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Introduction: 

This paper presents, in a very succinct manner, some problems identified during the cross-regional analyses of periodic reports undertaken as part of the data analyses for the State of World Heritage Report (SWHR). This should be considered as an addition to the regional presentations. As far as possible, previous published comments on the periodic reports have not been repeated
. Periodic reporting is an essential exercise in the World Heritage cycle. Previous published comments have stressed the positive outcomes of this exercise. In an effort to contribute to this reflection critically and constructively, this small paper will focus on some of the problems identified in this exercie rather than on its positive outcomes. 
1. The difficulty of cross-regional analyses

One of my duties as part of the SWHR was to produce cross-regional analyses of the implementation of the World Heritage Convention based on analyses of the existing periodic reports. The prerequisite for such analyses would have been standardised and comparable periodic reporting forms for all the regions. However, the first cycle of periodic reporting has been an evolving process with at least three different periodic reporting forms produced. This reduced considerably the possibility for cross-regional analyses as some key questions were missing from some questionnaires. Other questions were also not set-out identically from one form to the next. 
Question: Should a standardised methodology and report be adopted for all the regions for the next reporting cycle so as to facilitate, among other things, cross-regional comparisons?
2. Problems in the phrasing of questions

Through cross-regional analyses, problems have been identified in the phrasing of questions. This includes replies to yes/no questions in relation to replies to questions with multiple choices. Replies to the question of the involvement of local populations in the drafting of tentative lists is but one example. The first four regional periodic forms inquire, through a yes/no question, whether the local populations were involved in the drafting of tentative lists. The ‘yes’ reply came highest for these four regions. The European report, on the other hand, asked a similar question through a question with multiple choices and ‘no’ was the highest reply. 

Recommendation: Draft questions in a neutral manner so as not to influence replies. Avoid yes/no questions which seem to have led to biased replies. 
3. Problems in the rate of answers

The lack of answer to some questions has also strongly limited the possibility of intra and cross-regional analyses. Indeed, the lack of response for some questions was more than double the number of answers actually received for the same questions. This has strongly limited the relevance of the replies on an intra and inter-regional level. The lack of replies might reflect an insufficient knowledge of the WH Convention and sites but it could also refer to a lack of understanding of the question. This might also be due to the fact that the periodic reporting forms take a long time to complete with some questions requiring long answers. This includes for instance the question concerning the listing of the significant scientific and technical studies concerning World Heritage sites that has been asked in all the regions. This question also duplicates the information available in nomination dossiers where a bibliography is requested. 
Recommendations: Eliminate the questions in which the scope of the answer is too vast. Reduce the length of the periodic reporting form. 
5. Lack of numerical data or statistical indicators
A number of questions rely heavily on yes/no answers. Very few asked for numerical data or statistics. Statistics are an important additional tool in the measure of the state of conservation of sites. From 1998 onwards, key statistics (visitor figures…) have been asked for in the revised form of nomination dossier. 
Question and recommendation: Should the next periodic reporting form request more numerical data? If so, the periodic reporting form should at least refer to the statistics that have been requested in nomination dossiers from 1998 onwards.
6. The lack of reliability of the data collected
One of the difficulties in the analysis of periodic reports was the lack of reliability of the data across the regions analysed. Contradictions in the replies of the questions were also common across all the regions.  
Recommendation: The use of a pre-filled questionnaire might facilitate States Parties’ work and encourage them to provide more accurate information. These questionnaires would be pre-filled with existing data from nomination dossiers, the relevant states of conservation reports and other pertinent documents. 
7 The need for a rational organization of the data collected

The information from the periodic reports does not seem to have been organized in a logical manner, easily retrievable for future reference and use. Some periodic reports have been scanned but not all. Some exist only in paper format. Three periodic reporting forms seem also to have been lost. Although important, the scans have been very difficult to use to create the database for the SWHR. Some were protected and could not be copied. Scans are also of limited use when the periodic reports have been hand-written. The method used for Europe constitutes an important effort in a rational organization. However, since the form has not been the same for Europe and the other regions, the existing program is only of limited use as new electronic forms would have to be created for the other regions.

Recommendation: The information and data from the first periodic reporting cycle should be better organized to allow them to be easily retrievable and used in the future. 
� See in particular the ‘Workshop report: May 2003. Management effectiveness, monitoring for WH values and statutory reporting: UNESCO Paris’ 
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