented together, i.e. in the context of the Congress ‘Culture: Key to Sustainable Development’ held in Hangzhou, China, in May 2013). 
· Facilitators to provide feedback on UNESCO’s reporting form – UNESCO will already follow the suggestion made to include a section for a qualitative description of the workshop
· UNESCO to ensure, as appropriate, wider sharing of the facilitators’ reports among network members through the facilitators’ webpage on the website of the Intangible Cultural Heritage Section.
� Evaluation of UNESCO’s Standard-setting Work of the Culture Sector Part I – 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (� HYPERLINK "http://www.unesco.org/culture/ich/doc/src/ITH-13-8.COM-INF.5.c-EN.doc" ��Document IOS/EVS/PI/129�).





page 12




page 11

[image: image1.png][image: image2.jpg]