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	ITEM 7 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA

	Report of the Evaluation Body on its work in 2024

	Nineteenth session, Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (Asunción, Paraguay – 2 to 7 December 2024)


	Summary
At its eighteenth session, the Committee established a consultative body responsible for the evaluation in 2024 of nominations to the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding (hereinafter ‘the Urgent Safeguarding List’) and to the Representative List of the Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity (hereinafter ‘the Representative List’), proposals to the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices, International Assistance requests submitted simultaneously with nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, and requests submitted in the context of transfer requests from the Representative List to the Urgent Safeguarding List (Decision 18.COM 17). This document constitutes the general report of the Evaluation Body, which includes an overview of the 2024 cycle (Part A), observations and recommendations on working methods, cross-cutting issues and good examples (Part B), a summary of recurring issues (Part C), and a draft decision for the Committee’s consideration.

Decision required: paragraph 56





The nomination files submitted by the States Parties are published by the Secretariat of the 2003 Convention on its website in compliance with paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives regarding the nomination procedure; moreover, the information included in the nominations is reflected in working documents of the Committee in order to ensure transparency and access to information.
The sole responsibility for the content of each nomination file lies with the submitting States Parties concerned. The designations employed in the texts and documents presented by the submitting States Parties do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Committee nor UNESCO concerning a) the legal status of any country, territory, city or area, b) the legal status of its authorities, c) the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries, or d) references to specific historical events.
1. In conformity with paragraph 27 of the Operational Directives, the ‘Evaluation Body’ is a consultative body of the Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (established in accordance with Article 8.3 of the Convention, as well as Rule 20 of its Rules of Procedure).
1. This body is entrusted with:
a) The evaluation of nominations for inscription (including transfers from one List to another, and the extension or reduction of an already inscribed element) on the Urgent Safeguarding List and the Representative List; and
b) The evaluation of:
· Proposed programmes, projects and activities that best reflect the principles and objectives of the Convention,
· International Assistance requests submitted simultaneously with nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List,
· International Assistance requests submitted in the context of a request to transfer an element from the Representative List to the Urgent Safeguarding List.
2. By its Decision 18.COM 17, the Committee established the present body at its eighteenth session and defined its terms of reference. The Evaluation Body is composed of six experts qualified in various fields of intangible cultural heritage to represent States Parties non-Members of the Committee and six accredited non-governmental organizations. As indicated in Decision 17.COM 14, a system of rotation among the seats has been established, according to which the Committee reappointed nine continuing members and elected three new members – Mr Herbert Chimhundu (Zimbabwe), the Conseil québécois du patrimoine vivant and the Czech Ethnological Society. They were elected by the Committee taking into consideration equitable geographical representation and their qualifications in various domains of intangible cultural heritage. The twelve members are:
Expert representatives of States Parties non-Members of the Committee
EG I: Ms Evrim Ölçer Özünel (Türkiye)
EG II: Mr Rimvydas Laužikas (Lithuania)
EG III: Mr Nigel Encalada (Belize)
EG IV: Mr Kirk Siang Yeo (Singapore)
EG V(a): Mr Herbert Chimhundu (Zimbabwe)
EG V(b): Ms Nahla Abdallah Emam (Egypt)
Accredited non-governmental organizations
EG I: Conseil québécois du patrimoine vivant
EG II: Czech Ethnological Society
EG III: Daniel Rubin de la Borbolla Center
EG IV: Aigine Cultural Research Center – Aigine CRC
EG V(a): The Cross-Cultural Foundation of Uganda (CCFU)
EG V(b): Syria Trust for Development
3. Following the submission and presentation of the report on its work to the nineteenth session of the Committee, the present Evaluation Body as a whole shall cease to exist with the establishment of the next Body (Decision 18.COM 17). A new Evaluation Body will be established at the present session of the Committee (see document LHE/24/19.COM/14). 
4. The report of the Evaluation Body consists of five working documents: the present document and four additional documents concerning the nominations for inscription on the Lists and on the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices. These documents contain an assessment of the conformity of the nominations, proposals and requests regarding the relevant criteria as provided in Chapters I.1 to I.4 of the Operational Directives, and recommendations to the Committee regarding inscription or selection. The working documents are:
i. The present document LHE/24/19.COM/7, which constitutes the general report of the Evaluation Body, with an overview of all the 2024 files (Part A), observations and recommendations on working methods, cross-cutting issues and good examples (Part B), a summary of recurring issues in the 2024 cycle (Part C), and a draft decision for the Committee’s consideration;
ii. Document LHE/24/19.COM/7.a, which concerns nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List;
iii. Document LHE/24/19.COM/7.b, which concerns nominations for inscription on the Representative List;
iv. Document LHE/24/19.COM/7.c, which concerns transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List; and
v. Document LHE/24/19.COM/7.d, which concerns proposals to the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices.
5. The files evaluated by the Evaluation Body for the 2024 cycle are available on the website of the Convention at: https://ich.unesco.org/en/files-2024-under-process-01303. The nominations, proposals and requests are presented in their respective reports in English alphabetical order, starting with the files of States whose names begin with the letter P, following a draw conducted during the eighteenth session of the Committee (Decision 18.COM 17).
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6. The Evaluation Body noted that the 2024 cycle was a ‘transition’ year, as this was the first cycle involving the evaluation of nomination files which were submitted after the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention, and arising from the adoption of amendments to the Operational Directives by the ninth session of the General Assembly (UNESCO Headquarters, 5 to 7 July 2022, see Resolution 9.GA 9) and by the tenth session of the General Assembly (UNESCO Headquarters, 11 to 12 June 2024, see Resolution 10.GA 7). The key changes to the nomination forms include the following: 
i. Revisions to the nomination form to the Representative List (ICH-02), particularly the updated question in the nomination form under criterion R.2 to include aspects of sustainable development and the use of the periodic reports in the evaluation process;
ii. New nomination forms for the transfer of an element from one list to the other (ICH-01 RL to USL and ICH-02 USL to RL);
iii. New nomination forms [ICH-01 (Extension) and ICH-02 (Extension)] for the extension of existing elements already inscribed on the Lists; and
iv. The adoption of the amendments to the Operational Directives concerning the selection criteria for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices at the tenth session of the General Assembly in June 2024.
7. In response to the changes highlighted above, the Evaluation Body held extensive discussions on the approach for the evaluation of the nomination files in this cycle and recommendations to guide future evaluation cycles. The Evaluation Body took into consideration the need for submitting States and communities concerned to adapt to the revised forms and procedures, while ensuring consistency and the integrity of the evaluation process. Details of the Evaluation Body’s approach to the evaluation of these files and the Body’s recommendations for future cycles are explained in Part B of this report. 
8. In accordance with paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives, the deadline for the submission of files for the 2024 cycle was 31 March 2023. The Operational Directives provide that ‘the Committee determines two years beforehand, in accordance with the available resources and its capacity, the number of files that can be treated in the course of the two following cycles’ (paragraph 33). At its seventeenth session, the Committee (Decision 17.COM 15) decided that the nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List and to the Representative List and proposals for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices are not to exceed sixty for the 2024 cycle, while also requesting that transfer requests from one List to another as well as requests regarding inscription on an extended or reduced basis be considered outside this annual ceiling. This provision was put in place on an experimental basis. It was reported to the tenth session of the General Assembly (see paragraph 6 in document LHE/24/10.GA/6) and will be discussed by the present nineteenth session of the Committee under item 15.
9. Following the above-mentioned decision to have at least one file per submitting State processed over the two-year period of 2023–2024 and applying the priorities set out in paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives, the Evaluation Body was informed that the Secretariat had treated a total of seventy files, by level of priority, as follows:
	Reference
	Type of file
	Number

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (0)
	Files from States that did not have a file treated for the 2023 cycle
	31

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (i)
	Files from States having no elements inscribed or good safeguarding practices selected 
	6

	
	Nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List
	3

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (ii)
	Multinational files
	12

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (iii)
	Files from States with the fewest elements inscribed and good safeguarding practices selected
	9

	Decision 17.COM 15 – files outside the annual ceiling
	Nominations on an extended or reduced basis
	6

	Decision 17.COM 15 – files outside the annual ceiling
	Requests for the transfer of an inscribed element from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List
	3

	Total
	
	70


10. The Secretariat processed each of the seventy files and contacted the submitting States between June and September 2023 about any further information required for the files to be considered technically complete. Following this completeness check by the Secretariat, sixty-seven files were considered technically complete. One file in the priority (i) category and one in the priority (ii) category, as well as one nomination on an extended basis, were considered technically incomplete and were subsequently withdrawn by the submitting States Parties. 
11. A total of sixty-seven files were completed by the submitting States in time for assessment by the Evaluation Body, one of which was withdrawn by the submitting State after the completeness check by the Secretariat and prior to the publication of the present report. The breakdown of the sixty-six remaining files by mechanism is as follows:
	Urgent Safeguarding List
	2

	Representative List
	53

	Register of Good Safeguarding Practices
	3

	Extension requests (Representative List)
	5

	Transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List
	3

	Total
	66


Meetings of the Evaluation Body
12. As with previous years, the Evaluation Body met three times in the 2024 cycle, as indicated in the table below. The first meeting provided the opportunity for the Body to elect its Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur and familiarize itself with its tasks. The second and third meetings allowed the Body to conduct its evaluation work and reach consensus on all files.
	Meeting, date and venue
	Tasks
	Notes

	First meeting
27 to 28 February 2024
Online
	· Review the tasks and working methods of the Evaluation Body;
· Conduct a mock nomination exercise to familiarize members with the evaluation process;
· Elect the Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur of the Evaluation Body.
	The Evaluation Body elected:
· Mr Kirk Siang Yeo (Singapore) as Chairperson;
· Ms Evrim Ölçer Özünel (Türkiye) as Vice-Chairperson;
· Ms Barbra Babweteera Mutambi (The Cross-Cultural Foundation of Uganda – CCFU) as Rapporteur.

	Second meeting
24 to 28 June 2024
UNESCO Headquarters
	· Utilize a dedicated online interface established by the Secretariat to evaluate each file before the meeting;
· Discuss and reach consensus on recommendations for all files in person (due to health reasons, one member of the Evaluation Body participated in the meeting virtually);
· Discuss and prepare questions for submitting States concerned by the dialogue process.
	· Consensus was reached on all files, and the dialogue process was initiated for 20 files;
· Following the meeting, the Secretariat sent questions raised by the Evaluation Body to all States concerned by the dialogue process;
· After the meeting, the Rapporteur and Vice-Chairperson prepared a draft decision for each file, and the Chairperson drafted cross-cutting observations and recommendations on behalf of the Evaluation Body.

	Third meeting
17 to 18 September 2024
Online (with Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur in person)
	· Discuss, adjust and validate the draft decisions for each file;
· Finalize recommendations for all files concerned by the dialogue process;
· Discuss and finalize cross-cutting issues.
	· The Evaluation Body finalized its recommendations for all files, including the files concerned by the dialogue process;
· The Evaluation Body adopted its report for the Committee.


13. Dialogue process: The 2024 cycle is the fifth cycle in which the dialogue process has been fully implemented. In this cycle, the dialogue process involved twenty files, including one nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List, eighteen nominations to the Representative List, and one transfer request from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List. In five cases, the Body asked questions on more than one criterion, for a total of twenty-seven questions. These figures represent the highest number of questions and of files undergoing the dialogue process since the implementation of the dialogue process.
14. In some multinational files, questions were posed to specific States within the group of submitting States, to seek clarifications from these specific States only, as the remaining submitting States had provided sufficient information for the evaluation process. The questions from the Evaluation Body were sent to the submitting States concerned on 12 July 2024 with the deadline of 9 August 2024 to provide the information requested in English and French, the two working languages of the Convention. The questions from the Evaluation Body and the answers from the submitting States are attached to their respective nomination files on the 19.COM webpage. Of the twenty files that underwent the dialogue process, all of the files were recommended for inscription.
Recommendations of the Evaluation Body
15. Out of the 66 files presented to the Committee in this cycle, a total of 65 files (98 per cent) are recommended for inscription, selection or approval and 1 file (2 per cent) is recommended for referral.
16. Compared to the previous cycle (2023), the number of files recommended for referral has increased from 0 to 2 per cent. The number of files recommended for inscription has correspondingly decreased from 100 to 98 per cent. Despite the slight decrease in the percentages of inscription compared to the previous cycle, it should be noted that there was a higher number of files compared to 2023 (an almost 20 per cent increase) and the overall results remain highly positive. Notwithstanding this positive outcome, the Evaluation Body calls upon submitting States to pay careful attention to the safeguarding advice given for each nomination as well as to the cross-cutting issues raised in this report.
17. Files that did not satisfy the criteria were referred or not recommended for inscription as follows:
	
	Representative List

	Number of files referred or not recommended on only one criterion
	0

	Number of files referred or not recommended on multiple criteria
	1


18. Among the files that were referred or not recommended for inscription on the Lists of the Convention, the recommendations of the Evaluation Body were based on issues concerning the following criteria:
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	Number of files in which the criterion was referred or considered as not met

	R.1/U.1
	0

	R.2
	1

	R.3
	1

	R.4/U.4
	0

	R.5/U.5
	0


Observations and recommendations on working methods, cross-cutting issues and good examples
19. This part of the report explains the working methods of the Evaluation Body and outlines the cross-cutting issues, observations and recommendations that arose during its work in this cycle. 
20. General methodology. As with previous years, the twelve members of the Evaluation Body evaluated each file within a collective decision-making process and ensured that their evaluations were consistent within and across the files in the cycle and with previous Evaluation Bodies. Nonetheless, the Evaluation Body took into consideration the particularities of each file and the specific contexts concerning each element of intangible cultural heritage. The Evaluation Body based its evaluations on the information included in the nomination files as a whole, including supporting materials (e.g. letters of consent and audio-visual materials) and provided during the dialogue process and did not make assumptions about any missing details. 
21. Periodic reports. The Evaluation Body considered it useful to use periodic reports as a source of information. In this cycle, 73 per cent of the 2024 nominations referred to periodic reports under section R.5/U.5. Nonetheless, it is sometimes difficult to obtain the specific information from the periodic reports for the purposes of evaluating Criterion R.5/U.5 due to the following reasons: (a) some periodic reports are not accessible to all members of the Evaluation Body because periodic reports are submitted either in English or French, whereas the nomination files are available in both English and French; and (b) some files included references to periodic reports that had not been submitted to the Secretariat at the time of the nomination’s submission. The dialogue process was therefore used to address missing or unclear information from the files and periodic reports. As such, the Evaluation Body recommends that the sections of the nomination form pertaining to Criterion R.5/U.5 be revised to allow submitting States to provide a short summary for information from the periodic reports, and to add a text box to indicate the involvement of communities in the inventorying process and the frequency of updating the national inventory on which the element is inscribed. 
22. International Assistance. In a few cases, the Evaluation Body noticed that the files benefitted from the International Assistance mechanism and encourages more States to make use of this mechanism to improve their safeguarding plans.
23. Correspondence regarding ongoing nominations. As in previous cycles, the Evaluation Body took note of correspondences received regarding nominations to the Representative List. In accordance with the guidelines for the treatment of correspondences from the public or other parties concerned with regard to nominations (Decision 7.COM 15), the Secretariat transmitted the letter(s) to the submitting State(s) Party(ies) and forwarded their response, if any, back to the original sender. With reference to the above-mentioned guidelines, the Evaluation Body also received a copy of the correspondences concerning two nominations.
24. Neutrality of the members of the Evaluation Body. To ensure neutrality and equity, and as has been the custom in the past, members of the Evaluation Body did not evaluate any files submitted by their country of nationality or the country in which the non-governmental organization they represent is located. Such members also did not take part in the discussions about the file or in the drafting of the recommendation. This was the case for six files under the current cycle, as indicated in the table below:
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(Draft Decision no.)
	Submitting States
	Nomination/Proposal title
	Evaluation Body members who did not participate in the evaluation

	Extension request

	02097
(19.COM 7.b.57)
	Afghanistan, Azerbaijan, India, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, Pakistan, Tajikistan, Türkiye, Turkmenistan, Mongolia
	Nawrouz, Novruz, Nowrouz, Nowrouz, Nawrouz, Nauryz, Nooruz, Nowruz, Navruz, Nevruz, Nowruz, Navruz
	Ms Evrim Ölçer Özünel (Türkiye)

Aigine Cultural Research Center – Aigine CRC
(Kyrgyzstan)

	Representative List

	02114
(19.COM 7.b.53)
	North Macedonia, Türkiye
	Traditional bagpipe (Gayda/Tulum) making and performing
	Ms Evrim Ölçer Özünel (Türkiye)

	02090
(19.COM 7.b.27)
	Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand
	Kebaya: knowledge, skills, traditions and practices
	Mr Kirk Siang Yeo (Singapore)

	02119
(19.COM 7.b.35)
	Egypt, Saudi Arabia
	Semsemiah: instrument crafting and playing
	Ms Nahla Abdallah Emam (Egypt)

	02116
(19.COM 7.b.56)
	United Arab Emirates, Algeria, Bahrain, Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, Kuwait, Morocco, Mauritania, Oman, State of Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Tunisia, Yemen
	Henna: rituals, aesthetic and social practices
	Ms Nahla Abdallah Emam (Egypt)

	02132
(19.COM 7.b.10)
	Syrian Arab Republic
	Craftsmanship of Aleppo Ghar soap
	Syria Trust for Development 
(Syrian Arab Republic)


Furthermore, when evaluating file no. 02101 submitted by Greece, the Evaluation Body unanimously decided to exempt one of its members from the evaluation, as the nomination involved the treatment of correspondence (in the sense of Decision 7.COM 15), submitted by this member’s country of nationality. The Evaluation Body notes that this is the first time it has taken such a decision to exclude a member from the evaluation process, arising from the correspondences received from a State Party concerning a nomination file. The Evaluation Body therefore requests that the Secretariat take note of this process adopted for this cycle and recommends that the same process be adopted for future cycles.
25. Workload of the Evaluation Body. The Evaluation Body successfully evaluated 67 files in this cycle (of which 66 are presented to the Committee), thanks to the dedication of all members and the support of the Secretariat. The Evaluation Body noted that this represents an almost 20 per cent increase in files compared to the 2023 cycle, and anticipates that the number of files may increase in future cycles, as requests for transfers between the Lists and inscriptions on an extended or reduced basis will be treated outside the annual ceiling of files (Decision 17.COM 15). For this reason, the Evaluation Body requests that careful consideration be given to the workload that it will be asked to undertake, as well as the working methods in future cycles, in the interest of ensuring thorough and consistent evaluation of the files.
Evaluation of criterion R.2.
26. Observations on criterion R.2 responses. As indicated in paragraph 7 of this report, the present evaluation cycle represents the first time that nomination files were submitted after the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention, with the adoption of amendments to the Operational Directives by the ninth session of the General Assembly (UNESCO Headquarters, 5 to 7 July 2022, see Resolution 9.GA 9). In the nomination form, the question for criterion R.2 was revised to request information on the element’s contributions to aspects of sustainable development, in addition to demonstrating how the inscription of the element will contribute to ensuring visibility and awareness of the significance of intangible cultural heritage, and encouraging dialogue. Given its extensive nature, criterion R.2 is assessed based on the information provided in the nomination file as a whole, including the answers provided in this section of the form.
The Evaluation Body noted that in general, many submitting States focused heavily on providing information relating to sustainable development, and few submitting States provided explanations relating to visibility, awareness and dialogue. Overall, the Evaluation Body views that the changes made to the nomination form to request for information on the element’s contribution to aspects of sustainable development was a positive move, highlighting the important role that intangible cultural heritage plays for communities and the environment. Many submitting States were able to demonstrate the clear links between the element and various aspects of sustainable development, particularly those that submitted accompanying videos and documents featuring the voices and viewpoints of the communities. At the same time, the Evaluation Body recognizes the difficulties faced by many submitting States in providing the information required for criterion R.2, given the recent revision of the nomination forms. Several nominations did not provide accompanying materials and instead provided broad, generic statements that were lacking details or context. Many files also attempted to draw indirect or tenuous links to sustainable development. As a result, it was hard to provide  positive evaluations for such cases.
The Evaluation Body also notes that some submitting States ticked all or many of the boxes on the aspects of sustainable development concerned, but failed to provide explanations corresponding to these aspects. The Evaluation Body would like to highlight that the selection of more boxes does not always result in a better-quality file and a positive evaluation. When selecting the boxes on sustainable development under criterion R.2, States are invited to provide clear and meaningful explanations of how the element contributes to these selected areas of sustainable development. 
27. Methodology for evaluation of criterion R.2. The Evaluation Body considered all information in the file, including audiovisual materials and information contained in other sections of the form (e.g. information provided in R.1). As this is the first cycle during which nomination files address the revised questions, the Evaluation Body decided to adopt the following evaluation methodology: (a) Considering criterion R.2 fulfilled when a file provided sufficient information on aspects of sustainable development despite having limited or no information on visibility, creativity, awareness and dialogue; and (b) Using the dialogue process extensively to seek clarifications on this criterion, including for cases where there was limited information concerning the element’s contribution to aspects of sustainable development.
28. Recommendations for future cycles. The Evaluation Body recommends that submitting States refer to the sustainable development aspects outlined in the Operational Directives (Chapter VI: Safeguarding intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development at the national level) when preparing nomination files for future cycles. Submitting States are encouraged to select the appropriate boxes on the aspects of sustainable development, provide detailed and specific information on how the element contributes to these aspects, and avoid using broad and generic statements when responding to criterion R.2. 
As this is the first year that the updated R.2 section is in place, the Evaluation Body recommends that the Living Heritage Entity monitor these issues in future cycles and consider providing greater clarity to the questions in the nomination form. In addition, the Evaluation Body recommends that the Living Heritage Entity expand its capacity-building efforts on the updated nomination forms, with particular emphasis on criterion R.2 and the links between intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development.
The Evaluation Body wishes to highlight that the audiovisual materials and accompanying documents featuring the communities’ voices often provided positive evaluations for criterion R.2, and strongly encourages States Parties to continue providing such audiovisual materials for future cycles. The Evaluation Body further encourages States Parties to ensure a diversity of community voices in audiovisual materials, instead of featuring a single individual or expert.
Transfer from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List
29. Methodology for the evaluation of transfer requests. Following the conclusion of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention, this is the first time that the Evaluation Body evaluated transfer requests of inscribed elements from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List. There were three transfer requests in this cycle, all submitted by the same State Party. During its first meeting in February 2024, the Evaluation Body agreed that the three files would be evaluated by the Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur first. The files were then made available to the rest of the Evaluation Body, and all members were able to evaluate them if they wished to do so. On the second day of the June 2024 meeting (25 June), the Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur shared their collective evaluations and recommendations on these three files, followed by a discussion involving all members of the Evaluation Body. The discussion was paused, to allow members to consider the information that was presented. The Evaluation Body then reconvened on Thursday, 27 June to finalize the decision on these files. The Evaluation Body used the dialogue mechanism for one of the files to seek clarifications regarding the transmission efforts and the effectiveness of the safeguarding measures concerning the element.
30. Observations on the transfer requests. The Evaluation Body noted the high quality of the periodic reports for the three transfer files. At the same time, the Evaluation Body found it challenging to evaluate these files due to the following reasons: 
i. Information was found in different sections of the periodic report, as the periodic report was not drafted in a manner intended to fulfil criteria R.1 to R.5. 
ii. The evaluation was based on periodic reports that covered the elements’ viability and safeguarding measures between 2017 and 2021, although the three elements concerned were first inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List in 2009. 
iii. There was a lack of photos and videos to support the evaluation process, as these were not required as part of the transfer request form (ICH-02 USL to RL). 
31. Recommendations for future cycles. Given the above observations, the Evaluation Body recommends that the nomination form be revised as follows:
i. Request submitting States to provide a summary on the key aspects of their safeguarding measures and their effectiveness (including statistics, if available), as well as information on how the viability of the element has improved since it was first inscribed on the Urgent Safeguarding List. 
ii. Request submitting States to provide proposed or future safeguarding measures that will be implemented if the element is successfully transferred to the Representative List. 
iii. Request audiovisual materials and photos as part of the transfer form. These materials will provide an updated status and presentation of the element, especially for elements that were first inscribed years ago. The audiovisual materials will also be useful for sharing the safeguarding measures with other States Parties, and as a reference for other communities and NGOs which are working to revitalise and safeguard their intangible cultural heritage. 
iv. Request a copy of the element on the State’s latest inventory for criterion R.5, in case the element was first inscribed many years ago.
32. Consideration for inclusion in the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices. Regarding the inclusion of the transfer files in the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices, the Evaluation Body found it challenging to determine whether these files met the necessary criteria. The Evaluation Body considered that the forms and the periodic reports did not align with the Register’s criteria, making it impossible to assess them based on criteria G.1 to G.4. Therefore, the Evaluation Body recommends that States Parties submit a separate nomination to the Register in future cycles, rather than ask the Evaluation Body to decide on behalf of States Parties and communities whether to include the safeguarding plan of the transfer files in the Register during the same cycle.
Multinational nominations
33. Observations on increased interest in multinational nominations. Eleven multinational nominations were evaluated in this cycle. The high number of multinational files indicates the increased capacity and interest of States Parties in nominating shared intangible cultural heritage. Such multinational files also positively reflect the living nature of intangible cultural heritage and the shared cultures across countries and regions. The Evaluation Body hopes that more multinational nominations will be submitted in future cycles.
34. Word limits for multinational files. The Evaluation Body notes that the existing word limits may pose problems for certain multinational files, some of which involve more than ten submitting States. The Evaluation Body encourages the Living Heritage Entity to provide clearer guidelines and instructions on the word limits concerning multinational nomination files involving a large number of submitting States.
Extension requests 
35. Observations on new extension nominations. The Evaluation Body is pleased to note that six files were submitted as extension requests to existing elements on the Representative List, following the simplification of the nomination forms for extension requests. The Evaluation Body welcomed the increased submission of extension requests and noticed that, in some cases, extensions of inscribed elements can contribute to an enhanced dialogue and knowledge exchange between the communities and States concerned. In particular, the Evaluation Body noted that the nomination of the extension of ‘Cultural practices and expressions linked to Balafon and Kolintang in Mali, Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire and Indonesia’ highlights the positive effects of intangible cultural heritage in bridging geographical distances, uniting diverse communities and celebrating cultural diversity. The Evaluation Body also noted that the files may include domestic extensions within States Parties to include more regions and communities. 
36. Recommendations for future cycles concerning extensions of multinational files. While the Evaluation Body welcomes the increased submission of extension requests, it also noticed that challenges remain, notably in terms of ensuring the consent of communities from the original nominating States [Section 4.3 of Form ICH-02 (Extension)]. Some letters of consent from the communities of the original nominations were unclear and did not indicate whether these communities welcomed the inclusion of the new submitting State(s) and communities. In addition, some countries submitted only a few letters of consent from a small number of the communities of the original nomination, while others provided letters of consent which were prepared by government departments or Permanent Delegations. For such letters, it was difficult to determine if the consent of the communities of the original nominations was obtained for the extension. The Evaluation Body therefore recommends that States Parties submit more substantial evidence of consent that features the voices of the communities of the original nominations. Such consent can be demonstrated in the form of letters and/or audiovisual materials. The Evaluation Body recognizes the challenges in obtaining consent from all communities involved in the original nomination and recommends that States strive to provide a representative sample from these communities. In addition, the Evaluation Body recommends that Form ICH-02 (Extension) be revised to include, under Section 2, the possibility for the new/joining country to demonstrate linkages with sustainable development (via checkboxes), as per the current Form ICH-02.
Register of Good Safeguarding Practices
37. The Evaluation Body takes note of the amendments to the Operational Directives concerning the selection criteria for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices, which was endorsed at the tenth session of the General Assembly (11–12 June 2024), and the adoption of the new G.1 to G.4 criteria in place of the existing P.1 to P.8 criteria. For this cycle, the Evaluation Body decided to evaluate the nominations to the Register and draft the recommendations based on the original P.1 to P.8 criteria. The Body took this decision because it noted that submitting States had already submitted the nominations using the forms with P.1 to P.8 criteria on or before 31 March 2023, prior to the establishment of the new criteria at the tenth session of the General Assembly. The Evaluation Body views that the evaluation of the files using the original P.1 to P.8 criteria provides a fair and transparent evaluation process and avoids any errors or misinterpretation that may arise in trying to apply the new G.1 to G.4 criteria to these files. In addition, the Evaluation Body takes note of the low number of applications to the Register in this cycle and expresses its hope that the new criteria will encourage more nominations to the Register in the future. 
List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding
38. The Evaluation Body notes that only two nomination files were submitted for the Urgent Safeguarding List this year. It also notes that the Urgent Safeguarding List is currently underutilized compared to the high number of elements inscribed on the Representative List. The Evaluation Body therefore encourages the States to consider submitting elements to the Urgent Safeguarding List in order to improve their viability and safeguarding efforts. 
Cross-cutting issues
39. Commercialization and tourism efforts. The Evaluation Body recognizes that commercialization and tourism efforts can have a positive impact on sustainable livelihoods, and notes that several files explained the elements’ contribution to sustainable livelihoods under R.2. In some files, the safeguarding measures include efforts to industrialize or introduce semi-industrialized production methods. While the Evaluation Body recognizes that such efforts may have positive effects by contributing to livelihoods and providing employment opportunities within communities, they may result in the over-commercialization and decontextualization of intangible cultural heritage. The Evaluation Body therefore encourages States Parties to assess the impact of such industrialization efforts before their implementation. 
The Evaluation Body further notes that most files remained silent on the unintended consequences of inscription and issues concerning over-commercialization and over-tourism. On the other hand, the Evaluation Body is glad to note that some files have proactively identified such risks and included information about mitigation and monitoring measures, in collaboration with the communities concerned. 
The Evaluation Body encourages submitting States to refer to the guidance note on the economic dimensions of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage (see Annex to document LHE/23/18.COM/12 Rev.) and to provide explanations on the possible unintended consequences of inscription and mitigation measures in their future nominations. Furthermore, the Evaluation Body recommends that States Parties consider implementing monitoring mechanisms as part of the safeguarding measures in future nomination files, and to work with communities, NGOs and experts on monitoring the impact of commercialization on the element. 
40. Standardization measures as safeguarding efforts. The Evaluation Body noted that two of the nomination files proposed standardization measures as part of the safeguarding plans. In both instances, the Evaluation Body used the dialogue process to seek clarifications concerning these standardization measures and their potential negative impacts. States Parties are asked to consider the impact of such standardization measures on how an element is practiced and transmitted and to mitigate any possible unintended effects, such as ‘freezing’ or decontextualization.
41. Inclusivity and accessibility. The Evaluation Body notes that several nomination files have provided information on measures or programmes that involve persons with disabilities in the practice and safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage elements and involved diverse groups of communities of different backgrounds in the nomination process. The Evaluation Body acknowledges that such files positively demonstrate the ability of intangible cultural heritage to unite diverse groups of communities of different backgrounds, physical abilities and ethnicities, bridging differences and jointly celebrating the shared cultural heritage of humanity. 
42. Foodways. The Evaluation Body recognizes that foodways, culinary heritage, cuisines and food preparations are expressions of intangible cultural heritage as defined by the Convention. However, it wishes to remind States Parties that nomination files that are focused on foodways should avoid emphasizing the food product or dish. The emphasis should be placed on explaining the associated skills, traditions and practices of the nominated element, and its social functions and cultural meanings. 
43. Gender issues. The Convention upholds mutual respect for gender roles in the practice, transmission and safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage. As with past cycles, the Evaluation Body encourages States Parties to elaborate on gender roles relating to the elements submitted for inscription. As some files remained silent on this point, more attempts should be made to include descriptions on gender within nomination files. On the other hand, some files highlighted the contribution of the nominated element to gender equality, and demonstrated how the viability of living heritage could be enhanced through transmission by different genders.
44. Rural-to-urban migration. The Evaluation Body notes that some nominated elements of living heritage can play a positive role in encouraging young people to settle outside cities and pursue opportunities in rural areas, mitigating the trend of rural-to-urban migration. This highlights the contribution of intangible cultural heritage to aspects of sustainable development.
45. Education. The Evaluation Body is pleased to note that many nomination files included safeguarding measures in the field of education. In particular, various nomination files integrated the knowledge and skills of nominated elements in the curricula of several education levels, including middle schools and high schools.
46. Relationship between tangible and intangible cultural heritage. The Evaluation Body noted that several elements nominated in this cycle were closely related to physical spaces, such as historic buildings and cultural spaces. The close connections between intangible cultural heritage and tangible heritage demonstrate mutual dependency, where the physical sites and structures help sustain intangible cultural heritage, and in turn, the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage gives meaning to and preserves the cultural importance of these sites. 
47. Use of audiovisual materials. Many submitting States (58 per cent of the 2024 nominations) took advantage of the new possibility to provide audiovisual materials in support of criteria R.2 and R.4. As in past cycles, such videos continued to be useful in providing clarity on the nomination files, particularly in demonstrating the cultural context and social functions of an element and the participation and consent of the communities concerned. In particular, the Evaluation Body wishes to highlight that videos showing the voices and views of the communities are strongly encouraged, particularly to demonstrate an element’s contribution to sustainable development under criterion R.2 and the role of communities under R.4/U.4. However, it is observed that some videos feature the voice of one or two individual experts, and it was unclear how these experts represent the communities concerned. As such, States Parties should endeavour to feature a wide range of voices in any accompanying audiovisual materials.
The Evaluation Body notes that some submitting States provided optional videos for criterion R.2 which are of substantial duration; some are about an hour long. The Evaluation Body suggests establishing a maximum duration of ten minutes for audiovisual material pertaining to R.2 to ensure parity between nomination files and to encourage the videos to be concise and to focus on the key aspects of sustainable development. 
Moreover, with the increased use of photos and videos, the Evaluation Body wishes to remind States Parties to select photos and video footage that provide clarity on the nature and context of the nominated element and the communities concerned, and to ensure that the selected photos and video footage reflect the spirit of the Convention as well as the requirement of mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals, as stipulated under Article 2 of the Convention.
48. Previously referred files. Some files that had been referred in previous evaluation cycles were resubmitted in this cycle. Of the files examined in this cycle, 4 were previously referred, and 2 were previously withdrawn. In this regard, States Parties took into account the comments received in previous cycles, and the Evaluation Body is pleased to observe that these files were notably improved in their re-submissions.
49. Textual quality of nominations. As has been the case in previous cycles, many nomination files presented linguistic issues, including unclear and imprecise language, typographical errors, and placement of information in the wrong sections. The Evaluation Body noted that this continues to be a recurring issue. In particular, it would like to highlight the following issues in this year’s cycle:
i. Titles of elements. The Evaluation Body recommended title changes in six nomination files to better reflect the nature of the element that is being nominated. Nonetheless, it noted a general positive trend of titles that are aligned with the nature and characteristics of the nominated element.
ii. Misplacing of information. In several instances, the Evaluation Body observed that information addressing one criterion was found in the responses to another criterion. Although the Evaluation Body exercised leniency on this point, submitting States are encouraged to ensure that responses are provided in the appropriate sections of the form and drafted in a manner that directly addresses the specific criterion.
iii. Broad and general statements. The Evaluation Body noted that several files adopted a poetic and lyrical style of writing, while others featured overly generic and broad statements which were difficult to use for evaluations. For future nomination files, the Evaluation Body encourages States Parties to provide information that clearly explains the context of the elements and provides specific details and concrete measures.
50. [bookmark: _Hlk144729600]‘Connections’ cycle. Following the practice initiated from the 2023 cycle, the Secretariat undertook an indexing exercise on the nominations examined as part of the present year’s cycle, in order to identify recurring concepts and keywords, associations with Sustainable Development Goals, as well as thematic links between the different elements. The analysis revealed that this cycle’s nominated elements specifically underline the ‘connecting dimension’ of living heritage among and between people and communities, expressed during festive social gatherings but also during life cycle rites of passage and ceremonies in family and community settings. In particular, this cycle’s practices and skills associated with craftwork highlight the unifying role of living heritage in promoting a broad inclusion of community members and integration of diverse groups within communities in a spirit of solidarity. A brief summary of the indexing exercise can be found below. Beyond this exercise, the detailed outcomes of the indexing will be used to update the data contained in the Dive into Living Heritage interactive interface.
	
	Number of files indexed
	Percentage of total files

	Files indexed with ‘inclusion’
	29
	44%

	Files indexed with ‘crafts workers’
	20
	30%

	Files indexed with ‘social gathering’
	17
	26%

	Files indexed with ‘collective practices, rituals and celebrations’
	16
	24%


Good examples
51. The Evaluation Body congratulates the many communities, groups and individuals whose intangible cultural heritage was nominated. During this cycle, there was a high number of well-prepared files from a wide range of regions. Many files also highlighted positive links between the intangible cultural heritage elements and their contributions to sustainable development. The Evaluation Body is pleased to recommend some nominations from this cycle as good examples:
i. Register of Good Safeguarding Practices – Overall Files
‘School of Crafts ÚĽUV’, nominated by Slovakia, represents a good model of transmission of skills to future generations and an example for integrating craftsmanship in creative industries and promoting crafts as part of everyday life.
‘Oman Youth Sail Training Ship (Safinat Shabab Oman) programme for peace and sustainable cultural dialogue’, nominated by Oman, is a positive example of a programme that promotes sustainable cultural dialogue, while highlighting the contribution of living heritage in building peace, tolerance and mutual respect.
ii. Representative List – Overall Files
‘Cultural practices related to Taif roses’, nominated by Saudi Arabia, is a well-prepared file that includes a good video illustrating the element’s contribution to sustainable development, particularly to the environment and water security.
‘Summer farming at fäbod and seter: knowledge, traditions and practices related to the grazing of outlying lands and artisan food production’, nominated by Sweden and Norway, is a well-written file with an excellent video which highlights strong community involvement. Furthermore, the file emphasizes the central role of women in the element, and the related knowledge of animal husbandry and land management.
‘Kebaya: knowledge, skills, traditions and practices’, nominated by Brunei Darussalam, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and Thailand, is a well-prepared file about an element that is connected to many domains of sustainable development. It provides a positive example for multinational files and reflects the role of living heritage in fostering peace and mutual respect between diverse communities, groups and individuals from different States.
‘Spring festival, social practices of the Chinese people in celebration of traditional new year’, nominated by China, is a well-prepared file and video that convey the element’s contribution to sustainable livelihoods as well as the relationship between humanity and nature.
‘Craftsmanship of traditional woven textile Kente’, nominated by Ghana, is a well-prepared first submission with a high-quality video.
‘Durbar in Kano’, nominated by Nigeria, is an overall well-prepared and well-written file. 
‘Traditional costumes in Norway, craftmanship and social practice’, nominated by Norway, is an overall well-written file with a well-produced video which clearly displays the support of the communities.
‘Art of dry stone construction, knowledge and techniques’, an extension to an existing inscribed element, nominated by Croatia, Cyprus, France, Greece, Italy, Slovenia, Spain, Switzerland, Andorra, Austria, Belgium, Ireland and Luxembourg, is a well-prepared file featuring the strong participation of communities, groups and individuals.
‘Cultural practices and expressions linked to Balafon and Kolintang in Mali, Burkina Faso, Côte d'Ivoire and Indonesia’, an extension to an existing inscribed element, nominated by Mali, Burkina Faso, Côte d'Ivoire and Indonesia, is a well-developed file that reflects the cultural diversity of intangible cultural heritage practices and serves as a great model for collaboration between States across regions.
Summary of criteria-related and recurring issues in the 2024 cycle
52. The Evaluation Body noted a number of challenges faced by States Parties that are closely connected to specific criteria for the Lists and Register of the Convention. Some of these issues were identified in previous cycles. Nevertheless, the Evaluation Body wishes to draw attention to issues that were prominent in this year’s nomination cycle, with the goal of assisting States Parties in future cycles.
	Criterion
	Issues identified

	Representative List / Urgent Safeguarding List

	R.1/U.1
	Gender. Where the nomination file asks for information on gender-related roles, States Parties are encouraged to elaborate on the cross-section of such roles associated with the practice and transmission of the element.
Positive evaluations of R.1/U.1. The Evaluation Body notes that the quality of information in section R.1/U.1 has generally improved, with all nomination files meeting the criterion in the 2024 cycle.

	R.2 
	Given that this was the first time that the updated questions for R.2 were evaluated arising from the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention, the approach adopted by the Evaluation Body and its recommendations for future cycles are mentioned in paragraphs 27 to 29.

	R.3/U.3
	Community participation in the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures. Community participation is central to the evaluation of R.3/U.3. The Evaluation Body notes that the quality of information in R.3/U.3 has generally improved in this cycle. However, it continues to observe that community participation in the planning and implementation of the safeguarding measures was not always explained clearly. This has been a recurring matter for several cycles and continues to remain an issue in several files in the 2024 cycle. To address this, States Parties are encouraged to ensure the widest possible participation of communities in the planning of the safeguarding measures and to ensure that the file clearly explains their role in implementing the proposed measures.
In other instances, the safeguarding measures were heavily focused on those implemented by State agencies, and the absence of information made it difficult to interpret the role of communities in relation to the role of State agencies. 
In other files, the nomination forms provide a long list of safeguarding measures but fail to provide sufficient details to understand the objectives and context of such measures. The Evaluation Body would like to encourage submitting States to balance the level of information/details provided and the presentation of a comprehensive set of safeguarding measures.
In addition, when describing the communities involved in the safeguarding measures, States are encouraged to specify the nature and identity of such communities, instead of using generic terms such as ‘communities’ and ‘practitioners’.

	R.4/U.4
	Letters of consent. Letters of consent serve to verify the role of communities with regards to the nominated element, their awareness about the Lists of the Convention, and their participation in the nomination.
The Evaluation Body is pleased to note that some letters of consent by communities explain their roles in the practice and safeguarding of the element, in addition to expressing their consent for the nomination. Such letters with details of the communities’ involvement positively reflect their participation in the nomination process. 
On the other hand, the Evaluation Body noted that some letters of consent appeared to be drafted and signed by government departments or officials. For such letters, it was unclear if the government representatives or officials represented the free, prior and informed consent of the communities concerned. The nomination files should provide a range of letters that: (a) establish the free, prior and informed consent of the communities, groups and individuals concerned; (b) demonstrate community awareness about the particular List of the Convention to which the element is being nominated; and (c) are sufficiently representative of the communities, groups and individuals concerned with the element and described within the file.
As a recurring matter, in several instances, consent letters were presented in standardized formats. The Evaluation Body reiterates that this should be avoided. Instead, States Parties are encouraged to ensure the communities’ widest possible participation and to have communities convey their consent in personalized ways, whether in writing or other formats such as video recordings. Additionally, in the case of multinational nominations, letters of consent should reflect the communities’ consent to a multinational file, rather than a national file.
In addition to the above, the Evaluation Body wishes to encourage States Parties to exercise care in ensuring the accurate translation of the letters of consent into English or French.

	
	Audiovisual materials. Materials such as videos were helpful in demonstrating the consent of communities, bringing their voices to the fore and providing a positive response to Criterion R.4/U.4. The Evaluation Body encourages States Parties to continue submitting audiovisual materials featuring the voices of the communities concerned. 

	
	Section 4.2 – Community organizations or representatives. In some files, under Section 4.2, the details of representatives of government departments were provided instead of those of community organizations. The Evaluation Body therefore reminds States Parties to provide details of the community organizations and representatives concerned under Section 4.2. 

	[bookmark: _Hlk143511818]R.5/U.5
	The Evaluation Body observed an overall improvement to R.5 with the use of information provided in the periodic reports, which contain information about the inventorying process, including the update frequency and the role of communities. 73 per cent of the nomination files involved States which have submitted periodic reports.
However, the Evaluation Body noted that some nomination files did not provide this information, particularly those involving States that have not submitted periodic reports, and the dialogue mechanism was used to seek clarifications in such cases. Some common issues observed by the Evaluation Body include:
Communities and the inventorying process. Community participation in the inventorying process includes their involvement in identifying and defining the element as well as participating in the updating of inventories. Community participation in the inventorying process was not always well-explained in some files. States Parties are encouraged to clearly explain the various ways in which communities were involved in the inventorying process in the context of criterion R.5/U.5.
Missing information on the inventory updating frequency. The Evaluation Body acknowledges that the inventorying process and the updating of inventories differs across different States Parties, and that the inventories are influenced by the context and administration processes within each State. Nevertheless, the Evaluation Body notes that certain States did not stipulate an updating frequency. In those cases, the dialogue process was used to obtain this information.
Missing reference numbers on inventories. In several files, there was no information provided on the reference numbers of elements on their respective inventories. The Evaluation Body notes that some States do not assign reference numbers to the elements on their inventories and may use other ways of organizing the elements on the inventory (e.g., by date of inclusion on the inventory or by alphabetical order). It is acceptable for the State to indicate alternative ways of referencing the elements on the inventories and States are encouraged to explain their methods of organizing their inventories, rather than leaving the field blank on the form. 

	Register of Good Safeguarding Practices

	P.1 – P.8
	Language quality and descriptions. These files are evaluated first according to the responses to the individual criteria and then as a whole. However, in some instances, the language quality of the descriptions made it challenging to gain a clear understanding of the programmes. States Parties are encouraged to pay careful attention to the linguistic quality of nomination files and to provide clear descriptions about the nominated programmes.


53. Positive aspects. Based on its evaluation of the files in the present cycle, the Evaluation Body wishes to highlight several positive aspects that have already been mentioned in previous decisions and working documents of the Committee:
	Positive aspects
	Most recent reference decisions or documents of the Committee

	Links between intangible cultural heritage and environmental sustainability
	Decision 15.COM 8 (paragraph 9)
Decision 18.COM 8 (paragraph 12)

	Contribution of safeguarding intangible cultural heritage to sustainable development
	Decision 11.COM 10 (paragraph 21)
Decision 14.COM 10 (paragraph 12)

	Benefits of the dialogue process
	Decision 15.COM 8 (paragraph 5)
Decision 16.COM 8 (paragraph 6)
Decision 18.COM 8 (paragraph 6)

	Benefits of audiovisual materials
	Decision 16.COM 8 (paragraph 42. i and ii)
Document 18.COM 8 (paragraph 20)


54. Recurring challenges. The Evaluation Body would also like to point out that it identified several challenges faced by submitting States, to which previous decisions and working documents of the Committee have already referred on several occasions:
	Recurring challenges
	Most recent reference decisions or documents of the Committee

	Insufficient attention to gender considerations in the practice and transmission of intangible cultural heritage
	Decision 8.COM 8 (paragraph 8)

	Letters which fail to show awareness of the multinational nature of the nomination and use of standardized letters
	Document 17.COM 7 (paragraph 57. i and v)

	Community participation in the development and updating of inventories
	Decision 14.COM 10 (paragraph 10)
Decision 13.COM 10 (paragraph 12)	

	The role of public officials and institutions and the question of whether they should be considered as members of the community concerned
	Document 17.COM 7 (paragraph 56. iii) 

	Uncertainty regarding the representativeness of the communities
	Decision 13.COM 10 (paragraph 12)

	Insufficient information about the participation of communities, groups and individuals in the development and implementation of the safeguarding measures
	Decision 18.COM 8 (paragraph 15)

	The use of standardization as part of safeguarding measures
	Document 17.COM 7 (paragraph 45. v)


55. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:
[bookmark: Decision_9d1][bookmark: _DRAFT_DECISION_16.COM]DRAFT DECISION 19.COM 7
The Committee,
1. Recalling Chapter I of the Operational Directives and Resolution 9.GA 9,
2. Having examined documents LHE/24/19.COM/7, LHE/24/19.COM/7.a, LHE/24/19.COM/7.b, LHE/24/19.COM/7.c, and LHE/24/19.COM/7.d, as well as the files submitted by the respective States Parties,
3. Expresses its satisfaction with the work of the Evaluation Body, thanks its members for the quality of the present report and their efforts to implement the results of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms, and appreciates the assistance of the Secretariat in facilitating the work of the Evaluation Body;
4. Congratulates those submitting States that have submitted nominations for the first time or presented nominations that could serve as good examples for future nominations;
5. Recalls that the designations employed in the texts and documents presented by the submitting States Parties do not imply the expression of any opinion whatsoever on the part of the Committee nor UNESCO concerning a) the legal status of any country, territory, city or area, b) the legal status of its authorities, c) the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries, or d) references to specific historical events;
Outcomes of the global reflection
6. Further recalls the outcomes of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention (2018-2022), takes note that this is the first nomination cycle in which the resulting amendments to the Operational Directives have taken full effect, and recognizes the need to monitor the increased workload of the Secretariat, Evaluation Body and the Committee, considering the additional tasks that have been generated as a result of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms, many of which are not included within the annual ceiling of files;
7. Appreciates the efforts of States Parties, in the first nomination cycle since the most recent amendments to the Operational Directives, particularly as regards the strengthening of the connection between living heritage and sustainable development, the increased interconnection between nomination files and periodic reports, and extending multinational elements to a wider range of States;
8. Further appreciates that the most recent amendments to the Operational Directives have enabled States Parties to bring the voices of communities to the fore, particularly through the use of audiovisual materials, and contributed to making the Lists and Register of the Convention more dynamic and interconnected;
Support to States Parties
9. Expresses its continued appreciation for the Evaluation Body’s efforts to make the broadest possible use of the dialogue process, and encourages the Evaluation Body to continue doing so, in the interest of achieving greater geographical balance in the Lists;
10. Invites States Parties, particularly those with no inscriptions on the Lists and Register of the Convention, to consider utilising preparatory assistance as provided for in the International Assistance mechanism of the Convention, with reference to paragraphs 21 and 22 of the Operational Directives;
Thematic issues
11. Highlights the power of ‘connections’ amongst and between communities that can be observed amongst elements proposed in the present cycle’s files, particularly living heritage practices linked to social gatherings which emphasize human solidarity and cohesion, while appreciating the indexing analysis undertaken to understand the themes that can characterise the 2024 cycle;
12. Reminds States Parties of the importance of ensuring the broadest possible participation of communities, groups and individuals throughout the nomination process and in the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures, and to utilize audiovisual materials that provide clarity on the nature and context of the nominated element and the communities concerned.
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