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Summary of Issues Addressed 

The Heritage Adapts to Climate Alliance (HACA) has prepared this position paper in 
support of the goal of developing innovative and effective indicators and quantified elements to 
measure progress under the cultural heritage thematic target (9g) of the UNFCCC Global Goal on 
Adaptation framework as well as under the Framework’s other culture elements.1  

This Position Paper analyzes various expert group progress reports and indicator options 
recently released by the UNFCCC under its UAE-Belém work programme on indicators. This includes 
a progress report prepared by UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies’ Cultural Heritage Expert Group 
entitled “Cultural Heritage Target: indicators and process 2024-2025” as well as related Indicator 
options. HACA thanks the members of the Cultural Heritage Expert Group for their efforts and 
applauds the progress they have made.  

Within the framework of these important and positive developments, HACA respectfully 
offers in this Position Paper issues it has identified and recommendations for further refinement of 
the culture-related indicators. The key issues presented are: 

• Framing of Target 9g Sub-components: HACA asks the CH Experts to reconsider the 
framing of the three subcomponents into which it is currently proposed that Target 9g be 
divided. HACA suggests the 3 subcomponents it proposed in its March and July 2024 
submissions, namely:  

1. Protecting cultural practices from the impacts of climate-related risks by 
developing adaptive strategies;  

2. Protecting heritage sites from the impacts of climate-related risks by developing 
adaptive strategies; 

3. Designing climate-resilient infrastructure guided by traditional knowledge, 
Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems. 

• Definitional Gaps: The 9g indicators included in the Consolidated List lack clear and 
standardized definitions for terms such as cultural heritage, heritage sites, and cultural 
practices, which may lead to inconsistencies in application. Careful usage of the terms 
“Indigenous Peoples” and “local communities” is also needed. HACA recommends additional 
attention to these matters and a comprehensive glossary to ensure clarity and comparability. 

• Balancing IPO-OI Indicator Types: Among the included 9g Indicators, there is an 
overemphasis on process and output indicators, with limited focus on outcome and 
impact assessments. HACA advocates for a balanced framework that ensures that each 
heritage typology is supported by a full suite of indicators. 

 
1 For an overview of the culture-related elements in the, see Short Guide to Culture and Heritage in the 

Global Goal on Adaptation Framework (HACA 2024) https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VqZagBlT8Animz-
qNa4FW5FIMeulkWm6/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117166681810772555982&rtpof=true&sd=true.  

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VqZagBlT8Animz-qNa4FW5FIMeulkWm6/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117166681810772555982&rtpof=true&sd=true
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1VqZagBlT8Animz-qNa4FW5FIMeulkWm6/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=117166681810772555982&rtpof=true&sd=true
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• Percentage-Based Indicators: Over reliance in the Target 9g options on percentage-based 
metrics can distort progress, penalize incremental gains, and skew action towards easily 
measurable elements. Instead, HACA recommends greater use of direction-of-travel 
indicators, which focus on meaningful, measurable advancements. 

• Ethical Engagement with Indigenous Peoples and local communities: The Indicator 
options proposed for Target 9g currently include indicators for measuring the use of IK/LK 
but these lack corresponding metrics for ethical and equitable engagement. HACA calls 
for attention to free, prior, and informed consent (FPIC) and other protections to address 
extractive practices. 

• Inclusive Processes: Cultural heritage adaptation must be locally led and inclusive. 
Current 9g Indicator options insufficiently measure inclusivity and multi-level 
governance. HACA recommends strengthening attention to these matters. 

• Empowering People, in Particular Youth, with Knowledge, Skills, Values, and 
Attitudes Necessary for Climate Action: Cultural heritage crucially intersects with climate 
literacy and youth empowerment. Existing 9g indicator options should be expanded to 
include memory institutions, storytelling traditions, and locally-driven knowledge-sharing, 
as well as measuring youth-led climate action for protecting cultural heritage. 

• Cross-Linkages with Other Targets: Cultural heritage is closely tied to nature, food, 
water, as well as the four dimensions of the adaptation cycle, yet the current 
Consolidated Indicator list lacks strong cross-target coordination. HACA recommends co-
developed indicators that reflect biocultural approaches and ensure cultural heritage is 
integrated across indicators for all thematic and dimensional targets of the GGA framework. 

• Avoiding Maladaptation: The included indicators fail to track and prevent 
maladaptation, which could unintentionally harm cultural heritage. HACA calls for 
indicators to measure use of mechanisms to screen adaptation strategies for unintended 
negative consequences as well as to measure use of cultural values, Indigenous Knowledge, 
local knowledge, and scientific knowledge to help prevent maladaptation across adaptation 
processes. 

Introduction 

Cultural heritage is both at risk due to climate change and an enabler of climate adaptation. 
The IPCC 6th Assessment Synthesis Report found that climate change is driving cultural losses, 
related to tangible and intangible heritage, threatening adaptive capacity and may result in 
irrevocable losses of sense of belonging, valued cultural practices, identity and home, particularly 
for Indigenous Peoples and those more directly reliant on the environment for subsistence. Yet, most 
heritage places are neither prepared for, nor adapted to, current or future climate change. 

Cultural heritage and the closely linked concepts of traditional knowledge, Indigenous 
Knowledge, and local knowledge systems are key elements of climate adaptation. They are central to 
effective adaptation at all levels of implementation, as well as across key dimensions of adaptation 
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feasibility, including human behavior change; skills, knowledge, and values transmission; and 
institutional and technological changes.  

IPCC WGII concluded that “Responses to ongoing sea level rise and land subsidence ... are 
more effective if ... aligned with sociocultural values and development priorities and underpinned 
by inclusive community engagement processes.” It also found that “Inclusive planning initiatives 
informed by cultural values, Indigenous knowledge, local knowledge, and scientific knowledge” are 
key to helping prevent the growing problem of maladaptation. 

WGII also found with high confidence that ways to enhance climate literacy and foster 
behavioral change include programmes involving the performing and visual arts, and storytelling, 
and that the use of Indigenous knowledge and local knowledge facilitates awareness, clarifies risk 
perception and enhances the understanding and adoption of solutions. 

Even so, culture and heritage have long been gaps in adaptation planning and policy. An 
important innovation of the UNFCCC’s Global Goal on Adaptation framework adopted at COP28 
(known as the UAE Framework for Global Climate Resilience or “FGCR”) is the groundbreaking 
inclusion of an express cultural heritage target (para 9g), as well as other cultural elements, which 
have the potential to fill these gaps. Realizing this potential, however, requires the development of 
innovative and effective indicators and quantified elements to measure progress in adapting cultural 
heritage and realizing the benefit of culture-based adaptation strategies.  

HACA has prepared this Position Paper in support of that objective. The Paper analyses and 
critiques a series of interim reports and draft indicator options released in May 2025 as part of the 
UAE-Belém work programme on indicators, the UNFCCC’s adaptation indicator development work 
plan. HACA understands these interim outcomes will be further refined, following meetings of the 
UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies from 16-26 June 2025 in Bonn Germany. This position paper is offered as 
an input in the SB discussions, as well as post-SB work aimed at readying a final package of proposed 
indicators for consideration at COP30 in Brazil in November.  

Background 

Under the UAE-Belém work programme, the Chairs of the UNFCCC Subsidiary Bodies 
convened experts to assist in technical work related to developing indicators to measure progress 
towards the seven thematic and four dimensional targets of the FGCR.  

Expert groups were formed for each of the thematic targets (food, water, nature, culture, etc.) 
with one expert group covering the dimensional targets (risk assessment, adaptation planning, etc.). 
For the cultural heritage theme, seven experts were selected by the SB Co-Chairs, of whom 5 seem to 
have actively participated. The experts began work in 2024. They were requested to prepare a 
consolidated list of indicator options and a progress report by early May 2025.  

The Cultural Heritage (CH) Experts’ Progress Report (CH Progress Report) entitled “Cultural 
Heritage Target: indicators and process 2024-2025” was published by the UNFCCC on 22 May 2025. 
Reports from the other seven expert groups were also published. All eight progress reports and 
related documents can be accessed here.  

https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/report-on-cultural-heritage-target-indicators-and-process-2024-2025-8f0c82f0-9af4-4424-b20f-65984fa38af4
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/report-on-cultural-heritage-target-indicators-and-process-2024-2025-8f0c82f0-9af4-4424-b20f-65984fa38af4
https://unfccc.int/documents
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The progress reports are accompanied by a “Consolidated List of Indicator Options” 
(Consolidated List) which presents all of the indicators that were prioritized by the expert groups. 
The CH Experts contributed 62 indicators related to Target 9g to the Consolidated List, although in 
their Progress Report they note that “the selected 62 indicators need …. narrowing down to include 
a smaller representative set of key indicators.” 

A “Technical report on indicators for measuring progress achieved towards the targets” 
(Technical Report) providing an overview of the progress reports from all eight expert groups was 
released by the UNFCCC Secretariat on 23 May 2025.   

 

Analysis  

The CH Progress Report and the 62 cultural heritage indicators included in the Consolidated 
List reflect the hard work of a small number of culture experts laboring under difficult circumstances. 
These experts have the thanks of HACA and culture colleagues everywhere.  

Multiple mapping and assessment exercises undertaken by the UNFCCC in connection with 
the work programme have established that cultural heritage is the beneficiary of fewer existing 
indicators, fewer training and capacity building efforts, and less support than other thematic areas. 
This comes as a surprise to no one working in the field of culture-based climate action. Serious efforts 
to fill longstanding gaps in adaptation policy must include recognition that long-ignored thematics 
such as cultural heritage require additional support to catch up.  

HACA also specifically thanks the CH Expert Group for their consideration of HACA’s prior 
submissions and for their inclusion of some HACA proposals in their recent outputs. HACA 
specifically applauds the following: 

• The CH Progress Report makes clear that the CH Experts agreed with HACA that gaps exist 
in existing indicators for measuring progress in adapting cultural heritage to climate change, 
necessitating the development of new indicators. Indeed at least 14 of the Indicators included 
by the CH Experts are considered new. 

• The CH Experts agreed with HACA that attention to available data and ease of data collection 
must be balanced with other considerations. In the CH Progress Report, the Experts wrote 
“Just because … data is not necessarily available at this time, does not directly mean that some 
indicators should be simply disregarded.” 

• The 62 CH Indicators include indicators addressing enabling factors of implementation, 
including Means of Implementation, with components such as finance, capacity building, 
and policies. 

• The CH Indicators reflect a variety of orientations (input, process, output, outcome, impact) 
including those focusing on assessing tangible results and the effectiveness of adaptation 
actions. 

https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/consolidated-list-of-indicator-options-uae-belem-work-programme-on-indicators-3d41e6e1-9067-475c-8d56-1122d780e93f
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/technical-report-on-indicators-for-measuring-progress-e7a7f856-aac1-4f27-9f97-7ff5224b8030
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/technical-report-on-indicators-for-measuring-progress-e7a7f856-aac1-4f27-9f97-7ff5224b8030
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• The CH Indicators address to varying degrees a variety of heritage typologies including 
collections and documentary heritage, intangible cultural heritage, cultural landscapes and 
natural heritage. They also address diverse elements of cultural practices. 

• As championed by HACA, several indicators included in the Consolidated List measure the 
use of Indigenous Knowledge and local knowledge to guide adaptation. Other indicators 
speak to the role of cross-cultural understanding and education. 

Within the framework of these important and positive developments, HACA respectfully 
offers the following recommendations for how to further refine the indicator options presented in 
May. The recommendations presented below were developed through a far-ranging consultation of 
HACA participants that engaged culture and heritage advocates on six continents from 27 May to 5 
June. The consultation was supported by a briefing document that was developed after an initial 
review of the CH Progress Reports and the Consolidated List, and a comparison of the positions 
adopted in them to the position papers previously submitted by HACA, namely: 

• HACA March 30 2024 Submission to the First Consultation under the UAE - Belem 
Work Programme 

• HACA July 30 2024 Submission to Second Consultation Under UAE Belem Work 
Programme 

• Target 9(g) Menu Indicator Approach - HACA Recommendations (Excerpted from 
July 2024 submission) 

• HACA Recommendations on Culture and Heritage-Related Indicators for Climate 
Change Adaptation (updated 2025) 

 

Issues and Recommendations 

1. Definitional Matters  

Problem: Missing definitions, inconsistent use of terms, and use of novel term-variations 
create uncertainty about the scope and intent of many of the 9g Indicators included in the 
Consolidated List. HACA believes that without a clear, inclusive glossary and consistent use 
of terms, indicator texts may be read inconsistently, data will be incomparable, and some 
heritage forms and types of cultural practices risk being overlooked altogether.  

Accurate, shared definitions are the bedrock of any indicator framework. Key terms used in 
the wording of Target 9g have diverse and sometimes contested meanings. Pervasive ambiguity in 
the meanings of core 9g terms risks not only operational confusion but diminishing the role of 
cultural considerations in broader climate adaptation policies. 

The CH Progress Report states “the current indicator set is still limited and needs refinement 
and discussion also with a broader range of external stakeholders. For example, there are key 

https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/haca-march-30-submission-8cd689-bfc01a49-d169-45c9-b394-0cc31e45963f
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/haca-july-30-submission-to-second-consultation-under-uae-belem-work-programme-7711bab9-e9af-4742-a4c4-693dd8db46a2
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/target-9-g-menu-indicator-approach-haca-recommendations-998780fe-23a7-4ac4-a0e2-2a9120b151b1
https://preservinglegacies.circle.so/c/haca-resources-wall/haca-recommendations-on-culture-and-heritage-related-indicators-for-climate-change-adaptation-b715f312-37a6-426a-b1c0-a6dc4788a471
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questions around … refining the language of indicators to ensure a better fit with GGA.” The 
Technical Report indicates that various experts had highlighted the importance of “improving the 
standardization of definitions and methodologies” and recommended “ensuring transparency 
around definitions, methodologies, agreed baselines, and data sources.” 

In view of these indications that additional processes to revise definitions and methodologies 
should be forthcoming, HACA has not undertaken here to recommend precise definitions. Rather, 
HACA aims with this Position Paper to surface issues and share considerations that can point the 
way to the successful resolution of definitional issues via these forthcoming processes. 

HACA Overall Recommendation on Definitions 

To ensure clarity, HACA proposes a 9g glossary covering terms such as “cultural heritage”, 
“heritage site”, “cultural practice”, “cultural landscape”, and “biocultural heritage”. Definitions should 
be cross-referenced with IPCC glossaries, UNESCO Conventions, CBD Article 8(j), UNDRIP, and 
guidance from ICOMOS and IUCN to maintain global coherence. HACA joins the Indigenous 
Peoples Organization (IPO) in stressing the need for careful use of the capitalized and plural 
term “Indigenous Peoples” and similar definitional matters and that care be taken to 
disaggregate Indigenous Peoples from local communities.  

HACA notes that some of the definitional inconsistencies arise from the verbatim 
importation of indicators from the UNESCO Culture|2030 Indicators framework (as well as the 
Sendai Framework). HACA recommends that if these indicators are retained, they be revised to make 
them more relevant to adaptation and more synergistic with the FGCR. Examples include 9g36, 9g37, 
9g39-9g47. This Paper includes multiple suggestions for ways of doing so. For example, see Topic 7 
for suggestions on how to consolidation and make more adaptation specific Indicator options 9g42-
44. HACA further notes that it may be worthwhile to explore updating the UNESCO indicators in 
light of the final FGCR indicators adopted in order to promote synergies.  

1.a. Defining “Cultural Heritage” 

The heading of Target 9(g) is “cultural heritage” but the text references “heritage sites”, 
“cultural practices”, and “traditional knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge 
systems”. The term “cultural heritage” has previously been given a technical definition in Article 1 of 
the World Heritage Convention. Taret 9g definitional problems arise initially from the fact that the 
concepts covered by the three key terms used in the 9g text, taken together, are both over-inclusive 
and under-inclusive of the concept of cultural heritage, at least if the Convention’s definition of 
cultural heritage is used. For example: 

• Natural heritage is distinct from cultural heritage, but “heritage sites” often include both. 

• Cultural heritage includes intangible cultural heritage (ICH), yet ICH is distinct from 
heritage sites and cultural practices. Restricting ICH to fixed spatial boundaries risks 
misrepresenting its fluidity. 
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• Indigenous and local knowledge can be viewed either as integral to or separate from 
(though closely linked to) cultural heritage. HACA emphasizes avoiding colonial 
frameworks and prejudice that dismiss IK as not scientific knowledge. 

A prevailing view among HACA collaborators is that 9g’s scope should be more expansive 
and inclusive than the concepts embraced in the World Heritage Convention’s definition of cultural 
heritage. This would ensure 9g encompasses all elements referenced directly or indirectly in its text 
including natural heritage (a component of “heritage sites”); ICH; and traditional knowledge, 
Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems. This holistic approach enhances the 
integration of culture, heritage, and climate adaptation. Conversely, some participants in the HACA 
consultation argue for conforming to established legal frameworks to facilitate implementation.  

HACA emphasizes the evolving nature of cultural heritage, especially intangible elements 
like language, storytelling, and craftsmanship whose safeguarding is deeply tied to knowledge 
transmission. A critical issue raised was whether indicators should prioritize preserving heritage or 
ensuring its continuation through adaptation. Without clear guidance, adaptation efforts risk 
focusing disproportionately on static preservation rather than supporting the fluid, evolving and 
responsive nature of cultural heritage. Qualitative indicators, such as tracking the transmission of 
knowledge across generations, could complement quantitative data by providing a richer picture of 
how cultural practices are maintained and reinvented in the face of changing climates. This becomes 
particularly pertinent as the world increasingly navigates the complex realities and facets of climate 
change-related displacement and mobility (see Issue 4 for additional discussion of displacement). 

1.b. Defining “Heritage Sites” 

The term “heritage sites” is a core concept in the text of Target 9g. Among the Indicators 
included in the Consolidated List, the Cultural Heritage Experts sometimes use the term “heritage 
sites” but also use the term “cultural sites” and sometimes “heritage/cultural sites”.  Indicators 
options reference at various points a variety of different types of tangible heritage including “heritage 
buildings” (9g04), “monuments” (9g15), “cultural landscape” (9g09), “objects” (9810), and 
“collections (including documents and museums) (9834).” Six recommended Indicators reference 
“natural heritage sites” (9g33, 9g37, 9g38, 9g39, 9g41, 9g49).  

HACA believes that the term “heritage sites” should be viewed as an umbrella term covering 
all cultural, natural, and mixed sites. In addition, The Experts seem to agree based on the types of 
heritage they referenced.  

Some HACA collaborators expressed concern about forcing all types of tangible and 
documentary heritage into the definition of “heritage sites,” noting that definition would be at odds 
with convention definitions and contrary to widespread practice. By folding in everything from 
archaeological sites to museum collections, archives, and even non-site-based intangible cultural 
practices, the category could become unwieldy. HACA recommends that objects, movables, and 
documentary collections (i.e. all tangible heritage) be viewed as being within the scope of 9g 
(whether as part of the definition of “heritage sites” or otherwise) but with Indicator options 
applied more coherently to each typology. 
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Regional variations in heritage protection present challenges. While some sites enjoy legal 
status, others - particularly in regions lacking documentation - remain unprotected despite cultural 
significance. A flexible definition should accommodate diverse national contexts and approaches to 
formal heritage designation, while ensuring conceptual consistency for indicator implementation. 

Inclusion of Natural Heritage in Scope of 9g 

The treatment of natural heritage in the Consolidated List highlights definitional questions. 
The 1972 World Heritage Convention defines “natural heritage” as a concept distinct from “cultural 
heritage” although both can be described with reference to “sites,” be they sites of natural heritage, 
cultural heritage or mixed. The 9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List alternately refer to 
“cultural heritage sites,” “heritage sites,” and “cultural sites,” without categorically defining whether 
these also encompass natural or mixed sites. Most Indicators (e.g. 9g01, 9g55) mention only “cultural 
heritage sites,” while six (e.g. 9g33) explicitly add “natural heritage.” This patchwork suggests the 
experts have included natural heritage in the scope 0f 9g but only when specified. So far, where an 
Indicator specifies only “cultural heritage,” no companion indicator is provided for natural heritage. 

Consistent with the World Heritage Convention definition, several HACA Collaborators 
noted that cultural heritage “is not to be automatically understood as encompassing ‘natural 
heritage’ when the interlinks … are not specified.” Others pointed to more holistic frameworks—
UNESCO’s Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage (2003), Article 8(j) 
of the Convention on Biodiversity which addresses biocultural heritage, and UNDRIP’s emphasis on 
the interconnection of nature and culture. Several HACA commentators noted the widely used term 
“cultural landscapes” or “biocultural landscapes” that emphasizes the integration of social, cultural 
and ecological values at sites.  

In its submission to the HACA consultation, representatives from the International Union 
for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) noted: 

From a climate–nature nexus perspective, … the definitional ambiguity surrounding "cultural 
heritage" in the CH Progress Report is especially problematic. The omission of clear distinctions and 
inclusions—particularly regarding knowledge systems and natural heritage—risks undermining the 
integrative potential of Target 9g within climate resilience and adaptation frameworks. The 
intersection of cultural and natural heritage is not just conceptual—it reflects lived realities for many 
communities, especially Indigenous Peoples whose knowledge systems are deeply embedded in 
ecosystems and serve as adaptive strategies to climate change. – Veronica Ruiz, IUCN 

HACA Recommendations 

In view of the foregoing, HACA offers the following suggestions to guide development of a 
definition of “heritage sites”: 

• Broadly include natural and mixed heritage sites 

o Broadly include natural and mixed heritage sites in the scope of 9g either by 
consistently referring to “cultural and natural heritage” or defining “heritage sites” 
upfront to cover all three types. 
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o Where coverage of only cultural heritage and not natural heritage is intended (e.g. 
9g01, 9g55 as currently drafted), provide companion indicators for natural heritage 
(e.g. “% of at-risk natural heritage sites with adaptation measures implemented”). 

o Footnote links to relevant natural heritage databases (e.g. UNESCO, IUCN) where 
discipline-specific data is required. 

• Expand references to “Cultural Landscapes” 

o Only one of the Indicators options (9g09) reference cultural landscapes. Use of this 
term should be expanded, leveraging the term’s grounding in integrated social–
ecological systems 

• Harmonize Defined Terms 

o Clarify distinctions between cultural sites vs. heritage sites 

o Standardize subcategories (e.g. archaeological sites, historic buildings, collections) 
in Glossary 

o Address omitted subcategories (e.g., archaeology, archives) 

• Embed a Biocultural Approach across FGCR 

o Emphasize that siloing culture from nature —and the Indigenous/local knowledge 
embedded in it— undermines achievement of Paris Agreement objectives and 
undercuts heritage’s practical adaptation value. 

o Highlight examples (e.g. seasonal ecological indicators, sacred groves, traditional 
agroforestry) demonstrating how integrated approaches underpin resilience. 

1.c. Defining “Cultural Practices”  

The term “cultural practices” is another core 9g concept. The term lacks a formal definition 
within existing climate (e.g. UNFCCC and IPCC) and heritage (e.g. UNESCO) frameworks. It perhaps 
finds parallels in UNESCO’s concept of intangible cultural heritage and the phrase “cultural 
traditions and customs” in UNDRIP. So far, however, the CH Expert Group has not clarified the 
definition it is using.  

9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List use both the terms “Intangible Cultural 
Heritage” and “Cultural Practices”. Compare 9g02 (“% of climate-sensitive cultural practices 
adapted with climate-resilient processes”) to 9g05 (“% of intangible cultural heritage 
documentation updated with climate adaptation practices integrated”).  

Several HACA contributors stressed that "cultural practices" and "intangible cultural 
heritage" are not interchangeable. Some social phenomena (for example, viral internet dances or 
sports competitions) might qualify as cultural practices without necessarily fitting the narrower 
UNESCO definition of intangible heritage. Although HACA believes that both ICH and cultural 
practices should be included in 9g, alternating between these terms without explanation (noting 
also the use of the term “creative activities”) creates confusion. 
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The included Indicators refer to a wide variety of cultural elements without clarifying the 
basis for their inclusions, leaving unanswered the question of why these elements were included but 
others were not. Referenced elements: (1) festivals, ceremonies, oral traditions (9g02), (2) movable 
cultural assets (9g03), (3) annual cultural events; festivals, public ceremonies, and cultural 
gatherings (9g06), (4) craft sector (9g27), (5) practices, and collections (including documents and 
museums (9g34), (6) creative activities (9g40), (7) livelihoods (9g41), (8) access to cultural facilities 
(9g45), (9) cultural activities or skills, and (10) Cultural participation (9g46) 

HACA Recommendations 

In view of the foregoing, HACA Collaborators offers the following suggestions to guide 
development of a definition of “cultural practices”: 

• Borrowing from International Heritage Frameworks 

o Some suggest standardizing the term by adapting definitions used in international 
frameworks (UNDRIP, UNESCO’s 2003 Convention and Operational Guidelines). 
This ensures alignment with recognized heritage safeguarding policies and prevents 
contradictions in adaptation reporting. 

o Others expressed the view that this might not capture the full spectrum of human 
activity that the concept is intended to cover. 

• Define Cultural Practices as Performative and Enacted Traditions 

o Cultural practices could be defined to refer explicitly to actions, behaviors, and 
customs that are actively performed and transmitted within a community. 

o Static representations, artefacts, and documents would be excluded from this 
definition, as they belong to the domain of tangible heritage or ICH. 

• Differentiate Cultural Practices from Intangible Cultural Heritage (ICH) 

o ICH includes knowledge, expressions, and traditions, but cultural practices might 
focus on directly enacted customs and rituals. 

o Example: A written musical score is considered intangible heritage, but the act of 
performing it in a traditional ceremony is a cultural practice. Even if such ICH is 
excluded from the definition of cultural practice, HACA believes it should still be 
included as an element of cultural heritage and thus 9g. 

• Careful attention to Livelihoods, Skills and Economic Practices as Cultural Practices 

o Traditional trades, craftsmanship, and heterodox economic practices could be 
acknowledged as part of evolving cultural practices, but this should be carefully 
evaluated. Example: Stone masonry, weaving, knowledge of healing plants, and 
traditional, local non-monetary exchange and trading systems are practical 
expressions of cultural tradition tied to livelihoods. 
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2. Enhancing the Balance of IPO-OI Indicator Orientations across 
Each Covered Typology  

Issue: The distribution of 9g Indicators (e.g. process indicators, outcome indicators) 
included in the Consolidated List is unbalanced and this imbalance becomes even more 
pronounced when disaggregated by covered heritage/culture typologies.  

The 9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List demonstrate strong coverage of process 
and output type measures but show significant gaps when mapped against the Input–Process–
Output–Outcome–Impact (IPO-OI) framework. Approximately 15% of the indicators capture 
inputs—addressing funding and institutional support (e.g., 9g19, 9g22) — yet they often lack detail 
on training, participation, inclusion, and equity. Process indicators (≈30%) emphasize governance 
and planning mechanisms (e.g., 9g21, 9g51), while output indicators (≈40%) are well represented by 
tangible measures such as adapted sites (9g01) and digitized heritage objects (9g10). 

However, outcome indicators (≈10%) remain limited, mostly focusing on awareness (9g52) 
and damage reduction (9g18), without capturing broader measures of behavioral or systemic change. 
Impact indicators (≈5%) are notably sparse, with only a few attempting to reflect long-term resilience 
(e.g., 9g60, 9g36). This imbalance becomes even more pronounced when disaggregated by heritage 
typology: 

• Tangible Heritage (buildings, sites, movables): Outcome indicators do little to assess changes 
in community use, stewardship, or adaptive behavior post-retrofitting. Impact indicators fail 
to capture long-term cultural continuity, such as intergenerational use or symbolic value. 

• Intangible Heritage (practices, knowledge): There is a lack of input indicators identifying 
investments in safeguarding traditional practices (e.g., funding for oral traditions or master–
apprentice training), and the impact pathways remain underexplored—only indicators like 
9g02 and 9g30 hint at sustained transmission. 

• Natural Heritage (landscapes, ecosystems): Process indicators are limited, with few metrics 
on Indigenous- or community-led ecosystem-based management. Likewise, impact 
indicators do not fully capture the interdependence of ecological and cultural resilience, 
missing critical links (e.g., how biodiversity restoration supports heritage practice viability 
and transmission). 

See Annex 1 for additional analysis.  A full analysis of the continuity of progressively oriented 
indicators by heritage typology is hampered by inconsistent use of defined terms in the text of many 
Indicators.  

In the HACA consultation, Christopher Waters of Antigua and Barbuda spoke to several 
9g Indicators designed to measure climate adaptation outcomes in the cultural heritage sector. He 
argued that while these indicators intend to capture the success of adaptation efforts, they fall short 
in defining precisely what should be measured. In the case of Indicator 9g60, which is meant to 
reflect the reduced vulnerability of cultural heritage sites, Waters writes that a better approach would 
be to focus explicitly on vulnerability elements such as sensitivity and adaptive capacity, rather than 
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using the all-encompassing term “resilience.” Similarly, indicator 9g61 aims to assess the share of 
climate adaptation plans and strategies that are implemented to enhance the resilience of culturally 
important sites. However, the wording implies that some adaptation measures may not result in 
improved resilience, leaving evaluators uncertain about appropriate criteria. A better formulation, 
“might be share of climate adaptation plans, strategies and measures developed and implemented 
for cultural heritage that have reduced the climate risk rating of culturally important sites.” 

Phoebe Koundouri of Greece proposed the introduction in 9g and 10c of indicators which 
incorporate explicit economic valuation of cultural heritage in the context of this UNFCCC 
framework. For example: (1) “Total economic value (TEV) of preserved cultural heritage sites due to 
implemented adaptation measures” (this indicator quantifies benefits of adaptation, suitable for use 
in SCBA (social cost-benefit analysis) to shortlist between adaptation options. (2) “Monetized benefit 
of cultural heritage adaptation per unit of investment” (measures efficiency, “Total estimated 
benefits from avoided cultural loss divided by the total investment in cultural adaptation”). 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Develop Tailored Indicators: Identify and integrate specific measures for underrepresented 
heritage orientations, especially for outcomes and impacts. For instance, create metrics that 
assess long-term cultural continuity for tangible heritage and sustained transmission for 
intangible heritage. 

• Standardize Definitions: Harmonize nomenclature across heritage typologies. Establish 
clear, consistent definitions that bridge tangible, intangible, and natural heritage, enabling 
comparability and comprehensive tracking across domains (see Issue 1). 

• Enhance Disaggregation and Equity: Expand indicators to disaggregate data by gender, age, 
and Indigeneity. Only a few current indicators (e.g., 9g14, 9g53-9g54) reflect these 
dimensions. Equity-centered revisions will ensure marginalized groups are visible in 
adaptation metrics. 

• Consider indicators that target elements like “sensitivity” and “adaptative capacity” rather 
than more generic terms like “resilience.” 

• Balance the IPO-OI Framework: Ensure that each heritage typology is supported by a full 
suite of indicators—from inputs and processes to outcomes and impacts. This will allow for 
a holistic assessment of adaptation measures, enabling policymakers to track long-term 
effectiveness and systemic change. 

By addressing these gaps, the indicator framework can evolve from a primarily process- and 
output-oriented model to one that comprehensively monitors how investments in cultural heritage 
lead to tangible, lasting impacts on community resilience and adaptive capacity.  
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3. Percentage-Based Indicators  

Issue: The 9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List rely heavily on percentage-based 
indicators which may distort progress, penalize incremental gains, and skew action towards 
easily measurable elements.  

Over-reliance on Percentage-Based Indicators 

The recommended 9g Indicators rely rather heavily on percentage or fraction-based 
indicators requiring the calculation of an absolute denominator (e.g., “% of climate-sensitive cultural 
practices adapted with climate-resilient processes” [9g02]; “Percentage of management plans or 
safeguarding plans developed and implemented for classified heritage sites or intangible cultural 
heritage elements” [9g48]). Consistent with HACA’s earlier consultation submissions, this raises the 
following concerns: 

• Inventories Bias. Many living heritage practices or unregistered sites lack formal counts 
meaning they may be omitted from Indicators’ denominators. For example, in many 
countries, only a small proportion of practices are documented or “classified” under formal 
systems (e.g., ICH 2003 Convention lists).  

• Elite Bias. Such indicators have the effect of forcing policymakers to work with only the 
narrow slice of heritage which has been formally inventoried or documented, and this can 
privilege well-known or state-recognized elements, sidelining grassroots, minority, or 
vernacular heritage. 

• Maladaptation Risk: These metrics may push states to prioritize “measurable” heritage over 
“living” heritage, skewing investments and actions toward what is countable rather than 
what is essential to community sustainability, wellbeing and adaptation. 

• Data burden. States cannot reliably quantify every intangible practice or local site at scale. 

In brief, the traditional percentage-based models are seen as reductive and potentially 
misleading, especially when recommended success thresholds (often around 50% or even 75–100%) 
demand unrealistic comprehensiveness when starting from near zero. 

A Shift Toward “Direction-of-Travel” Metrics 

HACA continues to favor “direction-of-travel” indicators. Rather than fixating on whether a 
set percentage of sites or practices meets a predefined metric, HACA collaborators argued that 
tracking incremental improvements—such as growth in the number of sites with adaptation plans—
more accurately reflects progress. This approach acknowledges that even small, early changes (for 
instance, the initiation of an adaptation plan at one heritage site) can have cascading, significant 
impacts over time. Some collaborators suggested that these indicators could be expressed as a 
percentage improvement or increase, which would still be quantitative but would inherently 
recognize gradual progress rather than static, arbitrarily high thresholds. 
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Exploring Quantitative, Qualitative, and Hybrid Approaches 

Not all commenters dismissed percentage-based indicators. Some pointed out that 
numerical or percentage-based indicators don’t automatically privilege elite heritage if they’re 
carefully constructed. Moreover, some HACA collaborators proposed a hybrid solution by 
integrating process-based or quality-focused metrics alongside more traditional quantitative 
assessments. This hybrid approach seeks to marry the clarity of numerical data with the nuance of 
qualitative insights, thereby broadening the scope of what is counted and ensuring that a more 
diverse range of cultural expressions is captured. 

Illustrative Quotes from Participants in the HACA Consultation 

“When adaptation progress is measured against incomplete denominators, we risk invisibilizing the 
most vulnerable heritage—those most exposed to climate change but least formally recognized.” – 
Salma Sabour (Morocco) 

“HACA should continue to advocate for direction of travel … It would also allow for incremental 
improvements which - when starting from zero - are significant and should not be positioned as a 
failure. Even one heritage site taking action can represent a huge step forward in capacity and can have 
cascading impacts.” - HACA Commentator 

“There could also be ‘hybrid indicators’ suggested, such as number of ‘high quality/ beneficial 
interventions/process’, where this quality’s criteria would be defined alongside the indicator’- Ege 
Yildirim (Turkey) 

“From the perspective of practitioners working with living heritage systems like those in 
Koutammakou, percentage-based indicators built on fixed denominators (e.g., "total number of 
cultural practices") are problematic, reductive, and exclusionary. In these contexts, cultural practices 
are dynamic, oral, and interwoven, often absent from formal inventories and resistant to numerical 
enumeration.” – Ibrahim Tchan (Benin) 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Utilize fewer “percentage indicators” and rely more heavily on “direction-of-travel” metrics 
which reflect positive momentum (e.g., "number of cultural practices integrating 
adaptation measures is increasing") rather than potentially misleading completeness. 

• Encourage a plural and inclusive approach to data that allows communities to define what 
counts as cultural heritage without the need for exhaustive enumeration. 

• Retain fractional indicators only where denominators exist and are reliable, for example, 
World Heritage Convention inscribed properties, or 2003 ICH Convention inscribed 
elements. 

• Urge the inclusion of alternative indicators that track processes such as: (1) the integration 
of community-defined practices in climate action plans; (2) the engagement of 
underrepresented groups in adaptation processes; (3) or the recognition of undocumented 
knowledge systems in local strategies. 
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• Utilize hybrid approach that measures the “number of high quality/beneficial 
interventions” (ratio of new to existing, rather than total to overall).  

• Encourage incremental targets (e.g., 10% more community-driven vulnerability 
assessments in each cycle). 

• Document denominator sources clearly in metadata and allow bounded estimates 
especially for ICH/cultural practices. 

4. Framing of Target 9g Subcomponents 

Issue: Discussions at SB62 indicate that the division of targets into subcomponents may play 
a critical role in the final set of indicators selected for each FGCR Target. HACA asks the CH 
Experts to reconsider the framing of the three subcomponents into which it is currently 
proposed that Target 9(g) be divided and continues to believe  the 3 subcomponents it 
proposed in its March and July 2024 submissions support effective and robust indicators.  

Target 9g Subcomponents 

In the CH Progress Report, the CH Experts identified three subcomponents of Target 9g: (i) 
Impacts of climate-related risks on cultural heritage, (ii) Adaptation strategies developed to protect 
and preserve different cultural heritage sites, and (iii) Implementation of climate-resilient 
adaptation responses for cultural heritage.  

HACA members note that subc0mponent (i) may not be consistent with the view of some 
Parties who have stressed that indicators that describe impacts, exposures or hazards without 
capturing adaptation may need to be removed. The framing of subcomponent (ii) complicates efforts 
to assure 9g will be understood as embracing both heritage sites (natural and cultural) and cultural 
practices. Finally, the framing of the third component as formulated by the CH Experts eliminates 
express reference to IK and LK and erases the innovative linkages set out by the  FGCR authors 
between them and the design of climate resilient infrastructure. 

HACA asks that the CH Experts reconsider the framing of the three subcomponents into 
which it is currently proposed that Target 9(g) be divided. HACA suggests anew the 3 
subcomponents it proposed in its March and July 2024 submissions:  

o Protecting cultural practices from the impacts of climate-related risks by developing 
adaptive strategies;  

o Protecting heritage sites from the impacts of climate-related risks by developing 
adaptive strategies; 

o Designing climate-resilient infrastructure guided by traditional knowledge, 
Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems.    
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Disaggregation 

Depending on the final guidance provided to the Experts, it will be important that the CH 
Experts provide for consistent disaggregation of data across Target 9g subcomponents. The principle 
Indicator options currently proposed for disaggregation are 9g52-54. Elsewhere HACA expresses its 
serious reservations about the current wording of these options.  HACA suggests that disaggregation 
be incorporated more holistically into the 9g indicators.  We recommend that it be made clear that 
Indigenous Peoples be accounted for separately from local communities by the use of a comma 
between the two phrases.  We applaud the inclusion of gender, age, and people with disabilities, but 
do not understand the presentation of these categories as subsets of Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities. Rather these should be independent categories for disaggregation along with 
Indigenous Peoples, and local communities.   

Finally, HACA agrees with the input of the International Organization for Migration (IOM) 
that disaggregated data for migrants and displaced persons may not be readily available. HACA 
supports IOM’s suggestion that a better indicator would be related to strategies for the planned 
relocation of populations at risk that protect cultural heritage and knowledge.  Planned relocation 
is a recognized adaptive strategy for safeguarding and conserving intangible cultural heritage and 
cultural practices in the face of climate displacement. This proposed indicator would capture that.  

Component on Guiding Climate-Resilience Infrastructure 

Target 9(g) uniquely calls for “climate-resilient infrastructure guided by traditional 
knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems.” HACA proposed that this 
element be considered a distinct component of Target 9g. While the Experts did recognize this 
element as a distinct component, they reframed it as addressing “implementation of climate-resilient 
responses,” and erasing the FGCR ’s unique linking of TK and IK as guides to making climate 
infrastructure more resilient.  

The indicators tagged to this component by the Experts (9g56, 9g60, 9g61) follow from their 
chosen framing. A possible exception is 9g56: “Share of tangible heritage [buildings, sites] retrofitted 
with climate-resilient materials or technologies [guided by traditional knowledge, Indigenous 
Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems].”2 It is unclear why the second half of the text is in 
brackets in the Consolidated List.  

One indicator recommended by HACA in earlier submissions for an infrastructure 
component was included by the Experts as 9g12 (“Number of initiatives implemented to build 
infrastructure decision makers competence and capacity to receive, comprehend, and value insights 

 
2 Indicator 9G56 is on one of only two recommended Indicators expressly addressing heritage buildings. 

As such, it attracted significant attention from HACA collaborators. Collaborators noted that its use of the 
term “retrofitting” suggests a mitigation focus, while the rationale emphasizes adaptation—redesigning 
buildings to withstand climate impacts—creating confusion. Filippo Calcerano from Italy argued that 
heritage conservation demands both adaptation and mitigation. He proposed reframing 9G56 to measure the 
share of heritage sites receiving evidence-based, joint adaptation-mitigation improvements—incorporating 
passive, active, and renewable energy solutions—to clarify objectives and align conservation with climate 
action. 
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from Indigenous Peoples (IPs) and local communities (LCs) in the development of infrastructure, 
both at the individual and institutional levels.”) 

HACA appreciates the Expert’s observation that their intent was to mainstream IK and TK 
across all 9g components. This can and should be achieved without losing explicit reference to IK/LK 
in the component summaries and focus on the unique role of IK and TK in guiding climate resilient 
infrastructure (and linkages to FGCR Target 9e this brings). The Experts’ approach also misses the 
chance to emphasize the power of IK and LK to avoid maladaptation in the design of climate resilient 
infrastructure. (See Issue 8).  

Illustrative Quotes from Participants in the HACA Consultation  

“These indicators are ‘locking in’ heritage in a narrow understanding of the relevance of culture and 
heritage in adaptation … It ignores the opportunities for which culture and heritage, IK and LC could 
inspire and inform the development of new / heterodox economic infrastructures for adaptation, 
transformation, survival and wellbeing. The initially suggested indicator by HACA would for instance 
have allowed for a direct link between the heritage in the design and implementation of non-extractive 
and climate resilient (circular-, mutuality- and networks based) economic infrastructures.” -- Cecilie 
Smith-Christensen (Norway) 

“Recognizing how traditional architecture has passed down ancestral wisdom, providing tools for 
climate-resilient architecture, is very important. Examples of traditional architecture being used in 
modern architecture. For example, use of traditional bamboo constructions has been proven to survive 
hurricanes and it’s a sustainable material.” -- Sarah Forgesson (New Zealand) 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Include subcomponents on cultural practices and heritage sites, thereby aligning with the 
text of the GFCR. 

• Holistically address disaggregation for each subcomponent, including disaggregation of 
Indigenous Peoples as a separate category. 

• Address migration and displacement via a substantive indicator and not a disaggregation 
element.  

• Reinstate “infrastructure” and the linkage to traditional knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ 
knowledge and local knowledge systems in this component’s title and narrative and in this 
regard; 

o Retain 9g12 in the final list of Indicators but retag in under such an infrastructure 
sub-component.  

o Add indicators on FPIC in infrastructure decisions, e.g.: Proportion of 
infrastructure plans with documented free, prior, informed consent of relevant 
IP/LC institutions. 
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o Arrange for cross-target collaboration with infrastructure, nature and water expert 
groups on using IK and LK on ecosystem-based infrastructure (see Target 9(d)). 

5. Indicators Encouraging Adaptation Guided by Local Knowledge 
Systems Must be Paired with Indicators Measuring Ethical and 
Equitable Engagement  

Issue: Inclusion in the Consolidated List of multiple Indicators measuring the use of 
Indigenous Knowledge and local knowledge to guide adaptation is a welcome development 
but the failure to pair these with measures addressing ethical and equitable engagement 
could actually encourage extractive or top-down approaches to IK/LK. 

Adaptation Guided by Local Knowledge Systems 

HACA applauds the efforts of the CH Expert Group to incorporate indicators measuring 
adaptation based on and guided by traditional knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge, and local 
knowledge systems across the components of Target 9g. This focus is supported by the text of Target 
9g and by FGCR Para 14. Relevant Indicator options included in the Consolidated List are: 

• Proportion of traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) initiatives operationalized for 
ecosystem-based adaptation supporting heritage sites (9g07) 

• Percentage of adaptation measures that value and use traditional knowledge, ways and 
livelihoods of culturally diverse populations (9g30) 

• Percentage of application of local, indigenous and traditional knowledge in DRR (9g31) 

• Share of adaptation strategies and plans for cultural heritage that have fully incorporated 
Indigenous Peoples, indigenous and local knowledge, and traditional ecological knowledge 
(9g58)  

Need for Indicators Measuring Equitable Engagement 

At the same time, HACA has deep concern about the absence of parallel indicators 
addressing ethical and equitable engagement with Indigenous Peoples and local communities. 
Ethical and equitable engagement relative to the “application” of IK/LK (as well as “wisdom and 
values”) is explicitly called for in FGCR Para 22. The terms of Para 22 should be incorporated into the 
indicators for every FGCR target but are especially important in 9g where inclusion of indicators 
encouraging use of IK/LK without such corresponding equitable engagement metrics could 
encourage proliferation of extractive or top-down approaches to IK/LK. 

HACA collaborators unanimously agreed that indicators for Target 9g must explicitly 
measure the existence of mechanisms for assuring respect for rights-holders and centering co-
development, allowing assessment of conditions for ensuring Indigenous peoples and local 
communities actively lead and define knowledge-sharing processes, rather than being treated as 
passive recipients. 



  

28 
 

Illustrative feedback from HACA consultation: 

“I think overall CH Experts have a sensitivity in their approach to Indigenous and local communities. 
… I think this should be acknowledged. However, in 9g52-53-54, I also sense a top-down language.” -- 
Mesut Dinler (Turkey) 

“I would highly recommend any indicator that seeks to integrate or use Indigenous knowledge must 
start with a proper indicator on ethical engagement, otherwise we once again fall into extractive, top-
down approaches of knowledge identification and utilization that fundamentally decontextualise and 
misuses knowledge.” – Sarah Forgesson (New Zealand)  

Criticism of Top-Down Language in Existing Indicators 

HACA collaborators were unanimous in their concerns about the wording of Indicators 9g52–
54 which suggest Indigenous peoples must be “made aware” of climate risks and responses. This 
language implies that they lack existing knowledge, rather than recognizing them as holders of 
sophisticated climate adaptation strategies. Illustrative feedback from HACA collaborators on this 
point includes the following:  

“Many Indigenous peoples in Oceania are far more aware of the climate change risks as well as 
appropriate responses for reducing climate change impacts to their Indigenous heritage and Country 
than are non-Indigenous people.” — Helen Wilson (Australia) 

“’Made aware of’ is not in line with the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples and FPIC 
in general.” — Meredith Wiggins (USA) 

“The preservation of sacred forests, community-led architecture (Takienta), and seasonal knowledge 
systems in Koutammakou demonstrates that locally led, value-driven adaptation is not only 
possible—it is already happening. The challenge is not to ‘make people aware,’ but to respect, support, 
and scale what they already know. — Ibrahim Tchan (Benin) 

HACA collaborators stress that adaptation strategies should emphasize mutual knowledge-
sharing rather than assume an external entity must educate Indigenous communities. 

Need for Input-Process-Type Indicators on Strengthening Indigenous 
Peoples’ Representatives  

HACA believes that expanded input and process-type indicators looking at strengthening 
access and capacity of Indigenous Peoplesʼ representative institutions in the climate space are 
needed.  

The 9g Consolidated List does include the following:  

• “Number of awareness raising and training programs/ workshops on climate change 
(vulnerability, risk, resilience, and adaptation) are conducted for conservation 
professionals/ local communities/indigenous peoples.” (9g50)  

• “Number of programs encouraging youth to adopt and scale traditional solutions for 
climate adaptation.” (9g17) 
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What is still needed is an indicator assessing support for Indigenous Peoples and their 
sovereign capacities.  

Concerns Over Indicators for Protected Area Designations 

As written, Indicators 9g32 and 9g35, which promote the creation of protected areas for 
cultural heritage, raised alarm among HACA collaborators. Without safeguards, protected areas 
designations could lead to dispossession or restrictions on Indigenous communities’ access to their 
lands and cultural spaces. These indicators need to be revised to explicitly require consultation with 
affected communities and compliance with UNDRIP principles. Illustrative feedback: 

“[T]he actual protection measures around protected areas may be very different across countries and 
regions, which means that many communities will actually come out worse off, and dispossessed from 
their lands and no longer have any say in its management. It speaks again for the need for clear and 
robust safeguard measures that clearly stipulates the requirement for engagement and consulting of 
communities that ensures they are protected.” – Sarah Forgesson (New Zealand) 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Retain one or more indicators measuring adaptation based on and guided by traditional 
knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge, and local knowledge systems  

• Introduce dedicated indicators for ethical engagement 

o Metrics should track compliance with UNDRIP principles, including FPIC and self-
determination over lands and knowledge in climate adaptation matters; as well as, 
where appropriate, analogous efforts for local communities. For example: Number 
of climate measures that received free, prior, and informed consent of affected 
Indigenous Peoplesʼ autonomous institutions before approval. Here, HACA 
supports the recommendation of the Indigenous Peoples Organization for a 9g 
Indicator (perhaps under the Cultural Practice sub-component) on “Percentage of 
Indigenous Peoples’ lands, territories and resources with legally recognized 
collective tenure rights.”  Land tenure security is key for assuring ethical use of IK 
and the intergenerational transmission of IK. 

• Reframe language to reflect partnership rather than imposition 

o Reframe (and perhaps consolidate) Indicators 9852-54 to recognize Indigenous 
Peoples and local communities as active agents, not passive recipients (e.g. replace 
“made aware of” with “co-developed with”). 

• Include safeguards for adaptation initiatives involving protected areas 

o Consultation, participation, benefit-sharing with Indigenous Peoples and local 
communities and, where appropriate, FPIC must be explicitly referenced in any 
indicators on protected areas included in the final list.  
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• Indicators(s) on Support for Indigenous Peoples and Local Communities 

o At least one indicator should be dedicated to measuring efforts to support access to 
and capacity building for Indigenous Peoples and local communities in adaptation 
process, for example: Number of: (i) measures to promote capacity building and 
strengthen leadership of Indigenous peoples' self-governing institutions within 
climate adaptation processes; (ii) instances of use of Indigenous languages in 
systems of signposting, documentation and official communications for climate 
action and planning.  

6. Inclusive Processes 

Issue: Absence of indicators assessing inclusive processes and locally-led adaptation for 
cultural heritage runs the risk of undermining the entire 9g indicator package.  

Closely related to the issue of ethical and equitable engagement is the need to assess 
inclusive and locally led processes. FGCR paras 20 and 21 emphasize the role of stakeholders in 
adaptation. HACA believes that inclusive processes are particularly important in cultural heritage 
adaptation because the initial determination of cultural or historical significance itself is shaped 
by community valorization. This aligns with the Faro Convention’s concept of “heritage 
communities,” which recognizes that heritage is defined by those who value it.  

Two 9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List explicitly address participation in 
adaptation processes. HACA considers these provisions to be promising:   

● Indicator 9g34 (“Existence of community mapped vulnerability to climate hazards 
of cultural sites, practices, and collections”).  

● Indicator 9g47 (“Extent to which culture sector professionals and civil society 
including Indigenous Peoples and local communities participate in the preparation 
and implementation of culture sector policies, programmes and activities”) is a step 
in the right direction, especially because it addresses the processes of supporting 
inclusion.  

One HACA commentator wrote:  

I really liked “Indicator 9g47” … [it] could already be a game changer because it also raised the issue of 
training needs and capacity building in the cultural sector. – Cornelius Holtorf (Sweden) 

At the same time, HACA collaborators overwhelmingly indicated that the text of these should 
be carefully refined by (1) Disaggregating rights-holders and stakeholders; (2) Specifying the 
qualitative nature of participation (e.g., equitable, locally-led); and (3) expanding scope to cover 
not just culture policies but also climate adaptation planning. 

HACA collaborators contrasted 9g47 with Indicator 9d13, recommended by the Nature 
Experts, which reads: 

 “Number of countries taking action towards the full, equitable, inclusive, effective and gender-
responsive representation and participation in decision-making and access to justice and information 
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related to biodiversity by indigenous peoples and local communities, respecting their cultures and 
their rights over lands, territories, resources and traditional knowledge, as well as by women and girls, 
children and youth, and persons with disabilities, and the full protection of environmental human 
rights defenders.” 

One HACA commentator wrote: 

“Revisions are needed to proposed indicators 9g34 and 9g47 to emphasize the importance of locally 
led, inclusive processes rooted in plural knowledge systems, scientific, Indigenous, and local, ensuring 
that participation is not merely symbolic but grounded in meaningful engagement, cultural 
sovereignty, and community agency. These improvements [should] explicitly recognize rights-holders 
as decision-makers and knowledge bearers, rather than conflating them with stakeholders.” – Salma 
Sabour (Morocco) 

In addition to refining these Indicators, other indicators which are currently silent on 
relevant processes could be improved by including such references. For example, Indicator 9g01, 
which currently reads “% of identified at-risk cultural heritage sites with adaptation measures 
implemented,” could be refined to emphasize the quality and inclusiveness of those measures, e.g. 
“% of identified at-risk cultural heritage sites with inclusive, values-based adaptation measures 
implemented, co-developed with affected communities.” 

Mapping of Culture and Heritage 

As noted above, the inclusivity of inventorying and designation/listing processes play a 
foundational role in adaptation as these processes often define what elements will be counted as 
cultural heritage for purposes of prioritizing risk assessment and adaptation action. The one 9g 
Indicator included in the Consolidated List on the topic of inventorying(9g49) reads as follows: 
“Total number of cultural and natural heritage sites that are officially listed and protected.” As 
written, this Indicator addresses only heritage sites, omitting inventorying and listing of cultural 
practices. It also fails to measure whether locally-led or inclusive processes were used.  

Long-Term Thinking and Intergenerational Considerations 

Beyond human engagement, some members proposed expanding inclusivity to future 
generations and even non-human elements such as rivers, pollinators, and ecosystems. 

One HACA collaborator shared: 

"I am missing a reference to future generations necessary for a longer-term, intergenerational 
perspective. I would also have liked to see inclusion to include other than the human species. Of 
course, the next generations, bees and rivers can't be directly consulted, but there are still legal 
mechanisms that could have ensured their representation." — HACA Member 

Concerns Over Multi-Level Governance 

HACA collaborators also noted that multi-level governance was not adequately addressed in 
the CH Experts’ indicators. HACA had recommended that at least one indicator measure the critical 
role of regional, national, and subnational governments play in adaptation processes for heritage 
sites and cultural practices.  
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HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Retain Indicator 9g34 but revise to cover all heritage sites and cultural practices and 
strengthen by using standard climate parlance such as “locally-led” or “inclusively mapped” 
rather than the more ambiguous phrase “community mapped”.  

• Retain Indicator 9g47 but revise to specify coverage of adaptation processes for heritage 
sites and cultural practices, and to specify measurement of processes that are inclusive and 
equitable as to all participants including culture sector professionals and other stakeholders 
and which recognize the role of Indigenous peoples and other rights-holders as knowledge 
holders and decision-makers. 

• Retain Indicator 9g49 but revise to cover listing and protection of both heritage sites and 
cultural practices, and to include reference to inclusive, locally-led values mapping and 
listing processes.  

• Recognize Multi-Level Governance by including language that makes explicit the need to 
track the role of local and regional governments in adaptation of heritage sites and 
cultural practices. 

• Introduce the notion of future generations and ecosystems/natural heritage elements 
as potential rights-holders/stakeholders.  

7. Empowering People, in Particular Youth, with Knowledge, Skills, 
Values, and Attitudes Necessary for Climate Action 

Issue: Recommended Indicators lack attention to the role of cultural heritage in climate 
education and to empowering people, in particular children and youth, with the knowledge, 
skills, values and attitudes necessary for active action to combat climate change 

FGCR para 23 calls for attention to climate education and to empowering people, in particular 
children and youth, with the knowledge, skills, values and attitudes necessary for active action to 
combat climate change. Given the essential role of cultural and heritage in these processes, HACA 
believes they should be addressed in the Target 9g indicators, including addressing the dynamic 
transmission of cultural and heritage knowledge. 

The Consolidated List for 9g does include at least 3 indicators that touch on related topics:  

• Extent to which global citizenship education and education for sustainable development 
with a particular emphasis on cultural diversity are mainstreamed at all levels in education 
policies, curricula, and assessments. (9g42) 

• Assess the mainstreaming of cultural knowledge to inform and enhance sustainable 
development practice. (9g43) 
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• Degree of inter-cultural understanding and acceptance of people from other cultures to 
participate together in socio-economic activities. (9g44) 

While these indicators go in the right direction, HACA believes that they require revision to 
better align with FGCR para 23, which reflects a core competency of culture that 9g should address.  

Need to Highlight the Cultural Dimensions of Climate Education 

HACA collaborators stress that climate education must go beyond formal schooling to 
encompass the cultural heritage and memory of communities. Institutions such as museums, 
libraries, archives, and traditional storytelling venues are uniquely positioned to provide lifelong 
learning opportunities. These platforms not only help learners of all ages connect with traditional 
knowledge but also foster shifts in values and attitudes that support resilient, climate-responsive 
behaviors. However, the currently proposed Indicators (9g42–44) tend to focus on formal 
education, missing opportunities to highlight the role of memory institutions and community-led 
storytelling in transmitting environmental histories.  

Illustrative HACA member insight: 

“Memory institutions, such as museums, libraries, and archives, as well as traditional venues for 
storytelling and community engagement, complement the formal schooling system and offer lifelong 
learning opportunities to connect learners of all ages with different forms of knowledge systems and 
memory in order to unpack and understand their relationship with the environment.” - Rachelle Kalee, 
International Council of Museums 

“At Koutammakou, teaching youth how to maintain a Takienta is not just construction—it’s climate 
education, values transmission, and cultural continuity in one. Indicators must reflect this lived reality 
to unlock the full potential of heritage in adaptation.” — Ibrahim Tchan (Benin) 

Addressing Structural Barriers: The Digital Divide and Uneven Access 

HACA applauds the inclusion of an Indicator (9g10) on digitization (though we request the 
wording be revised to measure digitization of “collections” rather than “objects,” to better address 
documentary heritage and other typologies). Beyond that, several collaborators noted that a 
persistent digital divide disproportionately limits access to primary source materials, especially for 
communities in the Global South. Critical resources, such as ancient maps and historical records 
held in Western institutions, remain under-digitized and inaccessible. This structural barrier 
prevents local researchers, educators, and community leaders from engaging with their own 
environmental histories, thereby constraining the potential for locally relevant climate education. 
One HACA collaborator noted:  

“Through our Net Zero: Heritage for Climate Action project, we found that crucial historical 
resources—such as ancient maps showing the historical extent of forest cover or glaciers in Africa—
are often held in Western institutions. These institutions, facing their own digitization backlogs, 
frequently lack both the capacity and the incentive to prioritize access to this knowledge, particularly 
for communities in the Global South. … Without equitable access to these records, our ability to learn 
from past adaptive strategies and apply them to current climate challenges is severely constrained.” — 
Aparna Tandon, ICCROM 
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Realizing the full potential of heritage in climate action requires addressing such structural 
barriers to access. This includes not only digitization but also the repatriation and contextualization 
of materials, capacity-building for local memory institutions, and support for community-led 
storytelling.  

Enhancing Youth Representation and Empowerment in Target 9g Indicators 

Two 9g Indicators included in the Consolidated List refer to youth: 

• 9g17: Number of programs encouraging youth to adopt and scale traditional solutions for 
climate adaptation. 

• 9g14 & 9g52: Inclusion of age-disaggregated data, but without a youth-specific focus. 

While both reflect useful concepts, HACA collaborators feel they fail to capture the critical 
role youth play in cultural and heritage processes and climate adaptation. In the HACA consultation, 
Darius Saviour Ankamah, Co-Convenor for Africa of the Climate Heritage Network Youth Forum and 
member of the YOUNGO Arts, Culture, and Heritage Working Group wrote: 

“This limited representation [of youth in the draft 9g Indicators] does not reflect the critical role youth 
play as cultural knowledge holders, agents of innovation, and drivers of intergenerational resilience. 
The indicators needed to ensure youth as active agents and key parts of the process (not merely 
beneficiaries) of heritage adaptation, which is essential for ensuring long-term sustainability, equity, 
and innovation in climate resilience efforts.” —Darius Saviour Ankamah (Ghana) 

Enhancing the coverage of Youth in the 9g Indicators would better align them with FGCR 
Para 23 as well as the UNFCCC ACE Agenda and SDG targets—while also reinforcing 
intergenerational equity and sustainability. 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of Target 9g Indicators should: 

• Strengthen Indicators to Reflect the nexus between adapting cultural heritage and youth 
leadership  

o Revise Indicator 9g17 to track youth-led initiatives in cultural heritage adaptation. 

o Revise Indicator 9g47 to require reporting on youth participation mechanisms. 

o Enhancement of Indicators 9g26 and 9g50 (Capacity Building): Include sub-
indicators that track the number of youth-targeted training programs/workshops in 
cultural heritage conservation and climate risk assessment and adaptation.  

• Revised Indicators 9g44-42 to Introduce a focus on Memory Institutions and Storytelling 
and emphasis climate adaptation in addition to sustainable development 

o Capture the contribution of memory institutions (museums, libraries, storytelling 
circles) in climate education, for example by tracking the number of community-
based culture and heritage programs teaching climate resilience skills, 
disaggregated by gender and region. 
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o Emphasis values and attitudes necessary for climate action (e.g. number of 
educational programs aimed at passing on values of stewardship, reciprocity, and 
resilience, measured through pre- and post-program attitudinal surveys).  

• Address the Digital Divide and Access Barriers 

o Introduce an indicator measuring equitable access to historical climate knowledge, 
including for example measuring digitization, repatriation, and contextualization 
of materials for Global South researchers (e.g. share of critical environmental 
heritage data sets [maps, archives, oral histories] digitized and made available to 
source communities, with open access and capacity-building support).  

8. Cross-linkages Between the Cultural Heritage and other FGCR 
Targets 

Issue: Cross-linkage between cultural heritage and other thematic and dimensional targets 
is inadequately addressed across the entire Consolidated List. 

 Recognizing Cultural Heritage as Transversal 

Cultural heritage—encompassing both tangible assets and intangible practices such as 
Indigenous and traditional knowledge—is inherently interwoven with other thematic areas (e.g., 
food, water, nature) as well as with the dimensional targets (planning, risk assessment, monitoring, 
evaluation, and learning). Failure to integrate these linkages risks fragmenting adaptation efforts 
and weakening the overall coherence of climate action. For example, traditional knowledge not only 
guides ecosystem-based adaptation (EbA) and nature-based solutions (NbS) but also underpins 
adaptive strategies related to water and food systems as well as to governance and recognition of risk.  

Gaps in Cross-Target Coordination 

The Consolidated List template utilized by all expert groups invited experts to identify for 
each Indicator that was included, any “Other target(s) it is relevant for.” HACA collaborators note 
that very few other expert groups identified any of their Indicators as relevant to cultural heritage, 
including those for water (9a) or food (9b). The CH Expert Group identified 9g Indicators relevant 
to the nature thematic but not to any other thematics. 

Understandably, the greatest (indeed only) cross-relevance identified for cultural heritage so 
far is with nature. The Nature Expert Group identified 4 of their Indicators as relevant to the cultural 
heritage thematic (e.g. 9d10 “Coverage of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation 
measures”). However, they surprisingly make no reference to the role of IK/LK in NbS or adapting 
ecosystems. 

Similarly, while the CH experts have identified five indicators relevant to the Nature Target, 
more remains to be done in the nature field and no other cross-thematic links were noted. This 
limited cross-linking could undermine the effectiveness of adaptation actions by ignoring the real-
world inter-linkages of cultural and ecological systems. 
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HACA believes strongly that additional work must be done to address in recommended 
Indicators the synergies between cultural heritage and other thematic targets. HACA collaborators 
recommend the introduction of cross-target indicators—for instance, one that measures the extent 
to which cultural heritage elements (such as sacred groves or traditional water rituals) are recognized 
and utilized in adaptive strategies across food, water, and ecosystem services.  

Cross-Cutting and Co-Developed Dimensional Target Indicators 

As it regards the dimensional targets, HACA had strongly argued that indicators applicable 
to all four dimensions (10a-d) are needed to measure matters related to the three culture-related-
cross cutting issues set out in the FGCR (ethical and equitable engagement; application of traditional 
knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge, and local knowledge systems; and strategies to transmit 
the knowledge, skills, values and attitudes necessary for active action to combat climate change). 

The Dimensional Targets Experts did include several indicators in their contribution to the 
Consolidated List that touch on these matters: 

• 10a Impact, vulnerability, risk assessment: “Number of Parties with traditional 
knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and local knowledge systems integrated into 
their risk information systems” (10a01d) 

• 10b Planning: “Number of Parties that have developed their NAP/policy instrument in an 
inclusive and participatory process, with documented engagement of subnational actors, 
Indigenous Peoples, women, youth, civil society and vulnerable groups (10b1f)   

• 10c Implementation: “Percentage of international climate adaptation finance allocated to 
sub-national and local institutions, by (i) focus area; (ii) gender; (iii) People with 
disabilities; (iv) Migrants and displaced people; and (v) Indigenous Peoples (10c08)  

• 10d Monitoring, Evaluation and Learning: “Inclusion of vulnerable and Indigenous and 
Local People in capacity building for the MEL system of national adaptation efforts”. The 
description goes on to say: “This element evaluates the extent to which indigenous 
knowledge, traditional practices, and local observations are systematically incorporated 
into formal adaptation M&E systems. It assesses whether these knowledge systems are 
appropriately recognized and validated, whether there are protocols and clear 
methodologies for ethically integrating diverse knowledge types. Further it reflects whether 
indigenous and local knowledge holders are not only receiving the needed capacity but 
could be recognized as experts. This element also considers whether traditional metrics of 
success are incorporated alongside conventional scientific indicators.” (Indicator 10d05c) 

These Indicators reflect an important mainstreaming of aspects of IK and TK into overall 
climate adaptation processes. The MEL target is exemplary in its attention to ethical and equitable 
engagement while the Risk Assessment Indicator is fully missing this concept. Other elements of 
culture and heritage (e.g. culturally appropriate processes, uses of local languages) are missing. 
Indicators addressing the role of empowering people through attention to skills, values and attitudes 
(FGCR para 23) in the success of the Iterative Adaptation Cycle are also missing. 



   

37 
 

The Technical Report notes that there were discussions between the CH Experts and the 
planning experts on how Indigenous Peoples and cultural heritage could be nested in some of their 
indicators under planning for adaptation, and if there was a need for more cross-cutting indicators 
that could usefully include such factors as gender and Indigenous Peoples. HACA is grateful to these 
experts for raising these issues and agrees more work is needed.  

Illustrative Quotes from HACA Collaborators: 

"The limited cross-linkages between the Cultural Heritage Target and other GGA targets, especially 
nature, water, and food, are concerning... Cultural heritage, including TEK and place-based practices, 
is not an isolated issue; it underpins adaptive strategies in food systems, water governance, and 
biodiversity stewardship." — Verónica Ruiz, IUCN 

"A cross-cutting indicator may be introduced on Cultural-Ecological Systems: 'Extent to which 
cultural heritage elements (e.g., ancient sacred trees, groves, water rituals, traditional farming 
systems) are recognized and utilized in adaptation strategies for food, water and ecosystem services.'" 
— Khandoker Mahfuz-ud-Darain (Bangladesh) 

"Very unusual to not see any mention of biocultural heritage in any of these documents. More cross-
linking is vital." — Meredith Wiggins (USA) 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of FGCR Indicators should: 

• Strengthen Tagging and Integration between Thematic Targets: 

o Comprehensively tag recommended 9g Indicators (e.g., 9g07 and 9g09) to other 
thematics including nature, food, and water targets. 

o Facilitated work between the CH Expert Group and other expert groups so that 
indicators from those thematics also incorporate heritage-based adaptation 
elements, especially IK/TK (e.g. traditional irrigation practices or food security 
rituals). 

• Adopt a Biocultural Approach: 

o Collaboration between nature experts and culture experts to embed frameworks like 
the CBD’s Article 8(j) or UNESCO’s cultural landscape concepts to ensure that 
Indigenous Knowledge and biocultural heritage are measured in a coordinated 
fashion across nature (9d) and culture (9g) indicators. 

o Ensure inclusion in the indicators for Target 9d of a metric addressing equitable and 
ethical application of IK/LK to NbS.  

• Ensure that each dimension target (10a-d) includes coverage of culture and 
heritage. For example: 

o Risk Assessment: Revise 10a01d to address ethical and equitable engagement with 
Indigenous Peoples and local communities, including obtaining FPIC when 
indicated.  
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o Planning (10b): Revise 10b1f to count the number of NAP processes conducted in 
local languages and the number of NAPs with chapters on cultural heritage 
developed through inclusive processes. 

o Implementation (10c): New Indicator: “% of adaptation finance allocated to 
heritage projects proposed by Indigenous Peoples and local communities’ rights-
holders and stakeholders, disaggregated by source and project type.” 

o MEL (10d): Retain 10d05c and add: Supplementary: “Number of open-access case 
studies on heritage adaptation successes and lessons learned, co-authored with 
rights-holders.” 

• Develop Cross-Target Co-Benefit Indicators 

o Introduce indicators that quantify the number of adaptation strategies co-
developed across thematic areas that utilize cultural heritage as an asset. This would 
help illustrate the co-benefits in social cohesion, biodiversity, and traditional 
livelihoods that arise from integrated adaptation planning. 

9. Maladaptation 

Issue: The current Consolidated List including (but not limited to) the recommended 
indicators for Target 9g overlooks the risk of maladaptation.  

The Overlooked Risks of Maladaptation 

HACA is concerned that the current Consolidated List (including the recommended 
indicators for Target 9g) largely overlooks the risk of maladaptation. Two aspects of maladaptation 
are especially relevant to cultural heritage. First, IPCC WGII found with high confidence in AR6 that 
“Inclusive planning initiatives informed by cultural values, Indigenous knowledge, local 
knowledge, and scientific knowledge can help prevent maladaptation”3 (emphasis added). Second, 
over-engineered or top-down, grand adaptation “solutions” may themselves disconnect people from 
place or undermine IK/LK in ways that amount to maladaptation. Indicators should address each. 

The Need for Dedicated Safeguards 

It is important to recognize how little attention this issue currently receives. Across the entire 
Consolidated List, the only substantive mentions of maladaptation appear in the rationale for one of 
the Target 9(e) Indicators. In order to address these issues, a dedicated maladaptation screening 
indicator should be included within the final indicator list — one that specifically measures whether 
strategies include mechanisms to identify, monitor, and prevent unintended negative impacts on 

 
3 IPCC, 2022: Summary for Policymakers [H.-O. Pörtner, D.C. Roberts, E.S. Poloczanska, K. Mintenbeck, 

M. Tignor, A. Alegría, M. Craig, S. Langsdorf, S. Löschke, V. Möller, A. Okem (eds.)]. In: Climate Change 2022: 
Impacts, Adaptation, and Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth Assessment Report of 
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [H.-O. Pörtner, D.C. Roberts, M. Tignor, et al. (eds.)]. 
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK and New York, NY, USA, pp. 3-33, doi:10.1017/9781009325844.001. 
(Section C.4.3) 
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cultural rights and values. Although some indicators indirectly touch on related aspects (such as 
vulnerability assessments or management plans), none explicitly flag potential maladaptation before 
it occurs. HACA believes that without such safeguards, even well-intentioned adaptation projects 
may end up damaging cultural heritage in ways that constitute maladaptation.  

Addressing Deeper Epistemic Gaps 

HACA collaborators stress that maladaptation is not only a technical shortfall but also stems 
from historical and epistemic biases. They contend that a redefinition of heritage from a climate 
perspective is needed—one that recognizes intangible, dynamic, and community-rooted practices 
as essential to resilience. In view of the IPCC findings, dimensional target indicators should not only 
address using IK/TK but also ethical and equitable engagement, but these provisions should address 
the role such strategies play in preventing maladaptation. One HACA collaborator wrote: 

"I would argue that maladaptation also stems from a deeper epistemic gap—namely, the failure to fully 
engage with the root causes of the climate crisis, including post-colonial development trajectories that 
have historically privileged technocratic and top-down approaches." — Aparna Tandon, ICCROM 

HACA Recommendations 

The final list of FGCR Indicators should: 

• Include a Maladaptation Screening Mechanism: A dedicated indicator (e.g., “Existence 
of mechanisms to identify, monitor, and avoid maladaptation in climate adaptation 
strategies for cultural heritage”) that prompts participatory risk assessments and ongoing 
reflection on potential unintended consequences should be included. 

• Center Community-Defined Values: Indicators on use of IK/TK should measure the 
impact on maladaptation avoidance from ensuring that rights-holders have a decisive role 
in defining what constitutes effective and culturally appropriate adaptation. 

• Shift from Rigid Solutions to Flexible, Context-Sensitive Approaches: Include an 
indicator measuring efforts to move away from over-engineered, one-size-fits-all 
monumental “solutions” and instead investing in locally led adaptation planning informed 
by cultural values, Indigenous knowledge, local knowledge. 
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Annex I  
9g Indicators Included in Consolidated List by IP-OI Classification 

(Prepared for HACA by Dr Salma Sabour, Director of Science, Preserving Legacies) 

 

Indicator 
ID Final indicator name IPO-OI 

Classification Typology 

9g01 % of identified at-risk cultural heritage sites with adaptation 
measures implemented Output Tangible 

9g02 % of climate-sensitive cultural practices adapted with 
climate-resilient processes Outcome Intangible 

9g03 % of climate-resilient storage and conservation facilities 
operational for movable cultural assets Output Tangible 

9g04 
% of adaptation works completed on heritage buildings 
with climate vulnerability assessments indicating urgent 
action 

Output Tangible 

9g05 % of intangible cultural heritage documentation updated 
with climate adaptation practices integrated Output Intangible 

9g06 
% of annual cultural events adapted for heat, flood, and 
storm resilience through modified schedules, venues, or 
logistics 

Output Intangible 

9g07 
Proportion of traditional ecological knowledge (TEK) 
initiatives operationalized for ecosystem-based adaptation 
supporting heritage sites 

Process Natural 

9g08 
% of sites with implemented emergency preparedness and 
response systems tailored to heritage-specific climate 
hazards 

Output Tangible 

9g09 % of cultural landscapes with ecosystem-based adaptation 
(EbA) interventions implemented Output Natural 

9g10 % of at-risk heritage objects digitized for preservation as a 
climate risk contingency Output Tangible 

9g11 Cultural resources stewardship program developed Process Cross-Cutting 

9g12 

Implementation  of  initiatives  to  build  infrastructure  
decision  makers’ competence  and capacity to receive, 
comprehend, and value insights from Indigenous Peoples 
(IPs)  and local communities (LCs) in the development of 
infrastructure,  both at the individual and institutional 
levels. 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g13 
Number of cultural heritage property management plans 
and cultural property safeguarding plans integrating 
adaptation to climate change 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g14 
Number or proportion of people (disaggregated by gender, 
indigenous status, disability status, age group) are involved 
in the production of climate services for adaptation 

Outcome Intangible 
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Indicator 
ID Final indicator name IPO-OI 

Classification Typology 

9g15 Preservation and innovation projects for cultural heritage 
and monuments Output Tangible 

9g16 Proportion of world heritage sites without an emergency 
preparedness plan Output Tangible 

9g17 Number of programs encouraging youth to adopt and scale 
traditional solutions for climate adaptation Outcome Intangible 

9g18 
Percentage reduction or increase in climate-related damage 
to heritage sites after implementation of adaptive 
measures. 

Outcome Cross-Cutting 

9g19 Amount of funding secured for climate adaptation projects 
for heritage sites/cultural practices. Input Cross-Cutting 

9g20 Cost savings from preventive adaptive measures compared 
to post-disaster restoration for heritage places. Outcome Cross-Cutting 

9g21 Number of policies or regulations updated to include 
cultural heritage in climate adaptation plans. Process Cross-Cutting 

9g22 Existence of dedicated budget lines for heritage climate 
adaptation in national/local budgets. Input Cross-Cutting 

9g23 Percentage of adaptive strategy projects with regular 
evaluation and reporting mechanisms. Process Cross-Cutting 

9g24 Number of international collaborations on heritage climate 
adaptation. Process Cross-Cutting 

9g25 Amount of funding allocated for conservation efforts of 
historic places. Input Cross-Cutting 

9g26 
Number of training programs and workshops on climate 
change (vulnerability, risk and adaptation) conducted for 
conservation professionals. 

Input Cross-Cutting 

9g27 

Nombre de nouveaux textes et réglementation du secteur 
de l’artisanat adaptée au contexte des changements 
climatiques (Number of new texts and regulations for the 
craft sector adapted to the context of climate change) 

Process Intangible 

9g28 
Number of training programmes/workshops conducted on 
integrating traditional knowledge of weather forecasting 
into existing one 

Input Cross-Cutting 

9g29 

Investissements alloués pour la mise en œuvre du 
protection des connaissances scientifiques et traditionnelles 
(Investment allocated to the protection of scientific and 
traditional knowledge) 

Input Cross-Cutting 

9g30 
Percentage of adaptation measures that value and use 
traditional knowledge, ways and livelihoods of culturally 
diverse population 

Process Intangible 

9g31 Percentage of application of local, indigenous and 
traditional knowledge in DRR Process Intangible 

9g32 Percentage of cultural heritage sites that are designated as 
a protected area Output Tangible 
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Indicator 
ID Final indicator name IPO-OI 

Classification Typology 

9g33 
Percentage of listed/classified cultural and natural heritage 
sites that have management plans that take into 
consideration a changing climate 

Process Tangible 

9g34 
Share of indigenous villages that have carried out a climate- 
and vulnerability analysis and developed action plans for 
adaptation 

Process Intangible 

9g35 
Existence of community mapped vulnerability to climate 
hazards of cultural sites, practices, and collections 
(including documents and museums) 

Output Tangible 

9g36 Proportion of cultural/heritage sites accorded protected 
areas Impact Tangible 

9g37 Sendai Framework C-6: Direct economic loss to cultural 
heritage damaged or destroyed attributed to disasters Impact Tangible 

9g38 

SDG 11.4.1 Total per capita expenditure on the 
preservation, protection and conservation of all cultural and 
natural heritage, by source of funding (public, private), type 
of heritage (cultural, natural) and level of government 
(Indicator ‘1. Expenditure on heritage’ of the UNESCO 
Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Process Natural 

9g39 

Existence of measures to foster climate change mitigation 
and adaptation and enhance resilience through sustainable 
safeguarding and management of tangible and intangible 
cultural heritage as well as natural heritage. (Indicator ‘3. 
Climate adaptation & resilience’ of the UNESCO 
Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Process Natural 

9g40 

Extent to which policies and measures exist to safeguard 
and promote sustainability of tangible and intangible 
cultural heritage as well as natural heritage. (Indicator ‘2. 
Sustainable Management of Heritage’ of the UNESCO 
Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Input Cross-Cutting 

9g41 
Proportion of public expenditure devoted to cultural and 
creative activities as a percentage of the annual public 
budget and expenditure for the culture and creative sectors 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g42 

Extent to which government policies and regulations 
support culture's contribution to promote better 
safeguarding of cultural and natural heritage and 
livelihoods . (Indicator ‘12. Governance of Culture' of the 
UNESCO Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g43 

Global SDG 4.7.1 Extent to which global citizenship 
education and education for sustainable development with 
a particular emphasis on cultural diversity are 
mainstreamed at all levels in education policies, curricula, 
and assessments. (Indicator ‘13. Education for Sustainable 
Development' of the UNESCO Culture|2030 Indicators 
framework) 

Process Cross-Cutting 
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Indicator 
ID Final indicator name IPO-OI 

Classification Typology 

9g44 

Assess the mainstreaming of cultural knowledge to inform 
and enhance sustainable development practice  (Indicator 
‘14. Cultural Knowledge' of the UNESCO Culture|2030 
Indicators framework). 

Outcome Intangible 

9g45 

Degree of inter-cultural understanding and acceptance of 
people from other cultures to participate together in socio-
economic activities  (Indicator ‘18.Culture for Social 
Cohesion' of the UNESCO Culture|2030 
Indicatorsframework) 

Outcome Intangible 

9g46 

Degree to which different people have access to cultural 
facilities in relation to the distribution of population 
(Indicator ‘20. Access to Culture' of the UNESCO 
Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Outcome Intangible 

9g47 

The extent to which visit or participate in cultural activities 
or skills Cultural participation (Indicator ‘21.Cultural 
Participation' of the UNESCO Culture|2030 Indicators 
framework) 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g48 

Extent to which culture sector professionals and civil society 
including indigenous peoples and local communities 
participate in the preparation and implementation of 
culture sector policies, programmes and activities.  
(Indicator ‘22. Participatory Processes' of the UNESCO 
Culture|2030 Indicators framework) 

Output Tangible 

9g49 

Percentage  of management plans or safeguarding plans 
developed and implemented for classified heritage sites or 
intangible cultural heritage elements that includes specific 
responses to environmental conditions. 

Output Tangible 

9g50 Total number of cultural and natural heritage sites that are 
officially listed and protected. Input Cross-Cutting 

9g51 

Number of awareness raising and training programs/ 
workshops on climate change (vulnerability, risk, resilience, 
and adaptation) are  conducted for conservation 
professionals/ local communities/indigenous peoples. 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g52 Existence of interministerial/intersectoral coordination 
mechanisms  on adaptation that includes Cultural Heritage. Outcome Intangible 

9g53 

Share of Indigenous Peoples and local communities, 
[disaggregated by gender, age, people with disabilities, 
migrants and displaced people] made aware of climate 
change risks to cultural heritage and appropriate responses 
for reducing climate change impacts to cultural heritage 

Outcome Intangible 

9g54 

Share of Indigenous Peoples and local communities, 
[disaggregated by gender, age, people with disabilities, 
migrants and displaced people] made aware of climate 
change risks to cultural heritage 

Outcome Intangible 
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Indicator 
ID Final indicator name IPO-OI 

Classification Typology 

9g55 

Share of Indigenous Peoples and local communities, 
[disaggregated by gender, age, people with disabilities, 
migrants and displaced people]  made aware of appropriate 
responses for reducing climate change impacts to cultural 
heritage 

Output Tangible 

9g56 
Share of cultural heritage sites with implemented climate 
adaptation strategies and measures to preserve and/ 
protect cultural heritage. 

Output Tangible 

9g57 

Share of tangible heritage [buildings, sites] retrofitted with 
climate-resilient materials or technologies [guided by 
traditional knowledge, Indigenous Peoples’ knowledge and 
local knowledge systems] 

Input Cross-Cutting 

9g58 

Total per capita expenditure [provide or received] on the 
implementation of climate adaptation strategies for 
preservation, protection and conservation of all cultural 
heritage, disaggregated by channel (bilateral, multilateral, 
regional); financial instrument (grant, concessional loan, 
non-concessional loan, equity, guarantee, insurance, other) 
and level of government 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g59 

Share of adaptation strategies and plans for cultural 
heritage that have fully incorporated Indigenious Peoples, 
indigenous and local knowledge, and traditional ecological 
knowledge 

Process Cross-Cutting 

9g60 

Share of cultural heritage professionals [involved in the 
implementation of adaptation strategies] and community 
leaders trained in conducting a climate risk assessment and 
implementation of climate adaptation techniques tailored 
to their needs, disagregated by training workshops and 
programmes; educational programming; knowledge 
exchange; public outreach and awareness. 

Impact Tangible 

9g61 
Share of exposed cultural heritage sites made climate 
resilient because of implementation of adaptation 
strategies 

Impact Tangible 

9g62 
Share of climate adaptation plans, strategies and measures 
developed and implemented for cultural heritage that have 
improved the resilience of culturally important sites. 

Outcome Intangible 
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