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Periodic Reporting Reflection

I. INTRODUCTION

At the kind invitation of the German National Commission, a "World Heritage Periodic Reporting Reflection Year meeting was held in Berlin from 10-11 November 2005.  15 participants attended the meeting representing site managers, States Parties, international experts, Advisory Bodies (ICCROM, IUCN, ICOMOS), the World Conservation Monitoring Centre (WCMC) and the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, to review the preparation of the Reflection Year on World Heritage Periodic Reporting as requested by the World Heritage Committee at its 7th Extraordinary Session (UNESCO, 2004). After the opening speeches by the Director of the World Heritage Centre (WHC), the Chairperson of the World Heritage Committee and the German host, the meeting recalled the general objectives of the preparation of the reflection year (2007):

Objectives of the meeting:

1. Establish a process of reflection

2.
Identify innovative elements to be incorporated 
More specifically the meeting reviewed the Terms of Reference (TOR) in relation to the decisions of the World Heritage Committee (Annex I):

TOR of the Periodic Reporting Year of Reflection:

1. Review the outcomes of periodic reporting 

Action: Agree on the process for assessing and documenting overall findings

2. Follow-up actions for the Secretariat, Advisory Bodies, and the World Heritage Committee 

Action: Review and assess workload, propose method

3. Identify training and international cooperation priorities from all Periodic Reports 

Action: Agree on action plan

4. Linkages with other processes (nominations, State of Conservation [SoC], other international Conventions and programmes) 

Action: Discuss and agree on process
5. Streamline process and use of electronic tool 

Action: Discuss and agree on process
6. Indicators for SoC to ensure better follow-up and scientific assessment over time

Action: Discuss and agree on process

7. Future format of Periodic Report 

Action: Discuss and agree process

8. Overall evaluation of situation of World Heritage 

Action: Discuss and provide proposals

II. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

After having heard all the detailed presentations on the background and history of the Periodic Reporting, the database situation at UNESCO, presentations on strength and weaknesses in each of the regions, views of the Advisory Bodies IUCN, ICOMOS and ICCROM, as well as WCMC on the reporting exercises by other Conventions and the site manager perspectives, the meeting reviewed the lessons learnt. It proceeded by brainstorming on each of the items of the TOR.

1. ASSESSMENT OF THE PROCESS of the FIRST CYCLE OF PERIODIC REPORTING
The participants specifically highlighted the links with other information management and other policies (Global Strategy, SoC, training) and the costs vis-à-vis the impact of the exercise.

Preparation

· Lack of communication strategy

· Great disparity in information, awareness level, capacity – different methodologies depended on regional needs / specificity

Objectives 
· Objective of process not completely understood / explained

· Not all objectives of Periodic Reporting are met

· Need to assess if the objectives of the Periodic Reporting as per the 2005 Operational Guidelines have been met

Formats and questionnaires 

· Different reporting formats used by different regions
· Some used electronic systems

· Has not filled in the data gaps as expected => did not ask right questions

· Too complex

· Questionnaire often too descriptive – not easily quantifiable, need to find a good balance

· Format did not fit with serial properties, cultural landscapes etc. 

· A lot of terminology misunderstood

· Incremental improvement of process
· Lack of clarity as to the World Heritage as information was required

Responsible authorities of Periodic Reports 

· Driving force  - sometimes States Parties, sometimes the World Heritage Centre
· States Parties have influenced the methodology to a greater or lesser extent

· Inadequacy of mechanism to some constitutional structures (e.g. federal) 

· Revealed that key documents are inaccessible to site managers / States Parties – incl. nominations

· Regional split very useful but some sub-divisions were artificial 

· Lack of guidance for the regional report 

· Site managers not systematically engaged – but very positive results when engaged

· Concept of site managers not the same worldwide 

· Value to site managers not clear 
· Lack of institutional memory at all levels

· Lack of continuity of focal points 

Other stakeholders
· No systematic involvement of Advisory Bodies – mutually beneficial when engaged

· Resources not always available to engage Advisory Bodies
· No systematic involvement of other stakeholders
· Lack of institutional memory at all levels

· Disparity in involvement of UNESCO field offices

Impacts/results
Positive impacts/results 

· Overall impact varied – training process in some regions
· Training / capacity building process

· Major management issues with current World Heritage properties (boundaries, Outstanding Universal Value etc.) have been revealed 
· Helped draw attention of policy-makers to the World Heritage Convention  and upgrade conservation tools
· Raised awareness at all levels, including high level

· Regional cooperation and solidarity (e.g. serial nominations) 
· Process revealed the specificity of regional approaches to conservation 
· Identification and sharing of existing tools for conservation and management e.g. mapping, monitoring 
Negative impacts/results

· Uncertainty on use of information following reporting 

· Provided an overview of weaknesses in implementation of the World Heritage Convention

· Lack of coordination in natural and cultural aspects of the World Heritage Convention
· Results are incomplete - Part of an on-going process

· No links with other info management and policies of the World Heritage Convention 

Follow up 

· No systematic feedback to States Parties / site managers

· Lack of assessment mechanisms of the overall process

2. OBJECTIVES OF THE PERIODIC REPORTING (PR)

· Impact of the 2005 Operational Guidelines 

Topics to be resolved:

· What information do we / they need to meet these objectives? 

· For whom is the information? / How is the information to be used?

· Baseline data / indicators

· How to communicate best the objectives?

What are the objectives of second cycle?

Possible objectives:

· Cover properties not covered before – extend PR to all properties and all States Parties

· Link nominations process to periodic reporting – consider best way to do this

a. Form to be filled in by States Parties (SP) with nomination,  OR 

b. Form filled in with SP during evaluation mission, OR

c. Form filled in by the World Heritage Centre from nomination 

d. Ensure statements of Outstanding Universal Value are management-friendly etc.

· Regional workshops should include capacity-building / assistance to SPs

· To assess Regional Programmes / Action Plans 

· Follow-up of first cycle

· To achieve a global assessment of SoC of World Heritage properties / success of the World Heritage Convention
· Need to ensure that we have a clear process in place for all modifications

· Ensure link with SoC

· Ensure link with Global Strategy and the Global Training Strategy

· Directly relevant for site management and site managers/authorities

3. FORMAT OF PERIODIC REPORTING (PR) 

· Continuity essential 

-
Annex 7 of the Operational Guidelines needs to be reviewed

· Simplification

· Consider a simplified but amended PR format for Section II including

· A matrix with clear linkages with the PR components
· A rapid assessment / score card system comprising the six elements of the WCPA Management effectiveness framework

· A summary of the key conclusions 

4. PROCESS for the NEXT CYCLE of PERIODIC REPORTING (PR) 

Preparation
· Brief general guidance to be provided – best practice examples

· Information meetings for permanent delegations and States Parties

· Training and capacity-building for SPs / focal points for completing PR

· Accessibility of data 

Questionnaire/format

· Section I / Section II – both needed but with pre-filled questionnaires
· Cover serial properties, cultural landscapes, mixed properties etc.
· Establish exchange with other Conventions and international instruments (Ramsar, Biodiversity Liaison Group, MAB, 1954) to consider potential for joint reporting 
Responsible authorities of Periodic Reports 
· Official circular letters – not only direct contact with focal points
· Define regional grouping
· Regional and sub-regional meetings 

· Focal points – recommended for all States Parties and guidance on how to choose focal points

· Regional coordination – best if States Parties led
· E-mail network for focal points
Other stakeholders 

· Define role of the Secretariat – support process, provide baseline data/information, information management, arrange info meetings,
· Better use of UNESCO field offices

· Define role of Advisory Bodies

· Establish a function within the World Heritage Centre to coordinate all PR process in collaboration with regional desks, IMS etc.
· Encouraging the development of indicators (e.g. to assess changes in state of conservation, regional implementation of the Convention)

5. STRUCTURE OF QUESTIONNAIRE

· Language – easily understandable and translated / define local language needs 
· More quantifiable elements, similar to score card
· Electronic tool to be used as much as possible
6. DATA 

· Data filled in by the Centre and checked by States Parties 

· Property datasheets 

· Country datasheets

· Accessibility of data – different types of data - circular letter to States Parties to request authorization of their data to be public

· Links with other databases

· Reliability – need a disclaimer noting it is SP info. - With the help of UNESCO field offices - Restructure database to support this.

· Qualitative / quantitative information

7. HOUSEKEEPING ISSUES

· Need to clarify how the Committee will deal with all issues 

· Need to clarify how Cairns – Suzhou decision impacts on these changes

· Review table by Peter Stott – Annex document

· Europe – how to deal with current requests – circular letter?

· Other regions 

· Timetable, workload and funding

· Changes of criteria to new 10 nomination criteria plus geological properties pre-1992

8. COMMUNICATION

· Need a strategy for communication with the World Heritage Committee, policy-makers, SPs, site managers, UNESCO field offices, other Conventions, wider public

· web, publications etc. 

9. NEXT STEPS AND TIMEFRAME

Follow up actions for Secretariat, Advisory Bodies and World Heritage Committee 

WHC: 


1. to finalize report of the Berlin meeting by 23/12/05 (AL/MR/GP and Chris Young review) to prepare a circular letter inviting States Parties to present their "Housekeeping" issues

2. to draft with AB the TOR of consultants for technical review of the format of the questionnaire 

3. to draft with AB, the TOR for the review process and the rough outline working document for the 30th session of the World Heritage Committee 

4. to organize a second reflection year meeting in March 2006
Advisory Bodies

ICCROM: to review training component of PR for the next AB meeting on 26-27 January 2006 and clearly show the coherence between the training 
component of the Regional Programme /Global Training Strategy/Training requested within the framework of International Assistance

All ABs: 
· to draft with WHC the TOR for the consultants for the technical review of the format of 
the questionnaire 

· To draft with WHC the TOR for the review process and the rough outline of working 
document for the 30th session of the World Heritage Committee 

World Heritage Committee: to examine and take decisions on: 

· the change in the timeframe for the next cycle of PR (i.e. 2009 for Arab States Periodic Reporting)

· the principle of simplification of the present questionnaire as well as the additional part on the Section II of the PR questionnaire with scorecard+ matrix systems

· the way to deal with re-nominations requested by States Parties as a follow up of PR (does it enter or not within the Suzhou-Cairns Decision?)

· the way to deal with all other “house-keeping” issues in conformity with the Operational Guidelines 2005

· inviting States Parties to designate focal points for World Heritage Issues for the next cycle of PR

III. SUMMARY OF THE DEBATES IN CHRONOLOGICAL ORDER

Opening session: Thursday 10 November  

The meeting was opened by Mr Francesco Bandarin, Director of the World Heritage Centre.  In his speech, the Dir. WHC emphasized the importance of Periodic Reporting for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention. He presented the main objectives of the meeting: i) reviewing the outcomes of the Periodic Reporting Exercise in the different regions ii) making proposals for the future format of Periodic Reporting. Mrs Ina Marciulionyte, Chairperson of the World Heritage Committee, made an appeal on the necessity to analyze carefully the weaknesses and strengths of Periodic Reporting (PR) and the lessons learnt from the first cycle of PR.

Mrs Ringbeck (German National Commission) welcomed all participants to Berlin. Recalling the case of the Cologne Cathedral, she added that it shows the importance of the Periodic Reporting which deals with the threats in an efficient way. 
First meeting: Thursday 10 November, 10.00-13.00 

The first meeting started with a general introduction on PR by the World Heritage Centre (Mechtild Rossler, Anne Lemaistre) followed by presentations from all regions:  Arab States (Karim Hendili), Africa (Lazare Eloundou), and the Asia-Pacific (Junko Taniguchi). The debate focused on:

· WH Committee needs to acknowledge the results of the PR cycle in general and States Parties’ requests (change of names, boundaries, Outstanding Universal Value)

· A lot of data coming from PR but are not used 

· Difficulty to produce a new format of the PR for next questionnaire in time for the next Committee meeting (Vilnius, 2006)

· Concerning the pertinence of the 6-year cycle, could this be done once every two years? Many advocated in no change in the cycle

· PR is seen as the only monitoring system in some regions (Arab States, Africa) 

· The first cycle of the PR was a good opportunity of co-operation among States Parties as well as with IGOs/NGOs and the UNESCO Field Offices

· The first cycle of the PR faced a major problem of language (Arabic and Russian languages mainly). Possibility to translate them into Arabic /Russian languages?
· Network of focal points could be extremely helpful

· Next cycle of PR should focus on a “refined” Section II involving more the site managers

· The Suzhou-Cairns decision is perceived as “anti-cultural” as it penalized the  new-comers to the Convention with restrictions to nominations

· A database of national legal texts on protection of cultural heritage is needed. To this request, the meeting was informed that UNESCO is working on this project. 

Second meeting:  Thursday 10 November, 15.00-18.00 

The second meeting focused on the presentations on Latin-America and the Caribbean (Niklas Schulze), Europe (Christopher Young), North America (paper written by John Pinkerton and Stephen Morris) Regions followed by presentations made by the Advisory Bodies (ICOMOS, ICCROM, IUCN).

After the presentations of LAC, Europe and North America regions, the debate focused on:

· what is the follow-up given to PR on a regional level and at the site level

· Is the role of PR to improve decision-making concerning the properties? 

· Who are the users of PR? Are there different levels of users? To this question, it was reported that the users are States Parties from the beginning to the end of the PR process. Section I of PR helps in getting common data, common understanding of the Convention and in identifying regional needs (mainly training needs). Section II of PR helps: in monitoring the state of conservation of properties/ in clarifying Outstanding Universal Value of properties and in encouraging to define a Masterplan  

· Periodic Reporting is sometimes a tool for raising awareness at the highest level of States Parties

· Periodic Reporting is not designed for the WH Committee but can be useful at a second stage

· During the first cycle of PR, no guidance was given for regional report

· Full access to World Heritage database should be given to States Parties

· Problem of ownership of properties in Europe  

· If a State Party has a re-nomination to propose, it should not be taken on the “quota” imposed by the Suzhou-Cairns Decision

After the Advisory Bodies’ presentations, the debate focused on:

· The opportunistic character of the SoC report as it is not done on a systematic way

· Use of consultant for PR is not appropriate as there is a lack of institutional memory 

· Site managers should be the main beneficiaries of PR

· Terminology is a key point of PR exercise

· PR should be a priority for the WH Committee

· PR is a training opportunity for all

· One broad, homogeneous  monitoring system should be elaborated

· Acknowledgment by all participants on the lack of statistics

· Concerning the lack of statistics: Is a nomination not complete when statistics are missing?/should the site manager determine own indicators for his/her site? Difficulties with cultural properties which are mainly qualitative

· Baseline data : missions are good opportunities to complete the baseline data (boundaries, Outstanding Universal Value, Masterplan)

· WCPA data sheets concerning WH properties are available on Web already 

· What is the monitoring system used by World Monuments Watch? 

· Need for clear definitions of statistical indicators/performance indicators/benchmarks

Third meeting: Friday 11 November, 9.30-13.00

After the presentations made by UNEP/WCMC and the World Heritage Centre’s consultants, Peter Stott and Jorun Pottering, the debate focused on:

· Usefulness of indicators for measuring progress 

· Joint questionnaire with other conventions should be the starting point

· Acknowledgement of the fact that WH properties (especially cultural ones) are extremely diverse 

· Link between nature and culture is extremely important 

· Need to recommend that national and international reporting are harmonized within the territory of States Parties

· Some States Parties requested for the PR questionnaire for national purpose

· No link between Section II of PR and nomination dossiers

· Section I of PR should be answered anymore but updated by States Parties

· A format for missions has been created by WHC in 1995 to collect data but it is rarely used by Advisory Bodies

· Training for ICOMOS evaluators is needed as no consistency in evaluations of nominations

· Data information management : nomination dossiers should be accessible by States Parties but States Parties should be asked if they authorize WHC to put their nominations on line

· States Parties will certainly not accept that site managers fill directly on line data without their authorization  

· Is PR a process of data acquisition or a process of checking data for States?

· Isn’t the first cycle of PR the opportunity to build the baseline data and the 2nd cycle the opportunity to check this baseline data and to monitor the changes?  

· Qualitative and quantitative data have both their merit

· Another methodology is to work from qualitative to quantitative

· Wrong and “no” answers give information on the level of understanding but it is a time-consuming methodology. Moreover wrong answers can be misinterpreted

· PR delivers different levels of information and different levels of use

· PR is an evolving process which goes to refinement year per year

· Tracking tool is a scientific and useful system

· “Culture” is several years behind monitoring methodology developed by “Nature”

Fourth meeting: Friday 11 November, 14.00-18.00

After the presentation made by Jon Day, site manager of Great Barrier Reef (Australia), the debate focused on:

· Reporting if well done is useful for managers

· Key Performance Indicators are requested by USA for the Committee to simplify the understanding 

· Feedback on PR comes back to Governments but not to site managers

· PR can help to get better resources from a government 

· Is the scorecard system developed by World Bank as well as the matrix system with Key Performance Indicators can be transposed to cultural properties? 

· Great Barrier Reef is a well managed property with a lot of basic data and info but for most of the world, there are very few basic data and ways to get it

· For integrity and authenticity, there is a good set of indicators in new Operational Guidelines
· Matrix system is a training management tool for site managers but before going to this system, Outstanding Universal Value should be clear for all stakeholders. The Matrix system can be useful for site managers to undertake a reflection on existing Management Plans or how to build one. This kind of matrix could have an effect on the SoC report in the future  

· Score card system presents a lot of advantages (quick, easy) but we should be cautious with the term “score”
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ANNEX 1
Meeting on the Reflection Year on World Heritage Periodic Reporting

Berlin, Germany, 10 - 11 November 2005
Agenda
Thursday, 10 November


Venue: Landesvertretung NRW, Vortragssaal

9:30 
Registration 

10:00 - 13:00

1. Welcome by the Director of the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, Mr Francesco Bandarin

2. Welcome by Ms Ringbeck on behalf of the host institution
3. Introduction to the meeting and overview presentation on Periodic Reporting (Ms Mechtild Rössler) and information management (Ms Anne Lemaistre) 
4. Reports and Experiences on lessons learnt by the different regions:
· Arab region (Mr Karim Hendili, WHC/ARB)

· Africa (Mr Lazare Eloundou WHC/AFR)
· Asia and Pacific (Ms Junko Taniguchi)
· Latin America and the Caribbean (Mr. Niklas Schulze, Mexico)

· Europe (Mr Chris Young, UK)
Lunch break

14:30 – 16:00

5. Presentations by ICOMOS, IUCN, ICCROM on the strengths and weaknesses of the process

6. Presentations:
Retrospective Inventory (Mr. Peter Stott)


Electronic Tool (Ms Jorun Poettering)

16:15 – 18:00
Plenary
7. Discussion on the strengths and weaknesses of the process: Summary points for drafting group

Evening

19:00 – 22:00 World Heritage site visit, or free evening

Friday, 11 November


Venue: Landesvertretung NRW, Vortragssaal

9:00 – 13:00
8. Presentation by Mr Jon Day (Australia): Periodic Reporting from a site manager’s perspective
9. Brainstorming of issues and preparation of recommendations to the Committee
Lunch break

14:30 – 17:00

10. Conclusions, recommendations and timetable until 30 COM
11. Other business

12. Closure of the meeting
ANNEX 2
Meeting on the Reflection Year on World Heritage Periodic Reporting
Berlin, Germany, 10 – 11 November 2005
List of Participants
International Experts

Asia and Pacific
  Mr Jon DAY, Director, Great Barrier Reef
jonday@gbrmpa.gov.au
Europe and 

  Mr Christopher YOUNG, English Heritage
North America
Latin America and     Mr Niklas SCHULZE
                   niklasschulze@yahoo.com.mx 
Caribbean

UNEP-WCMC
Mr Peter HERKENRATH

       peter.herkenrath@unep-wcmc.org
Advisory Bodies
IUCN          Ms Georgina PEARD            georgina.peard@iucn.org



ICOMOS    Mr Gioras SOLAR
       gioras@012.net.il



ICCROM    Ms Katri LISITZIN
       katri.lisitzin@lpul.slu.se
UNESCO World Heritage Centre




  Mr Francesco BANDARIN

       f.bandarin@unesco.org



  Ms Mechtild ROSSLER

       m.rossler@unesco.org



  Ms Anne LEMAISTRE

       a.lemaistre@unesco.org



  Ms Christine DELSOL

       c.delsol@unesco.org
Africa  

  Mr Lazare ELOUNDOU ASSOMO
       l.eloundou-assomo@unesco.org
Arab States

  Mr Karim HENDILI


       k.hendili@unesco.org
Asia and Pacific
  Ms Junko TANIGUCHI

       j.taniguchi@unesco.org








       j.taniguchi@gmail.com








       junkotaniguchi@usa.net
Europe and 






North America
  Ms Kerstin MANZ


       k.manz@unesco.org
WHC’s consultants



Mr Jorun POETTERING

       jorun@poettering.de



Mr Peter STOTT


       p.stott@unesco.org
Annex 3

5.
periodic reporting


Decision 7 EXT.COM 5

1. Having examined Documents WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5A, WHC-04/7 EXT.COM/5B, WHC-04/7 EXT.COM/5C, WHC-04/7 EXT.COM/5D and WHC-04/7 EXT.COM/5E,

2. Aware of the need to:

a)
study and reflect on the first cycle of Periodic Reporting;

b)
develop strategic direction on the forms and the format of the Periodic Reports, training priorities and international cooperation priorities; and 

c)
to streamline the Committee’s consideration of matters raised  through Periodic Reporting relating to inscribed properties; 

3. Decides to suspend for one year the commencement of the next cycle of Periodic Reporting.

Decision 29 COM.11A

The World Heritage Committee,

1. Having examined Document WHC-05/29.COM/11A,

2. Recalling Decisions 25 COM VII.25-27 adopted at its 25th (Helsinki, 2001) session and 7 EXT.COM 5 and 7 EXT.COM 5A.1 adopted at its 7th extraordinary session (UNESCO, 2004),

3. Welcomes with appreciation the synthesis report of the North American region illustrating very effective cooperation between the States Parties of Canada and the United States of America;

4. Takes note of the Periodic Report and its specific recommendations for revised statements of significance, name changes, revisions of criteria and other clarifications regarding inscriptions of World Heritage properties in the region;

5. Acknowledges the recommendations for reviewing the importance of local populations in or adjacent to natural World Heritage properties; guidelines for management plans and principles for evaluating visual impacts for activities in and adjacent World Heritage properties;

6. Requests that the meeting concerning the “reflection year” referred to in Decision 7 EXT.COM 5 include:

a) forms and format of the Report;

b) training priorities arising from all reports;

c) international cooperation issues; and

d) a reflection on a new regional grouping;

7. Requests the Director of the World Heritage Centre, in consultation with the Advisory Bodies and the States Parties concerned, to report at its 30th session (Vilnius, 2006) on the proposed structure, time-schedule and resources needed for the implementation of the measures outlined in paragraph 6;

8. Strongly encourages the States Parties of Canada and the United States of America to continue the existing level of excellent cooperation.
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