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Summary

The process that led to the elaboration of the Periodic Report for Latin America and the Caribbean was successful and the end product well received by the World Heritage community. The wealth of data gathered will help the Committee to guide its activities in LAC, thus fulfilling one of the main objectives of the periodic reporting exercise.

However, it is to be suspected that for a regional reporting exercise much less - and above all, less fine-grained - information is sufficient to detect the trends by which to orient general World Heritage policies and activities.

Furthermore, no real assessment of the state of implementation and the state of conservation of the sites and their values in Latin America and the Caribbean can be expected before the instruments to manage and measure change are in place. This clearly outlines the challenges the Committee has to face in the near future.
1. Introduction

The inscription of a property on the World Heritage List brings with it the recognition by the international community of the outstanding universal values as defined in the World Heritage Convention and the Operational Guidelines. On the other hand, the State Party acquires with this act the responsibility before the international community to preserve the property's outstanding universal values and to transmit them to future generations. 

During the first decade of the implementation of the World Heritage Convention, the focus was on the identification and inscription of new sites with outstanding universal value. In 1982 however, the Committee noticed a lack of information concerning the sites already inscribed and initiated actions to improve reporting procedures provided for by the Convention (see Stovel 1995:16). In 1998 the Committee took decisions to formalize a regional periodic reporting exercise, of which the regional synthesis Periodic Report: State of the World Heritage in Latin America and the Caribbean, presented to the Committee in 2004, forms part. The present document is a summarized version of the evaluation of the process of the first reporting cycle in LAC, and focuses on the points that need attention before a possible next reporting cycle.
2. Periodic reporting in Latin America and the Caribbean

2.1. Process description

To initiate the periodic reporting exercise for Latin America and the Caribbean, staff of the World Heritage Centre attended a meeting of the Permanent Delegates of Latin America and the Caribbean on 14 June 2000 to discuss the approach that should be taken in setting up a work plan for the periodic reporting in the region. It was decided to subdivide the region into three sub-regions, namely South America, the Caribbean and Central America and Mexico. Furthermore a five phase approach was agreed upon. As the process was dynamic, the mechanisms and time-frames had to be revised and adjusted on several occasions. These were duly reflected in the progress reports submitted to the successive sessions of the World Heritage Committee.

With decisions taken in 1998 and 2002, the Committee established the principles for the periodic reporting process as being regional, participatory and forward looking; in the case of Latin America and the Caribbean the process was developed and implemented accordingly. 

In order to facilitate the cooperation with the States Parties, the Director of the World Heritage Centre requested them to designate national focal points for periodic reporting (one for the natural and one for the cultural heritage). 

Furthermore, in order to ensure the full participation of the Advisory Bodies, he also asked IUCN, ICOMOS and ICCROM to identify focal points from the region. At a later stage, he decided to entrust the coordination and actual implementation of the periodic reporting process in Latin America and the Caribbean to the Regional Advisor for World Heritage based in the UNESCO Office in Montevideo, Uruguay. 

The Director of the World Heritage Centre and the Advisor for World Heritage in the region kept the World Heritage Committee, the States Parties and the Advisory Bodies, and their focal points informed of the implementation of the periodic reporting process. This was achieved through information submitted at the sessions of the World Heritage Committee, correspondence with States Parties and focal points as well as web sites with restricted access: unesco.org.uy/patrimonio/ and whc.unesco.org/reporting/lac.

In order to make full use of the expertise available in the region, the Centre invited recognised regional experts to participate in the periodic reporting process. These experts, along with the focal points of the Advisory Bodies, participated in sub-regional periodic reporting meetings. Together they constituted the Regional Group of Experts. Its specific tasks were to provide observations on the periodic reports, consider the main issues and findings in the regional context, and collaborate in the drawing up of a regional action plan for the future implementation of the Convention. UNESCO staff from Headquarters and the Montevideo Office, as well as a consultant also contributed to the work of the group. 

During the periodic reporting process, two information and consultation meetings were held in Paris with Permanent Delegations of the States Parties of the region (June 2000, see above, and April 2003). Furthermore, the following meetings were convened for the focal points and/or representatives of States Parties, Advisory Bodies, regional experts and UNESCO staff: 

South America:

· Periodic Reporting Meeting for South America: Montevideo, Uruguay 13-16 March 2002.

Central America and Mexico:

· Periodic Reporting Meeting for Central America and Mexico (also with the participation of Cuba and the Dominican Republic): Campeche, Mexico, 8-10 May 2002.

The Caribbean:

· Training Course on the Application of the World Heritage Convention and its Role in Sustainable Development and Tourism in the Caribbean, Roseau, Dominica, 
24 September - 3 October 2001.

· Periodic Reporting Meeting for the Caribbean: Port-au-Prince, Haiti, 17-19 June 2003.

· Conference on the Development of a Caribbean Action Plan in World Heritage: Castries, Saint Lucia, 23-27 February 2004.

3.2. The preparation of national periodic reports

In preparation for and following the sub-regional periodic reporting meetings, States Parties prepared their periodic reports, making use of electronic versions of questionnaires developed by the World Heritage Centre. Although mentioned at the sub-regional meetings and offered in writing to all States Parties, very few of them accepted the offer to receive expert advice from UNESCO on the reports and their elaboration. One such advisory mission was fielded to Honduras and Guatemala in October 2002. On other missions periodic reporting was discussed, even though the main goal of the mission was a different one. In this phase of the process, UNESCO furthermore conducted research on the past implementation of the Convention in the region.

The general deadline for the submission of the periodic reports had to be extended several times, but by 15 July 2003, the implementation rate for the periodic reports stood at 75.8 % for Section I and 91.9 % for Section II.
3.3. Information evaluation and elaboration of the synthesis report

The 31 States Parties of the region Latin America and the Caribbean have 107 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List, of which 74 properties were cultural, 3 mixed and 30 natural (at the time of periodic report preparation). Reports of the 31 States Parties on the state of application of the World Heritage Convention and as well as of the state of conservation of the 62 properties inscribed on the World Heritage List up to and including 1995 (45 cultural, 3 mixed and 14 natural) were examined in the first Periodic Report for Latin America and the Caribbean, presented to the Committee in 2004. 

The analysis of the information was carried out in two separate steps. Upon receipt of the periodic reports qualitative assessments were undertaken by members of the Regional Group of Experts. Each of the experts reviewed a number of reports that were assigned to them by the Regional Advisor for World Heritage, based on personal experiences and main areas of work (sub-regional and thematically) of each of the experts. Founded on their reading of the information, the experts elaborated summary reports and contributed to the discussion during the review workshop as well as to the final draft of the regional report. Furthermore the quantitative information was entered into data bases for analysis. The yes/no and multiple choice questions in the questionnaire helped to digest large amounts of data and made it possible to evaluate the reports quantitatively, giving an overview of the general situation, while keeping the bias by the analyst as low as possible. The core of this analysis is formed by 22 quantitative questions in Section I and 27 in Section II.  The data structure of the quantitative information extracted in this way was analysed and the results described and presented in tables and graphs. 

The objective of the analysis was to convert the raw-data into meaningful, useful and manageable information. Apart from summarising the data, the quantitative analysis functioned as a framework for the final report and a heuristic tool, which facilitated the formulation of more detailed questions that could only be answered in cross-reference with the qualitative data from the ‘open questions’.

A first review workshop of the Regional Group of Experts took place in Montevideo in October 2003 and a final workshop was held in March 2004. During these workshops the information contained in the reports was discussed, evaluated and structured in order to be presented in the final synthesis report. Once the structure of the report was established, subchapters were written, circulated and commented upon by the experts, consultant and UNESCO staff.

The main findings of this analysis concerning the reporting process were: 

· The fact that separate natural and cultural Section I reports were submitted by the majority of the States Parties goes against the spirit of the Convention, but is (still) a reflection of reality in the region. Not permitting this separation would have made it very difficult for the States Parties to fit their data into the questionnaire and would have supplied the World Heritage Centre with ‘streamlined’ information far from being a reflection of reality.

· For this first Periodic Reporting exercise much of the information collected in the reports had to be improvised by the site managers since not even half of the properties have a formal monitoring system in place.

· There exist marked sub-regional differences concerning the institutional structures on the one hand, and heritage concepts on the other. These differences also find their expression in the type of properties inscribed on the World Heritage List. The different situations in the sub-regions, in some cases, were the reason for dissimilar treatment of the questionnaires.
It was noted in the quantitative analysis, that the information given by the States Parties or site managers might not always be factual. Nevertheless the result does give a clear idea of how the representatives of the State Party / property see the situation or how they want it to be seen by others. This is one aspect of reality, which is of major importance to the work of the Committee, especially considering that the Committee has no power to enforce its views in the States Parties. In some instances the results of quantitative and qualitative questions did not coincide and in others it became evident that there are great inconsistencies, e.g. in the concept of a Management Plan and its minimal requirements. 

4. Evaluation of the national and regional process 
4.1. The periodic reporting process 2000-2004 (strengths and weaknesses)

The information from the reports put into relief some of the main challenges of heritage conservation and management in the States Parties and enables the World Heritage Centre and the Committee to take steps to unify concepts in the region and to avoid promoting standards of monitoring, conservation and management which most of the States Parties cannot comply with, for lack of the basic knowledge, resources and infrastructure (see also Boccardi 2004:42 for the Arab region). 
Some of the difficulties of the exercise on a global level were caused by the lack of experience of an enterprise of these dimensions. Most previous monitoring/reporting exercises were much more limited in geographical and/or thematic scope. The sheer heterogeneity of the sites, their values and their legal and social contexts made the data – which in format, volume and spirit reflected this heterogeneity – very difficult to handle. The fact that many States Parties in LAC returned two documents for the Section I report, one focused on natural the other on cultural heritage, is a good example for this problem. Neither the Centre nor the Committee had a very clear idea how to evaluate the reports at the time of asking the States Parties for the information. This lack of a clear general vision found its expression in the different approaches taken by the regional desks which now makes it difficult, if not impossible, to compare data on an inter-regional scale. One of the main causes for this missing coordination can be found in the different and, for some regions, very tight time-frames. The process as implemented in LAC tried to respond to some of these general problems.
Implementation arrangements

For the periodic reporting process in LAC the fears of the States Parties of undue ‘policing’ by the Committee (through the WHC, advisory bodies etc.) were fully respected and the 1998 Committee decision of placing the competences of report writing squarely in the region were put into action. The Director of the WHC decided to entrust the coordination and actual implementation of the periodic reporting process in Latin America and the Caribbean to the Regional Advisor for World Heritage based in the UNESCO Office in Montevideo. This move reduced the distance between the States Parties and UNESCO staff in charge of the coordination of the exercise and facilitated a process of appropriation and identification of the States Parties with the report. That the States Parties accepted the final report as ‘their own’ was expressed on various occasions, e.g. at the 28th Committee session in Suzhou, China (June/July 2004), as well as at the follow-up meetings in Cartagena de Indias, Colombia (October 2004) and in Kingston, Jamaica (September 2004). 

Planning of the process

The identification of the region with the final report was also enhanced by the fact that the delegations of the LAC States Parties were included in the planning process from the very beginning. The original five phase plan agreed upon in 2000 was kept flexible and was adapted to the circumstances in various occasions in order to accommodate specific needs of the States Parties. The whole process was kept as transparent as possible by making use of various means of communication with the States Parties (e.g. letters to the focal points and delegations, advisory missions to the States Parties, web-sites, reports to the Committee).  

Regional Group of Experts 
A mechanism for the involvement of all three Advisory Bodies and high-level regional experts was established through the creation of the Regional Group of Experts. The group was involved in interpreting the quantitative analysis and converting them into qualitative statements. This was also a mechanism to contextualize information from the reports and to have outside opinions on specific claims. Furthermore the experts were instrumental in drawing the broad conclusions of the periodic report. 

The elements described above turned the preparation of the reports and the writing of the regional periodic report into a truly regional and participatory process. 

Participation of the States Parties

During the exercise in LAC all invited States Parties attended the subregional information meetings (see above) and made constructive contributions to them, e.g. national work-plans of activities to be undertaken leading up to the deadline for of the periodic reports were presented. However, there was limited feedback from the States Parties to UNESCO on these follow-up activities. A second group of subregional review meetings planned for 2003 was cancelled for financial reasons but mainly because States Parties had serious delays in the submission of the periodic reports.

However, the potential benefits of such review meetings were shown by the Caribbean periodic reporting meeting in Port-au-Prince, Haiti, June 2003. In preparation of the meeting States Parties had prepared draft reports that had been analysed by members of the Regional Group of Experts. At the meeting, the preliminary conclusions were presented which facilitated a considerable progress of the development of a specific Caribbean action plan that was further developed at the conference in Saint Lucia (February 2004), even in advance of the session of the World Heritage Committee. 
Nevertheless, the offer of UNESCO to comment on draft reports was made use of by very few States Parties. Furthermore, there were only a small number of requests for additional information or general assistance and the electronic discussion groups installed on the web were mainly used for one-way communications from UNESCO to the focal points. This problem might be partly due to the lack of continuity of directors of national institutes for cultural and natural heritage as well as their designated focal points. Furthermore there seems to be very limited knowledge in the States Parties of World Heritage in general and of the sites’ outstanding universal values in particular. The inefficient information transmission within the States Parties, caused by the factors mentioned above, made an extremely pro-active approach from UNESCO necessary (Van Hooff 2004:38). Missions fielded by UNESCO to inform single States Parties resulted successful, since problems could be discussed in a different manner than during the subregional information meetings, which were still relatively far from the deadline and where only one or two representatives of the State Party were present. The main advantages were:

a) Discussions in small groups,

b) Direct contact with the persons involved in the report preparation,

c) States Parties had already begun their report preparation and wanted to discuss the problems they were facing at that moment. 

d) All documentation could be delivered directly to the persons involved in the report preparation.

4.2. The tools (format, explanatory notes and questionnaire)

In 1998, at its 22nd session, the World Heritage Committee approved Explanatory Notes, designed to be read in conjunction with the Periodic Reporting Format, in order to outline the information expected to flow from the periodic reporting exercise. To facilitate the preparation of the report, a Questionnaire was developed that the States Parties were encouraged to use. It closely follows the subjects referred to in the Explanatory Notes, but in contrast to the latter splits the subjects up into short questions to be answered in a few sentences or paragraphs. A second type of question requires the indication of yes or no by circling or underlining the appropriate answer. 

The Questionnaire was developed in such a way as to allow to extract and compile or compare relevant information from different States Parties or properties, facilitating the process of elaboration of the regional synthesis report to be presented to the World Heritage Committee. 

The general opinion of the questionnaire, as expressed in the evaluation questions at the end of the report, was positive for both sections. The length and perceived repetitiveness was criticised and wording and translation problems may have caused confusion in some cases. A number of problems encountered were due to the fact that some of the concepts were not clear to all respondents or that it seemed difficult to transfer the general questions (the same for historic cities and tropical forest areas, for example) to particular contexts. While the site managers would have liked more explanations in some parts, the national authorities specifically encountered problems to discern if some of the questions were aimed at heritage in general or World Heritage in particular. All these observations are valid and the questionnaires should be thoroughly reviewed before the next reporting exercise. 

A problem for the analyst was that many of the responses were kept very general and difficult or impossible to contextualise. This indicates that it has to be stressed in the future that details, as well as descriptions of motivations, aims and an assessment of the present situation should be part of the answers to most of the questions.

In spite of the problems encountered with the questionnaire, the evaluation process made it clear that its use was necessary in order to aid the States Parties in giving and structuring relevant information. The importance of this tool was highlighted by some reports that did not make use of the questionnaire: The information supplied was much more general and structured in a different way which made comparison and integration difficult. 

The quantitative questions reduce complex information to a binary format and make it impossible to qualify the statements (e.g. “Yes, but …” following an explanation which means “No”, as sometimes seen in the ‘open questions’). Although it is true that most of the realities on a World Heritage site cannot be described in this ‘black or white’ manner, the question forces the respondent to take a decision which (yes or no) describes this complex reality best. If comparison or synthesis of the information is what is aimed for, some form of categorization has to be achieved, either by the respondent or by the analyst. The associated ‘open questions’ were often used by the respondents to fill-in the ‘grey tones’. The quantitative information, far from describing exactly the situation in the State Party or on the site, gave general trends when viewed on a regional or subregional basis. These trends helped to structure the qualitative information and served as point of reference for the discussion of specific problems on a more detailed level. 

4.3. States Parties report preparation 

At the end of the questionnaires the States Parties and site managers were asked to evaluate the process. Although the information given was not in all cases unambiguous, certain trends became clear. Although in general the States Parties expressed satisfaction with the process, apparently the institutions responsible for the natural heritage encountered fewer problems than their cultural counterparts. This might be due to the fact that there are fewer natural sites in most countries and that the methodology for monitoring in natural sites is in general much more advanced. The points of critique were normally aimed at the national process, emphasising the lack of institutional memory and the disperse nature of the information requested as well as (probably related to this situation) lack of time. Site managers expressed nearly identical concerns.

The advisory missions to Honduras and Guatemala, as well as most of the reports, highlighted some of the problems the States Parties were experiencing. The World Heritage ideal of a holistic approach to heritage, which is not subdivided into natural, cultural and to a certain degree tangible and intangible, is not a reality in most States Parties - and even within UNESCO these divisions are still very much a reality. The resulting fragmentation of information and responsibilities makes cooperation of different government institutions necessary in order to comply with the requests of UNESCO. However, in most States Parties institutions in charge of cultural and natural heritage ‘speak different languages’, have different mandates and budgets, function at different speeds and in many cases one is even seen as the main threat to the other. 

Apart from these very basic conceptual problems, that will take a long time to overcome since they reflect a still current world-view, every branch of the government has its own problems related to lack of personnel continuity, human and financial resources and institutional memory. A difficulty for the States Parties, as well as for UNESCO, was the lack of continuity of the designated periodic reporting focal points. Although the States Parties were asked very early in the process to identify definitive focal points at a technical level, individuals were changed frequently, or other more politically oriented participants were sent to the meetings. As a result, the follow-up in States Parties was difficult to ensure and communication between UNESCO and the States Parties still had to rely on the ‘traditional’ diplomatic channels.

Furthermore, several concepts routinely used among heritage experts are not understood (or understood in a different way) in some States Parties. When adding to this the fact that every site is unique (and has a unique set of problems), it becomes clear that the challenge posed to the States Parties and site managers by the Periodic Reporting exercise was immense. 

The data generated during the exercise has to be seen in the context presented above. Describing the state of conservation of a site has to be closely related to understanding the state of conservation of the site. Without understanding the site and its values it is impossible to decide if something is ‘good’ or ‘bad’, and without time-depth of these observations one cannot say if it is ‘better’ or ‘worse’. A basic understanding of the values however, as expressed in a statement of significance, is missing for most sites and is only in recent times expressly requested by the World Heritage Committee. The understanding of what heritage is and how it should be managed has evolved much faster at UNESCO than in the States Parties, and the Committee, until now, has not succeeded in transmitting this view to national authorities and site managers.

Given these differences between UNESCO and the States Parties it is obvious that the realities perceived through the respective ‘theoretical glasses’ are also very dissimilar. The reports, consequently, reflect various realities. To recognize these different realities (as seen e.g. by a politician in the capital, a site manager living on-site, or a heritage expert) and their implications is the assignment of the World Heritage Committee, and the periodic reports are a step on the way. The reports showed that the value-driven management and monitoring system cannot be the basis for change in the next few years, but has to be the goal. 

4.4. Evaluation and report writing process 

As mentioned above, each of the members of the Regional Group of Experts reviewed a number of reports that were assigned to them by the Regional Advisor for World Heritage based on personal experiences and main areas of work (sub-regional and thematic) of each of the experts. Although this assured a relative homogeneity of the reports to be assessed by each expert, there were no separate ‘units of analyses’. Consequently the qualitative data could in many cases only be viewed on a ‘report by report’ basis or compared in very general terms. The problem here is not a ‘bad’ distribution of the sites amongst the experts, but rather it resides in the great complexity and the diversity of the sites and their contexts (geographical, legal, social, etc.). 

Based on their reading of the reports, the experts elaborated summary reports and contributed to the discussion during the review workshops as well as to the final draft of the regional report.

The quantitative data generated through the analysis of yes/no and multiple choice questions made general trends visible. Although these trends usually coincided with the opinions of the experts, there was harsh critique on a more detailed level, where in certain cases the personal experiences of the experts contradicted the opinion of the respondent. The experience of the Expert Group helped to put the information in a regional context and identified discrepancies of concepts between them and the States Parties. 

One problem of the Expert Group was to ‘summarize without loosing detail’ and another concerned the difficulty to use detailed examples to illustrate the general trends without identifying sites or States Parties and comparing them. The solution to this impasse was a general discussion of conclusions by the Expert Group (in Chapter 5 of the regional report) with reference to problems the States Parties and World Heritage sites in general are facing, as well as to recent concepts and approaches to these problems. The basis for this conclusion chapter were the general trends or specific problems identified in the reports. 

In view of the 2002 Committee decision to request regional programmes, on the basis of the periodic reports, with the objective to contribute to the achievement of the four Strategic Objectives (the Four “C’s”), the conclusions presented in 
Chapter 6 of the periodic report for LAC were formatted in such a way as to follow the Four “C’s”.

This direct link of the periodic report conclusions to the Strategic Objectives facilitated their inclusions in the regional programme developed at a later stage of the process.

5. Conclusions and recommendations for the future 
The process that led to the elaboration of the Periodic Report for Latin America and the Caribbean was successful and the end product well received by the World Heritage community. The World Heritage Committee expressed its sincere appreciation for the successful completion of the comprehensive report and endorsed the Strategic Framework for Action contained in the report, as well as the Caribbean Action Plan for World Heritage 2004–2014 (Decisions adopted by the 28th session of the World Heritage Committee Suzhou, China). The Action Plan for Latin America was endorsed by the Committee at its 7th extraordinary session (Decisions adopted by the 7th Extraordinary Session of the World Heritage Committee). 

The wealth of data gathered in the periodic reports is impressive and for some of the sites it is the first time since their inscription that the Committee received information of their state of conservation. The information will help the Committee to guide its activities in LAC, fulfilling one of the main objectives of the periodic reporting exercise. The process itself also helped to raise awareness for World Heritage in the States Parties, promoted inter-institutional collaboration and the creation of institutional memories. Moreover, for years ahead these reports will be the best source of information for UNESCO staff for the preparation of missions, meetings etc. 

Nevertheless, in some States Parties the volume and detail of data requested might have created expectation of a more individual treatment. In the end, however, the information on the single State Party or site was subsumed in the synthesis report. Furthermore, as the first regional reports for the Arab States and Africa have already suggested for other regions (see Wangari 2004; Boccardi 2004), the results were not quite as expected: There exists no real integration of natural and cultural heritage and quite often World Heritage is discussed in complete separation from local heritage. At the site level often detailed discussion of the state of conservation was impossible, because no management and monitoring system is in place. The heritage values of the sites are often unknown or ill defined. In general it can be said that only in very few cases the change of the state of conservation of a site can be ‘measured’ by comparing the information given in the periodic report with that supplied in the nomination dossier. In many cases it is even doubtful that the data supplied in the reports would serve as baseline information for comparison in the future. Most reports fail to make a clear connection between site values, their attributes and measurable (and comparable) indicators. 

Nevertheless, the results of the exercise made very clear which are the deficits and needs in the region and helped to set priorities for a Regional Action Plan (Saint Lucia, February 2004 and Cartagena, October 2004). No real assessment of the state of conservation of the sites and their values in Latin America and the Caribbean can be expected before the instruments to manage and measure change are in place. This clearly outlines the challenges the Committee has to face in the near future. 

The periodic reporting exercise has to be revised in order to fit this current situation. Before the next cycle of reporting a thorough review of the questionnaires would have to take place in order to eliminate all sources of confusion and misunderstandings. This would be easier once the concepts and terminology used in the region were unified. Training courses for heritage practitioners as well as the elaboration of a complete and detailed World Heritage glossary are possible answers to this problem. 

Going beyond superficial readjustments one would have to say that the Committee, just like the States Parties and site managers on the national and site level, will have to reassess what type of information is a good indicator for the state of implementation of the Convention in the region on the one hand, as well as for the state of conservation and management of the World Heritage properties on the other. It is to be suspected that for a regional reporting exercise much less, and above all less fine-grained, information is sufficient to detect the trends by which to orient general World Heritage policies and activities. The more detailed information is very difficult to use for a general comparison, due to the uniqueness of most of the sites and their contexts. In summary one can say that instead of the regional vision the Committee requested, the periodic reports supplied information adequate for a closer look at every State Party and site. Although guidance on an individual basis (by State Party or site) seems to be what some respondents expect as one of the outcomes of the reporting exercise, others might see a critical analysis of this information as the ‘policing’ (or ‘naming and blaming’) that led to the rejection of the monitoring and reporting strategies proposed by ICOMOS in 1985-6. 

In order to get a clear regional vision of the application of the Convention and the state of conservation of the inscribed properties, the Committee will have to define measurable and comparable indicators that can than be checked periodically to readjust general policies and identify sites with problems that merit closer attention. The usefulness of the more detailed information to the Committee is very limited, as long as it is not systematic (e.g. measurable and comparable indicators). Since the investment by States Parties and UNESCO in the periodic reporting exercise as practiced in the first cycle is immense, it should be considered to reduce the amount and revise the type of data requested in the future.

However, the information gathered in the first cycle can serve as the basis for the assessment of the situation in every State Party and on every site. To make use of this wealth of data UNESCO should consider to give feed-back to the States Parties individually, commenting on every report. The impression of judging the activities of the States Parties could be avoided by formulating the feed-back as suggestions and making them only available to the State Party in question. This would mean a shift of attention of the Committee from the States Parties’ governments to the heritage practitioners, such as site managers. The enhancement of communication and the strengthening of ties between UNESCO and the people working with World Heritage properties on a daily basis is of great importance, because there is no doubt that the responsibility of the administrators will grow in the future, especially once more sites have management plans which are being implemented by management units. It is also to be hoped that this would remedy the lack of continuity of politically appointed focal points and heritage officials.
On the whole the results as well as the approach of many States Parties to the reporting exercise made it clear that monitoring and evaluation of the state of conservation as well as of the success (or failure) of management and policy measures is not yet part of the day-to-day occupation with heritage. This may partly explain the lack of pro-activity some of the States Parties displayed and which can only be interpreted as lack of understanding of the importance to manage and monitor heritage in order to fill it with meaning and make people experience and appreciate the value it has. Managing and monitoring are part of the same activity at the heart of heritage conservation. Once they become part of the daily routine of heritage professionals in the whole region, reporting will also be seen as a basic activity.
*    *    *
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