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The following comments are ICCROM’s preliminary views for the early meeting on Periodic Reporting in Berlin, 10 -11 November 2005. During the 2007 “Year of Reflection” ICCROM will go in depth with a needs assessment and proposals for a training strategy based on the overall results from the Periodic Reporting cycle.

It should be pointed out that the process has continued to improve over the 7 years it has been applied.  We have gone from a single consultant being responsible for the whole exercise to a participatory process involving States Parties, site managers, the World Heritage Centre, Advisory Bodies, etc.  These positive changes over time are not a negative reflection on previous exercises, but rather reflect the importance of a longer amount of time and ability to learn from the earlier exercises that later regions have had in their organization and implementation of the process.  

Firstly some positive comments about where we have reached in the process and then a look at different aspects of the process which need to be examined and developed.


STRENGTHS 

Over time the process has become more participatory.  The World Heritage Convention is a State Party Convention and now they, working together, are really in a position to drive the process. The move towards reporting to the Committee by the States Parties rather than the Centre or a consultant is also very positive in that it places the responsibility with the States Parties and gives them the final voice on what gets reported.

The trend towards breaking down into sub-regional groups has been very helpful as a means of networking and creating good commutations.   In essence, this kind of sub-regional and regional cooperation is exactly what the Convention is all about (that is, international cooperation).  Periodic Reporting has provided a mechanism for a dialogue between the site-managers and the authorities and the increasing regional and national networks are a direct result of the process.  

Site managers, some for the first time, are really beginning to understand what the Convention is all about and what it means to their sites.

The final published reports are very useful in giving a snapshot of the state of the World Heritage in the various regions.

The inclusion of the Advisory Bodies through focal points has been very positive and both the Latin American and European reports have benefited from this relationship.  

AREAS OF CONCERN

Objectives of the Exercise

Any discussion of the Periodic Reporting exercise must first begin with a clarification of the objectives.  We need to be asking ourselves how the Periodic Reporting exercise can be used as a tool to help us better implement the World Heritage Convention.  Everything that is a part of the process flows from a clear definition of what it is we are trying to achieve.

In the Operational Guidelines, it lists four main purposes for the Periodic Reporting:

1. assessment of the implementation of the Convention by each States Party

2. assessment of whether Outstanding Universal Value is being maintained

3. updating and assessment of information on the state of conservation of World Heritage properties

4. provision of a mechanism for regional cooperation and exchange of experiences

The first question that we should be asking ourselves is whether we are, in fact, accomplishing these objectives with the process that is currently in place.  A second question that we could then ask is whether these four objectives are the right ones or whether there are other objectives that we might want to achieve with the process.  Other possible objectives for example, could be:

1. identification of key trends/problems in conservation at the regional level;

2. identification of key trends/problems in implementation of the World Heritage Convention at the regional level;

3. identification of needs in capacity building/training;

4. identification of individual sites which could be used as a examples of good practice at the regional and international levels;

5. identification of individual sites for which there may be important  conservation concerns/needs for follow-up;

6. providing information to site managers to help them better protect their sites.

The above are only possible objectives and would need to be discussed and further developed.  But, only by giving a clear set of objectives will we know what questions to ask, what processes to follow, what kind of analysis is needed and what kind of follow-up should be envisaged.  

Developing an objective of series of objectives for each of the four strategic directions, Credibility, Conservation, Capacity Building, and Communication is another way and this is now used in the proposal for an Action Plan. These are, however, only some suggestions, and other, better ways may be found. 
Questionnaire

Given the above emphasis on clarification of objectives, it is felt that the questions in both section 1 and 2 need to be reconsidered to reflect what we really want to achieve by the process.  Rather than starting with the questionnaires and trying to decide what we can gain from the information collected we should first ask what information we need and make sure that the right questions are on the questionnaire to answer them.   

In regard to filling out the questionnaires, national capacity and capacity at the site level should be considered, and help given to States Parties who request it.  Any assistance given, however, should be aimed, not only at the current exercise, but in increasing capacity of States Parties to carry out the process themselves in the next cycle.  

On the technical level, the computer tool for has been useful in this last Europe/North America report.  And this could be enlarged to other regions.  But, we should realize that not every State Party will have easy access to internet at the national level and the site level to be able to make this universal.  So, alternative means will always be necessary as part of the questionnaire process.

Therefore the Reflection Year should focus on the feed-back and interpretation of the results regarding their feasibility and the areas of concern in day-to-day site management.  It might well result in a new structure of the Questionnaire.

Process of Analysis

To be done.

Presentation to the Committee

The Committee needs to be able to spend more time on these reports.  Although summary reports are made the main Committee session, it has become common practice for the more detailed reports to be made at an “unofficial” lunch session.  This tends to lessens the impact of the report.  Periodic Reporting should be a priority of the Committee.

As already stated, the trend of having the States Parties present the results to the Committee is seen as positive and should become the standard practice. 

Follow-up and Use

The process does not include an exact way forward once the report is presented and accepted.  This is perhaps the weakest link of the process. This is in part because it is not clear what the objectives of the process are.  This needs to be clarified both at the overall report level and the individual site level.  

At the overall report level, key areas could be defined before-hand (perhaps the 4Cs could be used for this) so that the report is divided into discussions on the Credibility of the List, the current state of Conservation and need for improved conservation, the need for Capacity Building, and the situation for Communication (public outreach, etc.).  The reports might best be structured in this way.  If we do so, specific strategies could be developed at the sub-regional/regional levels for dealing with these issues which could then be incorporated into a sub-regional/regional programme.  The aim could be that there are sub-regional/regional programmes in most places by the end of the second round.

Because of very limited resources focus should be given to the implementation of the strategies/progammes that are developed and follow-up meetings should be kept to a minimum. 

The further use of the individual site reports is still a question mark.  They too, have the potential to point out problems and issues of importance. The use of results at site level needs to be explored.  

Training and capacity building needs have been brought up as major needs on all levels. From the Capacity Building point of view a goal would be that a training strategy/programme be developed for each place.  We need to emphasize, however, that this should not been about the implementation of the Convention only but address a sound conservation practice and reflect a holistic view of heritage management.  

Role of the Advisory Bodies

The role of the advisory bodies has continued to grow over the period of the process.  We feel that this very positive, and the use of focal points from the region has been a support.  We think that our own contributions could be best in regard to helping States Parties (at the sub-regional/regional levels) in the synthesis process and in particularly in assisting in the development and design of sub-regional/regional programme.  It may not be necessary for the Advisory Bodies to attend every meeting at all levels, but we do think it is useful in the abovementioned areas.  These meetings have also formed a creative arena for discussions and exchange of experiences which will be very useful for us in identifying priorities in training and capacity-building.

The Committee needs to acknowledge the resources needed for Advisory Body involvement. The use of focal points from the region has been very helpful, but we do need to make sure that resources are available if we are to take part fully in the process.

The Advisory Bodies themselves also need to ensure that they work closely with their focal points to ensure that the input is consistent at the regional level and the results are used at the international level.  

