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	ITEM 7 OF THE PROVISIONAL AGENDA

	Report of the Evaluation Body on its work in 2025

	Twentieth session, Intergovernmental Committee for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (New Delhi, Republic of India – 8 to 13 December 2025)


	Summary
At its nineteenth session, the Committee established a consultative body responsible for the evaluation in 2025 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 19.COM 14). This document constitutes the general report of the Evaluation Body, which includes an overview of the 2025 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 51





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. 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, and
· 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 19.COM 14, the Committee established the present body at its nineteenth 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 18.COM 17, a system of rotation among the seats has been established, according to which the Committee reappointed nine continuing members and elected three new members – Ms Luciana Gonçalves de Carvalho (Brazil), Mr Nandadeva Bilinda Devage (Sri Lanka) and the Saudi Heritage Preservation Society (SHPS). 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: Ms Luciana Gonçalves de Carvalho (Brazil)
EG IV: Mr Nandadeva Bilinda Devage (Sri Lanka)
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 Rubín 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): Saudi Heritage Preservation Society – SHPS
3. Following the submission and presentation of the report on its work to the twentieth session of the Committee, the present Evaluation Body as a whole shall cease to exist with the establishment of the next Body (Decision 19.COM 14). A new Evaluation Body will be established at the present session of the Committee (see document LHE/25/20.COM/17 – Establishment of the Evaluation Body for the 2026 cycle). 
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 proposals to 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/25/20.COM/7, which constitutes the general report of the Evaluation Body, with an overview of all the 2025 files (Part A), observations and recommendations on working methods, cross-cutting issues and good examples (Part B), a summary of recurring issues in the 2025 cycle (Part C), and a draft decision for the Committee’s consideration;
ii. Document LHE/25/20.COM/7.a, which concerns nominations for inscription on the Urgent Safeguarding List and International Assistance requests submitted simultaneously with nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List;
iii. Document LHE/25/20.COM/7.b, which concerns nominations for inscription on the Representative List;
iv. Document LHE/25/20.COM/7.c, which concerns transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List; and
v. Document LHE/25/20.COM/7.d, which concerns proposals for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices.
5. The files evaluated by the Evaluation Body for the 2025 cycle are available on the website of the Convention at https://ich.unesco.org/en/files-2025-under-process-01347. 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 V, following a draw conducted during the nineteenth session of the Committee (Decision 19.COM 14).
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6. The Evaluation Body noted that the 2025 cycle was the second cycle for nomination files that were submitted after the global reflection on the listing mechanisms of the Convention (2018–2022). In response to the changes arising from the global reflection (see document LHE/24/19.COM/7), and taking into account its initial experience in 2024, the Evaluation Body held 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 State Parties 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 its recommendations for future cycles are explained in Part B of this report. 
7. In accordance with paragraph 54 of the Operational Directives, the deadline for the submission of files for the 2025 cycle was 31 March 2024. 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 2025 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.
8. Applying the priorities set out in paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives and the above-mentioned decision 17.COM 15, the Evaluation Body was informed that the Secretariat had treated a total of sixty-nine files, 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 under the 2024 cycle
	48

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (i)
	Files from States having no elements inscribed or good safeguarding practices selected 
	2

	
	Nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List
	5

	Paragraph 34 of the Operational Directives – priority (ii)
	Multinational files
	5

	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
	
	69


9. The Secretariat processed each of the sixty-nine files and contacted the submitting States Parties between June 2024 and March 2025 about any further information required for the files to be considered technically complete. Following this completeness check by the Secretariat, sixty-eight files were considered technically complete in time for assessment by the Evaluation Body, while one file was withdrawn by the submitting State Party. The breakdown of the files by mechanism is as follows:
	Urgent Safeguarding List
	8

	Urgent Safeguarding List with International Assistance
	3

	Representative List
	48

	Register of Good Safeguarding Practices
	1

	Extension requests (Representative List)
	6

	Transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List
	2

	Total
	68


10. As reported to the previous session of the Committee (document LHE/24/19.COM/15), the nominations treated in the 2024 and 2025 cycles represent a balanced geographical representation (Group I: 11%, Group II: 15%, Group III: 14%, Group IV: 25%, Group V(a): 13%, Group V(b): 16% and files involving multiple Groups: 6%, out of 140 files submitted from 119 States). The Evaluation Body considered that the situation is encouraging, reflecting the increased capacities and engagement of States Parties and communities across all regions. Furthermore, the Body welcomed first time nominations from several submitting States Parties. Another source of encouragement relates to the high number of nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List examined under this cycle which is a clear sign that this particular listing mechanism of the Convention is being solicited to strengthen the viability of living heritage which is at risk. 
Meetings of the Evaluation Body
11. As in previous years, the Evaluation Body met three times in the 2025 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
25 to 26 March 2025
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 Rimvydas Laužikas (Lithuania) as Chairperson;
· Ms Luciana Gonçalves de Carvalho (Brazil) as Vice-Chairperson;
· Mr Herbert Chimhundu (Zimbabwe) as Rapporteur.

	Second meeting
7 to 11 July 2025
In person at 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 twenty-one files;
· Following the meeting, the Secretariat sent questions raised by the Evaluation Body to all States concerned by the dialogue process; the Secretariat also contacted two submitting States concerned by the transfer from one List to the other about possible simultaneous inclusion of their experiences in the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices;
· The Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur were tasked to prepare a draft decision for each file, as well as cross-cutting observations and recommendations on behalf of the Evaluation Body.

	Third meeting
23 to 25 September 2025
Online (with Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson in person at UNESCO headquarters)
	· 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.


12. Dialogue process: The 2025 cycle is the sixth cycle in which the dialogue process has been fully implemented. In this cycle, the dialogue process involved twenty-one files, including three nominations to the Urgent Safeguarding List, one request for International Assistance combined with a nomination to the Urgent Safeguarding List, and seventeen nominations to the Representative List. In eight cases, the Evaluation Body asked questions on more than one criterion, for a total of forty-four questions. These figures represent the highest number of questions and of files undergoing the dialogue process since its implementation.
13. In some multinational files, questions were posed to specific States Parties within the group of submitting States Parties, to seek clarifications from these States Parties only, as the remaining submitting States Parties had provided sufficient information for the evaluation process. The questions from the Evaluation Body were sent to the submitting States Parties concerned on 21 July 2025 with the deadline of 18 August 2025 to provide the information requested in English and French, the two working languages of the Convention; all submitting States Parties concerned provided answers to the dialogue questions in both languages. The questions from the Evaluation Body and the answers from the submitting States are attached to their respective nomination files on the 20.COM webpage. All 21 files that underwent the dialogue process were recommended for inscription.
14. Transfer from one List to the other and simultaneous inclusion of safeguarding experiences to the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices: This was the second cycle following the global reflection on the listing mechanisms that the Evaluation Body evaluated transfer requests from one list to the other. As was the case in the previous cycle, the Evaluation Body’s Chairperson, Vice-Chairperson and Rapporteur took the lead in assessing the requests following the working method recommended through the global reflection. Since the Evaluation Body considered that the safeguarding interventions carried out by the submitting States Parties concerned were pertinent for wider sharing, it was decided to recommend integrating them into the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices. The Evaluation Body prepared a summary of the safeguarding experience described in the transfer documents including the periodic report, which was shared for comments with the submitting States Parties concerned, following a similar timeline used for the dialogue process. When assessing the inclusion of the safeguarding experience in the Register, the Evaluation Body decided to apply the ‘new’ selection criteria (G.1 to G.4). In order to ensure a fuller visibility, the Evaluation Body found it pertinent to articulate this mechanism with the online platform currently developed for a broader implementation of Article 18. 
Recommendations of the Evaluation Body
15. Out of the sixty-eight files presented to the Committee in this cycle, sixty-seven files (99 per cent) are recommended for inscription, selection or approval and one file (1 per cent) is recommended for referral.
16. Compared to the previous cycle (2024), the number of files recommended for inscription remains very high at 99 per cent (against 98 per cent in 2024). It should be noted that the number of files compared to 2024 remained stable (with sixty-six files in the previous cycle). The overall results remain highly positive. Nevertheless, the Evaluation Body calls upon submitting States to pay careful attention to the ‘safeguarding advice’ 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.3
	1

	R.5/U.5
	1 


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. 
Working methods of the Evaluation body
20. General methodology. As with previous years, the twelve members of the Evaluation Body evaluated each file through 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 and provided during the dialogue process, including supporting materials (e.g. letters of consent and audio-visual materials). It did not make assumptions about any missing details. The Evaluation Body does not form an opinion on the element itself. 
21. 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 received a copy of the correspondences concerning one nomination.
22. 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 ten files under the current cycle, as indicated in the table below:
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	Submitting State(s)
	Nomination/Proposal title
	Evaluation Body members who did not participate in the evaluation

	02123
	Kyrgyzstan
	Traditional knowledge and cultural contexts of making Maksym, a traditional Kyrgyz beverage
	Aigine Cultural Research Center – Aigine CRC

	02158
	Saudi Arabia - Kuwait - Qatar
	Traditional weaving of Al Sadu
	Saudi Heritage Preservation Society - SHPS

	02233
	Qatar - Bahrain - Iraq - Jordan - Kuwait - Oman - Saudi Arabia - Syrian Arab Republic - United Arab Emirates
	Bisht (men’s Abaa): skills and practices
	Saudi Heritage Preservation Society - SHPS

	02237
	Mexico
	Representation of the Passion, Death and Resurrection of Christ in Iztapalapa
	Daniel Rubín de la Borbolla Center

	02246
	Czechia
	Amateur theatre acting in Czechia
	Czech Ethnological Society

	02261
	Syrian Arab Republic - Iraq - Jordan - Libya - Oman - State of Palestine - Saudi Arabia - Tunisia - United Arab Emirates
	Arabic Kohl
	Saudi Heritage Preservation Society - SHPS

	02278
	Egypt
	Koshary, daily life dish and practices associated with it
	Ms Nahla Abdallah Emam

	02284
	Kazakhstan - Kyrgyzstan - Uzbekistan
	Traditional knowledge and skills in making Kyrgyz, Kazakh and Karakalpak yurts (Turkic nomadic dwellings)
	Aigine Cultural Research Center – Aigine CRC

	02294
	Türkiye
	Antep İşi, drawn thread embroidery of Gaziantep
	Ms Evrim Ölçer Özünel 

	02318
	Sri Lanka
	Kithul Madeema/Kithul Kapeema, an ancient indigenous technology for tapping Kithul in Sri Lanka
	Mr Nandadeva Bilinda Devage


Furthermore, the Evaluation Body notes the expert nature of the body, the neutrality of its members, the highest ethical considerations, and the general methodology of evaluation based on the information included in the nomination files as a whole (including supporting materials). The Evaluation Body invites States Parties to submit all information related to the intangible cultural heritage element in the nomination file. They are also requested not to contact Evaluation Body members individually and not to send any additional information to them during the evaluation process. The Evaluation Body should be free from external pressure, and contact between the States Parties’ representatives and the members of the Evaluation Body shall be carried out through the Secretariat.
23. Workload of the Evaluation Body. The Evaluation Body successfully evaluated sixty-eight files in this cycle, thanks to the dedication of all members and the support of the Secretariat. The Evaluation Body noted that this number of files is practically the maximum possible number of files per cycle. Taking into account videos and periodic reports makes the assessment process richer but represents an additional workload for the Committee, the Evaluation Body and the Secretariat. The Evaluation Body anticipates that interest from States Parties and communities will stay at a high level in future cycles, as requests for transfers between the Lists and inscriptions on an extended or reduced basis are currently treated outside the annual ceiling of files (Decisions 17.COM 15 and 19.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.
24. List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding and International Assistance requests. The Evaluation Body notes that eleven nomination files were submitted for the Urgent Safeguarding List this year (of which three included a request for International Assistance). The Evaluation Body encourages States to consider submitting elements to the Urgent Safeguarding List in order to improve their viability and support safeguarding efforts. 
25. Extension requests for the elements of the Representative List. 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 submission of extension requests and noted that, in some cases, extensions of inscribed elements can contribute to an enhanced dialogue and knowledge exchange between the communities and States Parties concerned. In particular, the Evaluation Body appreciated the inclusion of more regions and communities in national extensions as a demonstration of the spirit of the Convention. However, the Evaluation Body would like to highlight the following challenges from this year’s cycle:
i. Consent of original communities. It is challenging to obtain the consent of original communities for the purpose of preparing nominations on an extended basis, as in many cases the element was inscribed in the Representative List many years prior. When safeguarding an element as a living heritage, the communities and individuals may change over time and it is not expected to reach the same individuals. To address this challenge, the Evaluation Body recommends that States Parties obtain consent from those concerned that could be understood to form part of the original communities that provided consent at the time of the initial inscription. 
ii. Letters of consent. 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) Party(ies) 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 from government departments or public sector institutions. For such letters, it was difficult to determine if the consent of the communities of the original nominations was obtained for the extension. To address this challenge, the Evaluation Body highlights that the number of consents is not limited; however, it is recommended to avoid consent letters from public sector institutions or governmental bodies and to provide letters from a representative sample reflecting, to the extent possible, the diversity of the original real communities and NGOs according to country, region, gender, or specific roles with regard to the practice and transmission of the element.
iii. Safeguarding plan. Concerning joint safeguarding measures, the Evaluation Body paid attention to the involvement of the newly joining community, including their interaction with original communities in implementing safeguarding measures and their role in enriching the safeguarding plan and contributing to improved safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage element.
26. Transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List. The Evaluation Body is pleased to note that two files were submitted as transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List. Both States are congratulated for their remarkable efforts to safeguard the elements concerned. In this process, the inter-institutional and intersectoral integration was evident in both countries. The Evaluation Body also notes one of the requests as an excellent example of the integration of intangible cultural heritage safeguarding into formal education, including the participation of schools in the implementation of the safeguarding plan. For the other file, expanding training centres was critical. This led to more engagement, strengthening partnerships with NGOs and other stakeholders. This request also represents a good example of the positive impact of investing in intangible cultural heritage safeguarding.
27. Register of Good Safeguarding Practices. Only one proposal for the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices was treated under the current cycle. The evaluation took place based on the ‘old’ selection criteria (P.1 to P.8) in use at the time of submission of the proposal in March 2024. The Evaluation Body notes the low number of proposals to the Register in this and the previous cycle and expresses its hope that the new criteria and the transfer requests from the Urgent Safeguarding List to the Representative List will encourage more proposals to the Register in the future. 
Cross-cutting issues
28. Periodic reports. As with previous cycles, the Evaluation Body appreciates the use of periodic reports to provide useful information on the inventorying system in the country, while noting that it constituted an additional workload for the Evaluation Body to go through the report. 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 Evaluation Body did its utmost to refer to the most recent period report at the time of the evaluation, while covering each for linguistic challenges. The Evaluation Body also noted that coherence should be ensured between the information in the periodic report and the nomination file. The dialogue process was therefore used to address missing or unclear information from the files and periodic reports. 
29. Referral mechanism. As has been the case in previous cycles, some of the nomination files are returning after referral decisions in the previous cycles. However, the attitudes of certain States Parties towards the necessary corrections to the nomination file vary. The Evaluation Body invites States Parties to carefully consider the comments made by the Evaluation Body, noting that, in the past, files were notably improved when they were resubmitted after a referral by the Committee in a previous cycle.
30. Multinational files. As with previous cycles, the Evaluation Body appreciates the submission of multinational files. Multinational files indicate the increased capacity and interest of States Parties in nominating shared intangible cultural heritage, and positively reflect the living nature of intangible cultural heritage and the shared cultures across countries and regions. Multinational files can also play a crucial role in engaging new countries in the process of preparing nomination files for the first time, and in doing so, in collaborating with other countries to accumulate experience and expand the geographical coverage of intangible cultural heritage elements included in the UNESCO lists. Moreover, international cooperation is a source of well-prepared nominations, not only from a technical perspective, but also in terms of adherence to the spirit of the Convention. 
31. Intangible cultural heritage and standard everyday routine. The Evaluation Body notes the necessity of distinguishing living heritage from standard everyday routine. At first glance, everyday routine may appear similar to living heritage. However, the everyday routine, since their function and justifications are technical issues. The Evaluation Body recommends that the living heritage be defined carefully following the spirit of the Convention and referring to the definition of intangible cultural heritage as provided in Article 2 of the Convention.
32. Assessment of criterion R.2. As mentioned in the ’Report of the Evaluation Body on its work in 2024’ (document LHE/24/19.COM/7), 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, as a demonstration of how inscription of the element would contribute to ensuring visibility and awareness of the significance of intangible cultural heritage and to encouraging dialogue. Given the extensive nature of the criterion, the Evaluation Body considered the file as a whole (including photos and videos) to assess compliance with criterion R.2. Even if States Parties do not use the specific wording of the criterion, the Evaluation Body could understand through different sections of the nomination form whether the criterion is met. However, the Evaluation Body invites States Parties to be careful in considering the interdependence between safeguarding the element and sustainable development, as indicated in the boxes. It is recommended to choose those sustainable development issues directly related to the element and to provide stronger explanations in support of the selected statement(s), in the spirit of the Convention and using the terminology of the Operational Directives.
33. Ownership, exclusivity and geographic origin. The Evaluation Body recalls, again, that the inscription of an element on the Representative List or on the Urgent Safeguarding List does not imply ownership over or the exclusivity of an element of intangible cultural heritage and does not mean that other States cannot nominate similar elements practised on their territory. The inscription of an element on either of the Lists does not represent a means to reinforce geographic origin or the geographic indication of an element or to exclude other States. On the contrary, the Body wishes to stress that many elements are shared across various communities, sometimes with similar names or with local variations, and are not restricted to specific countries.
34. Modernisation of society. Regarding the modernisation of society as posing a risk to certain elements of intangible cultural heritage, the Evaluation Body considers it as a sign that the element is in urgent need of safeguarding. However, the impact of societal modernisation on intangible cultural heritage can be understood in various ways. In some cases, the impact of modernisation is so powerful that it is impossible to save an element. This raises the question: is inscription on the lists really beneficial to revitalize the element, or would it be more effective to simply document, transmit and promote the representations of the element without formally listing it? In situations where the impact of societal modernisation is a manageable risk and inscription with or without international assistance could preserve the element as living heritage, societal modernisation could also be potentially viewed as an opportunity. Rather than being dismissed as ‘archaic’ or obsolete, the element could be reframed as valuable for contemporary society (e.g. in the framework of ecological food, slow tourism, or high-quality handmade products), thereby strengthening the safeguarding of the intangible cultural heritage element.
35. Intangible cultural heritage and migration. Understanding the challenges related to the intangible cultural heritage in the context of migration, including its safeguarding by diaspora communities of bearers and the role of State Parties in the implementation of safeguarding measures, the Evaluation Body took into consideration the diversity of the contexts in which living heritage is practiced, including by minority communities, Indigenous Peoples and refugees, at the same time the Body recalls that according to Article 11 of the Convention, States Parties shall take the necessary measures to ensure the safeguarding of living heritage present on its territory. On this basis the assessment of each file focused on the practice of the nominated element on the territory of the submitting States concerned.
36. Textual quality of nominations. As has been the case in previous cycles, many nomination files presented linguistic issues, including unclear and imprecise language, clarity of style, 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. Terminology. Some nomination files use terminology that contradicts the spirit of the Convention (such as ‘unique’, ‘doesn’t exist in any other country’, ‘authentic’, or ‘exclusive’). The terminological issues are also related to the careful application of academic terminology in the nomination files (e.g., terminology such as ‘folklore’ may carry certain connotations that are not fully compatible with safeguarding approaches promoted under the Convention). The Evaluation Body invites States Parties, when preparing nomination files, to use the terminology in the spirit of the Convention and the Operational Directives. If the use of certain terminology not aligned with the spirit of the Convention is necessary to ensure the quality of the information in the nomination file, States Parties are invited to explain the terminology and the decision for its use.
ii. Titles of elements. States Parties are encouraged to avoid using adjectives of nationality in the titles of elements, as it could imply ownership of an element. Element names that do not mention the country are also preferred as they allow for the possibility of extension. Through the dialogue process, the Evaluation Body could recommend name changes or provide an opportunity for States to justify the name used.
iii. Misplacement 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 Parties 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.
iv. Comprehensiveness of information. The nomination files are often written in a positive manner, with States Parties presenting their achievements and success stories. Without denying the position taken, the Evaluation Body also appreciates understanding the challenges encountered by the State Party in the nomination preparation.
v. Writing style. Some nomination files lack clarity of style and/or are written in the informal style. The Evaluation Body invites States Parties to use a formal style of writing, avoiding emotional language and presenting their arguments in a clear and concise manner.
vi. Quality of language. States Parties are encouraged to use language properly and to verify that translations are of high quality, ensuring that the element is properly understood in an international context. 
37. Video material. The Evaluation Body appreciated the increased use of videos in the nomination files, as it allows for the voice of communities to be heard (noting that a time limit has been set from the 2027 cycle onwards). Moreover, the Evaluation Body invites the States Parties to submit more informative videos that provide clarity on the nature and context of the nominated element and the communities concerned, including more references (e.g. who is speaking or producing the videos and what is the role of the speaker in the practice of the element). Submitting States Parties are also requested to ensure that the selected videos 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. In that sense, it is recommended to refrain from including maps in video materials. 
38. Community consent. To enhance the quality of community consent in the nomination files, the Evaluation Body outlines the general recommended principles of good practice: (a) although there is no requirement in the number of consents to be submitted, States Parties are encouraged to collect consent from a representative sample of the communities, groups and individuals concerned; (b) to the extent possible, consent letters and videos should reflect the diversity of the communities, groups and individuals concerned by country, region, institutional affiliation (NGOs, public sector), gender, and specific roles related to the practice and transmission of the element; (c) consent letters should be written in the native language of the communities, groups and individuals concerned, and then translated to ensure that the signatories fully understand what they are agreeing to; (d) consent letters and videos should specify that the consent is free, prior and informed; (e) consent letters and videos should clearly indicate support for the nomination and future inscription to the Lists of the Convention and not just for the element itself; (f) States Parties are discouraged from submitting standardized consent letters or letters written on government letterhead; (g) consent letters should use terminology that aligns with the spirit of the Convention and the Operational Directives; (h) the Evaluation Body appreciates the use of the video format for community consent.
39. Negative effects of inscription. The Evaluation Body notes that most files remained silent on the unintended consequences of inscription. The files as a whole, and the safeguarding plans in particular, do not clearly explain what measures will protect the element from possible unintended negative effects of inscription. Therefore, the States Parties are requested to explain measures to protect the element from possible unintended negative effects of inscription.
40. Commercialisation and tourism efforts. The Evaluation Body recognizes that commercialisation and tourism efforts can be included in the safeguarding plan and have the potential to have a positive impact on sustainable livelihoods, provide employment opportunities within communities of bearers and safeguard living heritage. However, these measures may result in the over-commercialisation and decontextualization of intangible cultural heritage (e.g. by efforts to industrialize or introduce semi-industrialized production methods or by transforming intangible cultural heritage elements into scenic, tourist-oriented performances). The Evaluation Body notes that most files lack information and analysis about the risks of over-commercialisation and over-tourism issues. Distinguishing between the positive and negative potential effects of commercialisation and tourist efforts is important to determine whether changes to an intangible cultural heritage element are the result of natural evolution, initiated organically within the community, or whether they are influenced by external forces such as the fashion or tourism industries, especially since some community members may also be active participants in those industries. 
To mitigate this risk, the Evaluation Body encourages submitting States Parties 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 work with communities, NGOs and experts to monitor the impact of over-commercialisation, over-tourism, and the risks of decontextualization of the intangible cultural heritage element. 
41. Standardisation and ‘authenticity’. The Evaluation Body noted that, as in previous cycles, standardisation is directly or indirectly proposed as a measure in a few of the safeguarding plans. The Evaluation Body would like to draw attention to the risk of standardisation as a safeguarding measure of intangible cultural heritage. It may lead to the decontextualization of living heritage. In particular, the Evaluation Body would like to highlight the following issues related to the negative impact of standardisation in this year’s cycle:
i. Impact of experts and research institutions. The participation of experts, centres of expertise and research institutes has a positive impact on the safeguarding of living heritage. However, scholarly research and strong expert positions may have a negative impact by ‘freezing’ the intangible cultural heritage element. Creating a standardized description of the intangible cultural heritage element that claims to be ’authentic‘, ’scholarly‘ or ’evidence-based‘, for instance, could discourage creativity and innovation from the members of bearer communities and pressure them to keep a specific (most ’authentic‘) version of the element, thus stopping its natural evolution as living heritage. To mitigate this risk, the Evaluation Body recommends that States Parties maintain maximum community involvement in all stages of the safeguarding plan’s development and implementation, including monitoring the plan’s results. States Parties should ensure that the voice of the communities concerned is heard.
ii. Impact of other safeguarding frameworks. The Evaluation Body recognize that, in addition to the Convention, there are other national or international frameworks relating to intangible cultural heritage and its safeguarding. However, it should be noted that not all of them are consistent with the spirit of the Convention in terms of aims and safeguarding methods. Some (such as the EU’s geographical indications and quality schemes) aim to protect the names of specific products, establishing intellectual property rights and promoting their unique characteristics in a standardized way. The Evaluation Body recommends that States Parties maintain the spirit of the Convention and exercise caution when applying other safeguarding frameworks in the context of intangible cultural heritage, particularly when nominating elements for UNESCO Lists. 
iii. Impact of legal frameworks. For some of the nomination files, the safeguarding measures entail the description of the intangible cultural heritage element in the legal documents. While legal protection may be in general important for the safeguarding of the living heritage the Evaluation Body recommends that such legal protection remain compatible with the dynamic nature of the intangible cultural heritage, without leading to standardization and decontextualization of elements. 
42. Emergency contexts and peace. The Evaluation body would like to highlight the link with the Operational Principles and Modalities for Safeguarding Intangible Cultural Heritage in Emergencies and the role of intangible cultural heritage in conflict and post-conflict zones. Living practices and safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage can be a framework for recovering social ties and strengthening social cohesion to bring communities together, even in conflict settings and emergency contexts.
43. Sustainable development. The Evaluation Body notes the importance of a deep understanding of the relationship between intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development. It is essential to clearly distinguish between the sustainability of an element, its contribution to sustainable development, and the alignment of the safeguarding plan with sustainability and the sustainable development goals. The Evaluation Body wishes to highlight the following issues, based on its experience this cycle:
i. Environmental sustainability. In cases where endangered or protected plants and  animal species are used in an intangible cultural heritage element, the nomination should clearly state the measures taken to conserve the species.
ii. Gender equality. The Convention upholds mutual respect for gender roles in the practice, transmission and safeguarding of living heritage. In the case of intangible cultural heritage elements with specific gender roles (such as elements where one gender naturally dominates the transmission from generation to generation), more detailed explanations are required in the nomination file to confirm that the element aligns with the principle of gender equality, in the spirit of the Convention and using the terminology outlined in the Operational Directives.
On the other hand, some files demonstrate the contribution of the nominated element to gender equality. The Evaluation Body invites States Parties to highlight the gender-related aspects of intangible cultural heritage elements with the potential to empower women and promote the inclusion of transgender and gender-diverse individuals in patriarchal societies. 
iii. Social cohesion. The Evaluation Body notes the positive impact of intangible cultural heritage in crossing social boundaries. Intangible cultural heritage transcends social strata, ideology, gender, religion and healthcare, promoting values of solidarity, inclusivity and togetherness for social cohesion and peace. Intangible cultural heritage also plays a crucial role in mental health and serves as a source of peaceful well-being for communities.
44. Synergies between cultural and natural heritage. The Evaluation Body noted that several nominations highlighted clear links between tangible and intangible heritage, as well as between cultural and natural heritage, demonstrating a mutual dependency. Physical sites and natural features help sustain intangible cultural heritage, and in turn, the safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage gives meaning to and preserves the importance of these cultural sites and natural features. In broader terms, highlighting this information can promote synergy between different UNESCO conventions dealing with the theme of heritage.
45. ‘Practice by hand’ cycle. Following the practice initiated in the 2022 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, and thematic links between the different elements. The analysis revealed that this cycle’s nominated elements specifically underline the ‘made by hand’ dimension of living heritage. A wide range of elements related to handiwork (such as musical instruments, crafts, gastronomy and performing arts) were nominated this cycle. 
46. Good examples. The Evaluation Body congratulates the many communities, groups and individuals whose intangible cultural heritage was nominated. During this cycle, an overall improvement in the quality of files is noted, at least in part due to the simplification of the forms. 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. ‘Traditional skills, techniques and knowledge for the conservation and transmission of wooden architecture in Japan’, ‘Yama, Hoko, Yatai, float festivals in Japan’ and ‘Washi, craftsmanship of traditional Japanese hand-made paper’, nominated by Japan, illustrate a good practice of domestic (national) extensions of elements on Representative List, to include more regions and communities. They also feature a strong focus on environmental sustainability. These files are an inspiring demonstration of the spirit of the Convention.
ii. ‘Antep İşi, drawn thread embroidery of Gaziantep’, nominated by Türkiye, is a good example of a strong nomination, including a well-written file, good video and photo material and community involvement in all relevant stages.
iii. ‘The practice of making Asin Tibuok, the artisanal sea salt of the Boholano of Bohol Island, Philippines’, nominated by the Philippines, is a good example illustrating the relationship between the intangible cultural heritage element and climate change. The Evaluation Body also notes a strong safeguarding measure to revitalize the market for this type of salt by applying the slow food framework.
iv. ‘Traditional Saree weaving art of Tangail’, nominated by Bangladesh, is a good illustration of coexistence and integrity, as well as community engagement and participation, with financial contribution from civil society.
v. ‘Ñai'ũpo art, ancestral ceramic craftsmanship’, nominated by Paraguay and ‘The art of breeding Turkmen alabay’, nominated by Turkmenistan, are good examples of elements that promote gender equality.
vi. The multinational files of ‘Bisht (men’s Abaa): skills and practices’ and ‘Arabic Kohl’, are a good example of strong collaboration among many States and communities. The ‘Arabic Kohl’ file is also a good example of social cohesion and participation of people from different religious communities. The Evaluation Body notes the quality of the video materials related to these files. 
vii. ‘Amateur theatre acting in Czechia’, nominated by Czechia, ‘Brussels’ rod marionette tradition’, nominated by Belgium, and ‘Sarawja, Aimara music and dance of Moquegua’, nominated by Peru, are all strong examples of community engagement and participation.
viii. The multinational file ‘Traditional knowledge and skills in making Kyrgyz, Kazakh and Karakalpak yurts (Turkic nomadic dwellings)’, ‘Art of crafting and playing Kobyz’, nominated by Uzbekistan, and ‘Traditional knowledge and cultural contexts of making Maksym, a traditional Kyrgyz beverage’, nominated by Kyrgyzstan, illustrate the good practice of using of modern technology (such as social media, messaging applications and Artificial Intelligence) to facilitate community engagement.
ix. ‘Traditional knowledge and cultural contexts of making Maksym, a traditional Kyrgyz beverage’, nominated by Kyrgyzstan, illustrates the good practice of showing the links between tangible and intangible heritage, and between cultural and natural heritage. The importance of preserving cultural spaces is also highlighted in this nomination file.
x. ‘Negliubka textile tradition of Vetka District Gomel Region’, nominated by Belarus, is a good example of strong youth involvement in the transmission of intangible cultural heritage from generation to generation.
xi. ‘Deepavali’, nominated by India, is a good example of how to bring different religions and genders together, emphasize the role of intangible cultural heritage in strengthening cultural literacy, and propose eco-friendly safeguarding measures.
xii. ‘The practice of Cuban Son’, nominated by Cuba, and ‘Tchiloli, living theatre of Sao Tome and Principe in the quest of justice’, nominated by Sao Tome and Principe, are a positive example of illustrating how intangible cultural heritage can contribute to social cohesion and peace.
xiii. ‘Representation of the Passion, Death and Resurrection of Christ in Iztapalapa’, nominated by Mexico, provides a good example of how intangible cultural heritage goes beyond religion and can promote values of solidarity, inclusivity and togetherness.
xiv. The multinational file ‘Mvet Oyeng, musical art, practices and skills associated with the Ekang community’ represents a good example of how the role of intangible cultural heritage in providing mental support and contributing to community well-being.
xv. ‘Hadrami Dan gathering’, nominated by Yemen, is a good example of gender equality, describing how the element empowers women in the traditional community.
xvi. The nomination files of Argentina (‘Cuarteto: music, dance and lyrics in the city of Córdoba, Argentina’), Bangladesh (‘Traditional Saree weaving art of Tangail’), Belgium (‘Brussels' rod marionette tradition’), Mexico (‘Representation of the Passion, Death and Resurrection of Christ in Iztapalapa’), Switzerland (‘Yodeling’) and Türkiye (‘Antep İşi, drawn thread embroidery of Gaziantep’) included high-quality video materials.
Summary of criteria-related and recurring issues in the 2025 cycle 
47. 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 and are mentioned in the general comments in Part B of this report. 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
	Description of element. When providing general information about the element, submitting States Parties are encouraged to focus on cultural practices of intangible cultural heritage rather than on ICH-related objects or products.
Communities, groups or individuals concerned. It is recommended to follow the diversity approach, describing in the nomination form the communities, groups and individuals concerned. The followings are discouraged: (a) describing the communities formally or in an institutionalized way; (b) nominating an element that is driven solely by experts, scholars or schoolteachers; and (c) nominating an element that is transmitted through higher education or school education only.
Use of social media. The systematic use of social media to maintain contact among bearers, even when they are geographically distant, has a positive impact. This reinforces the spirit of the Convention and can be particularly useful in contexts of internal or international conflict.
Definition of community. In some situations, when an intangible cultural heritage element is practised by a large part of the population, it can be challenging to describe the communities, groups and individuals concerned. The Evaluation Body recommends following the principle of representativity in this case, seeking as much diversity as possible among the communities, groups and individuals concerned.
Human rights, the requirements of mutual respect, and sustainable development. In some nominations, descriptions of the compatibility of the intangible cultural heritage elements with existing international human rights instruments, the requirement of mutual respect among communities, groups and individuals, and the requirement of sustainable development, are insufficient. The Evaluation Body recommends that the submitting States Parties, following the word limits, expand on these descriptions by adding a few arguments in support of the compatibility statement.

	R.2
	Safeguarding of intangible cultural heritage and sustainable development. In several nominations, many boxes are ticked without a sufficient level of explanations to support the statements. The Evaluation Body prefers that submitting States Parties tick fewer boxes and provide clear explanations in support of the statements selected. 
[bookmark: _Hlk207576935]Contribution to visibility, awareness and dialogue. The Evaluation Body turns the attention of the State Parties to the need for information not only about sustainable development, but also about the element’s contribution to visibility, awareness and dialogue for criterion R.2, which requires that States demonstrate that ‘Inscription of the element will contribute to ensuring visibility and awareness of the significance of the intangible cultural heritage and to encouraging dialogue, thus reflecting cultural diversity worldwide and testifying to human creativity’. In addition, with reference to Chapter VI of the Operational Directives, States are encouraged to recognize the interdependence between intangible cultural heritage safeguarding and sustainable development.

	U.2
	Need for urgent safeguarding. The demonstration that the element is in need of urgent safeguarding should be written in the evidence-based style, identifying and prioritizing the threats, explaining how they impact the intangible cultural heritage element, and illustrating their negative impact on the element’s viability over a representative period of time. 

	R.3/U.3
	Relationship between R.3/U.3 and R.4/U.4. The Evaluation Body paid particular attention to the relationship between criteria R.3/U.3 and R.4/U.4. While assessing the criteria separately, the Evaluation Body examined the overall community participation in the planning and implementation of safeguarding measures and in the preparation of the nomination.
Safeguarding plan and proposed measures. The Evaluation Body reminds submitting States Parties that the safeguarding plan should be written in a clear and structured format, using a community-based approach (including the community’s participation in the creation, implementation and monitoring of the results of the safeguarding plan). Safeguarding measures should be specific to the element and involve concrete safeguarding activities, rather than being too general. It is also important to determine whether the proposed safeguarding measures can truly ensure the safeguarding of the element in question, and to distinguish between measures that are being implemented and those indicated as plans for the future. Unlike with the Urgent Safeguarding List, financial explanations are unnecessary for the Representative List; a description of the safeguarding measures is sufficient. 
Safeguarding plans for the Urgent Safeguarding List. Correspondence between threats, safeguarding objectives, activities, timetable and budget should be ensured in the safeguarding plan. The duration of the safeguarding plan should be approximately four years, although the Evaluation Body takes into account the specific context of the element.
Inclusion of young people. The Evaluation Body welcomes the efforts of some submitting States Parties to bring children and young people closer to intangible cultural heritage by providing materials in playful, media-friendly and accessible languages, and by making extensive use of social media.

	R.4/U.4
	Community consent. The Evaluation Body notes that communities should be involved in all stages of the nomination preparation. The consent letters should clearly indicate that the communities, groups and individuals concerned give their free, prior and informed consent for the nomination of the element. However, the Evaluation Body acknowledges that some communities might not be aware of the role and aims of UNESCO. In these cases, if it is clear that the communities initiated the inscription process and were involved in all stages of the nomination preparation, the Evaluation Body could assume that their free, prior and informed consent was properly obtained.
Number of consent letters. The Evaluation Body notes a trend to submit a very large quantity of letters. Submitting States Parties are encouraged to focus on the diversity of consent (in terms of format and categories of bearers) rather than quantity.
Dates on consent letters. While considering that there is no ’expiration date‘ for consent letters, the Evaluation Body noted that if the letters were dated in the days preceding submission of the file, the notion of ‘prior consent’ could be challenged. Submitting States Parties are encouraged to involve the community from the early stages of the nomination process. 

	R.5/U.5
	Information format. Submitting States Parties are invited to carefully provide all the information requested by the nomination form in the dedicated fields.
Inventory updating. Submitting States Parties are encouraged to provide clear information about the periodicity of inventory updating and to avoid ambiguous phrases such as ’regular updating’.
Periodic reports. Submitting States Parties should make the best use of the periodic report submitted, which could provide important information to the Evaluation Body.

	International Assistance

	A.2
	Budget. The financial support from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund is dedicated to activities aimed at safeguarding intangible cultural heritage as defined in the Convention (Article 20). While assessing the appropriateness of the budgets requested, the Evaluation Body noted that, in some cases, there are lines for budgetary expenses that do not clearly contribute to safeguarding the intangible cultural heritage element. States Parties are encouraged to avoid using support from the Intangible Cultural Heritage Fund for activities that do not directly contribute to the implementation of the Safeguarding Plan and the safeguarding measures of the intangible cultural heritage element concerned. 



48. 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 in 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)
Decision 19.COM 7 (paragraph 7)

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

	Multinational nominations
	Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraph 34)

	Benefits of audiovisual materials
	Document LHE/21/16.COM 8 (paragraph 42. i and ii)
Document LHE/23/18.COM 8 (paragraph 20)
Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraph 48)


49. Recurring challenges. The Evaluation Body identified several challenges faced by submitting States Parties, to which previous decisions and working documents of the Committee have already referred on several occasions:
	Recurring challenges
	Most recent reference in decisions or documents of the Committee

	Consent letters which fail to show awareness of the multinational nature of the nomination and use of standardized letters
	Document LHE/22/17.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 13)	

	The role of public officials and institutions and the question of whether they should be considered as members of the community concerned
	Document LHE/22/17.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)

	Commercialization and tourism efforts
	Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraph 40)

	The use of standardization as part of safeguarding measures
	Document LHE/22/17.COM 7 (paragraph 45. v)
Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraph 41)

	Evaluation of Criterion R.2
	Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraphs 27,28)

	Textual quality of nominations
	Document LHE/24/19.COM 7 (paragraph 50)


50. The Committee may wish to adopt the following decision:
[bookmark: Decision_9d1][bookmark: _DRAFT_DECISION_16.COM]DRAFT DECISION 20.COM 7
The Committee,
1. Recalling Chapter I of the Operational Directives, as well as the outcomes of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms as outlined in document LHE/24/19.COM/7,
2. Having examined documents LHE/25/20.COM/7, LHE/25/20.COM/7.a, LHE/25/20.COM/7.b, LHE/25/20.COM/7.c, and LHE/25/20.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 pertinence of the present report and their efforts to continue implementing 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 States Parties that have submitted nominations for the first time or presented nominations that could serve as good examples for future nominations, and notes with satisfaction the overall improvement in the quality of files;
5. Takes note that the nominations treated under the 2025 cycle represents a balanced geographical representation, demonstrating the increased capacities and engagement of States Parties and communities across all regions; 
6. Further takes note of the high number of nominations to the List of Intangible Cultural Heritage in Need of Urgent Safeguarding examined under this cycle, and encourages States Parties to pursue their efforts to strengthen the viability of intangible cultural heritage whose viability is at risk; 
7. 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;
Working methods
8. Also takes note of the Evaluation Body’s experience with the assessment of files under this second cycle following the global reflection on the listing mechanisms, and reiterates the need to continue monitoring the increased workload of the Evaluation Body, the Committee and the Secretariat, particularly as regards multinational nominations and files treated outside the annual ceiling;
9. Expresses its continued appreciation for the Evaluation Body’s efforts to make the broadest possible use of the dialogue process, contributing towards achieving greater geographical balance in the listing mechanisms of the Convention, and encourages the Evaluation Body to continue this approach;
10. Welcomes the progress made in the operationalization of the possibility to transfer inscribed elements from one list to the other and the simultaneous inclusion of the related safeguarding experience in the Register of Good Safeguarding Practices in the sense of paragraph 39.3 of the Operational Directives, as a complementary way to enrich the selection of successful safeguarding approaches and increase the visibility of the Register and its interconnectedness with the Lists of the Convention, and recommends its articulation with the online platform developed for broader implementation of Article 18 of the Convention; 
Thematic issues
11. Appreciates the efforts of States Parties to fully take advantage of the outcomes of the global reflection on the listing mechanisms, in particular to bring the voices of communities to the fore through a diversity of written and audiovisual formats, and demonstrate the significance of living heritage through its contribution to sustainable development;
12. Reminds States Parties that nominations to the listing mechanisms of the Convention are addressed to a global audience and that utmost care should be taken in their preparation, including in the name and description of elements and audiovisual materials, to avoid provoking misunderstanding among communities, to refrain from statements that could imply claims of exclusive ownership and to ensure that due respect is paid for the sensitivities of others at the international level; 
13. Highlights the dedication of communities and diversity of technical skills in the ‘practice by hand’ of a large number of elements proposed in the present cycle’s files, particularly living heritage elements linked to musical instruments, performing arts, foodways and festive celebrations in an inclusive sense of togetherness, while appreciating the indexing analysis undertaken to understand the themes that can characterise the 2025 cycle.
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