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· Relevance  This criterion ensures that projects explicitly reflect Council of Europe values such as democracy, human rights, and the rule of law and Positions heritage as a civic resource and tool for democratic culture.
· Quality of Content and Activities Strong methods, clear goals, deliverables
· Communication and Dissemination Strategic messaging ensures visibility, accessibility, and legacy. Amplifies European narratives and fosters informed participation.
· Quality of Partnership Strong partnerships—especially cross-border—are essential for building trust and resilience. Fosters institutional ties and mutual learning across Europe.
· 🌟 Thematic Priorities 
· Young Audiences Youth engagement is central to renewing democratic participation and countering disaffection. Builds civic awareness, intercultural competence, and long-term societal cohesion.
· Digital Use tech, expand audience access
· Green Support sustainability, promote eco-tourism
🌍 European Dimension 
· Multi-level Collaborations Local to international joint initiatives
· Heritage, History, Culture Links Promote diversity, accessibility, shared memory
· Cooperation with Partners Exchange ideas, practices, cross-border collaboration
· Annual Themes  Embraces annual EHD pan-European theme

What makes a good project proposal
1. Relevance: Reflecting Council of Europe Values
· Strong Points
· Intercultural dialogue, democratic participation, safeguarding heritage (tangible and intangible).
· Heritage as a civic resource.
· Weak Points
· Framed heritage only in local/national terms.
· Missed opportunity - heritage as a tool for democratic culture.
The successful projects demonstrated a deep commitment to shared European values such as intercultural dialogue, democratic participation, and youth engagement. Their activities were innovative, participatory, and well-structured—ranging from interdisciplinary workshops to blended learning formats. Each had a clear communication strategy with legacy planning and inclusive outreach, and their partnerships were diverse, well-defined, and often cross-border. These elements combined to create sustainable models with long-term impact across the EHL network.

2. Quality of Content and Activities: Clarity, Innovation, Deliverables
· Strong Points
· Digital storytelling, co-creative exhibitions, training.
· Clear timelines, measurable outcomes, participatory methods.
· Activities scalable and replicable.
· Weak Points
· Reliance on traditional formats.
· Vague implementation plans.
Some projects stood out for its interdisciplinary approach—combining digital storytelling, co-creative exhibitions, and training modules—with clearly defined timelines, measurable outcomes, and participatory methods. Their activities were designed to be scalable and replicable across contexts. However, weaker proposals tended to rely on traditional formats like lectures or static exhibitions, lacked clarity in implementation, and offered limited innovation or engagement strategies. Across the reviewed applications, several proposals demonstrated exemplary qualities that align closely with the EHD objectives. One of the most compelling strengths observed was the ability to frame local heritage within a broader European narrative. In particular, some applicants effectively connected their sites to shared European values such as intercultural dialogue, democratic participation, and the safeguarding of intangible heritage. These values were not only referenced but actively embedded in the design of activities, which included interdisciplinary workshops, youth-led initiatives, and reciprocal exchanges that fostered civic engagement and cross-border cooperation.

3. Communication and Dissemination : Visibility, Accessibility, Legacy
· Strong Points
· Multilingual outreach and audience segmentation.
· Social media, newsletters, educational materials, media partnerships.
· Weak Points
· Generic communication plans.
· Weak visibility strategies.
Communication strategies also stood out in certain proposals, particularly where applicants demonstrated audience segmentation, multilingual outreach, and legacy planning. These strategies included the use of social media, newsletters, educational materials, and partnerships with media outlets to ensure visibility and accessibility. Where communication was integrated with educational goals and community engagement, the proposals gained additional strength.
Another strong element was the clarity and creativity of proposed activities. The most successful applications presented well-structured formats with defined timelines, measurable outcomes, and participatory methods. These ranged from digital storytelling and co-creative exhibitions to training modules for heritage guides and educators. In several cases, the activities were designed to be replicable and scalable, ensuring a legacy beyond the project’s immediate scope.

4. Quality of Partnership : Cross Border Collaboration & Institutional Ties
· Strong Points
· Diverse partnerships.
· Clearly defined roles.
· Cross-border cooperation as a core element, not add on.
· Weak Points
· Partnerships mentioned but not defined.
· Missed opportunity for mutual learning.
Partnerships were another area of distinction. The strongest applications featured diverse and well-defined collaborations, often involving municipalities, cultural institutions, universities, and other EHL sites. These partnerships were not merely listed but actively shaped the project’s implementation, with clear roles and shared responsibilities.

5. Young Audiences : Youth Engagement & Civic Awareness
· Strong Points
· Youth-led initiatives.
· Activities built intercultural competence.
· Weak Points
· Youth involvement limited to passive roles.
· Doing for rather than doing with.
6. European Dimension : Heritage, History, Culture Links
· Strong Points
· Connected local heritage to shared European memory.
· Diversity, accessibility, and historical continuity.
· Weak Points
· Focused on national pride rather than shared memory.
· Limited accessibility.
· A recurring weakness was the lack of a clearly articulated European dimension. In some cases, heritage was framed primarily in national or local terms, with minimal reference to shared European values or historical connections. This limited the proposal’s relevance within the EHL framework.

Conclusion : What Makes a Strong EHD Proposal
· European dimension.
· Innovative, inclusive, and measurable formats.
· Cross-border partnerships.
· Youth as active participants.
· Heritage within a shared European story.
In summary, the strongest proposals succeeded by weaving together European relevance, innovative and inclusive activities, strategic communication, and robust partnerships. Those that were not selected tended to lack coherence, depth, or alignment with the broader goals of the European Heritage Label
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