World Heritage: Review of Periodic Reporting
QUESTIONNAIRE I
UIS comments on Questionnaires (based on EU version)

1. Main principles

· What do you want to measure? What is the purpose of this questionnaire? Try and keep the purpose of the questionnaire as targeted as possible to reduce response burden, as well as misunderstandings of question language.
· Need to build a comprehensive system of information based on the previous round of periodic reporting, nomination dossier and retrospective inventory. 
· Integrate lessons learned from first periodic reporting.
· Propose only one data entry per question: 
· Make the distinction between static questions and questions asking for trends.
· Do not include questions for which information already exists in other files/surveys such as the nomination dossier, or state of conservation reports to avoid duplication. If the survey is designed to pick up changes in existing information then consider prefilling these answers (though have in mind that this will discourage respondents from changing the entries).
· Avoid question related to future plans for which no analysis can be made. For example are you planning to have a management programme in the future? You should focus on do you have a management plan yes or no? It will serve as a benchmark and then each 6 year round will then assess if there is any change between the two periods. 
· Definitions should be FREQUENT clear, comprehensive, and placed as close as possible to relevant questions. Respondents never read extensive notes. Even if the questionnaire is being translated into all official UN languages the majority of respondents (especially site managers) will be reading it in a second or third language.

· Only ask for the minimum of information required by World Heritage Centre in Paris for global comparison. Regional and national bodies can add their own questions if necessary, which can be gathered from them as required (this also gives more regional/national ownership and enthusiasm).
· Minimise the number of open response questions (i.e. those that require more than a single word reply) these take; much more time, are not comparable, and are rarely used as it takes too long to code or enter them into a database. When a respondent has dealt with a few of these, they will either give up on the rest of the questionnaire or make a very simplistic answer in two words or so. If there MUST be open questions better to keep them in a separate questionnaire, and keep them to the end so the basic tick box, yes/no questions will already have been completed.

· What are the implications for the questionnaire I of all new structure proposed (datasheet, Tracking tool and matrix)? We need to harmonise both questionnaires and review their respective content. 

· The layout needs to be reviewed and the language used to be consistent throughout the questionnaire. The footnotes need also to be reviewed because they are quite too long, sometimes difficult to understand. 
Review of the questionnaire Section I
02 Identification of Cultural and Natural Properties
· Add a new question?
· Q.02.02 If yes, in what year was the last inventory completed?

03 The tentative List

· Harmonize the questions 03.03 with 04.02 to be in conformity with what is stated in the Operational guidelines (paragraph 64) where the different stakeholders are listed. We are proposing the following:

03.03 Who was responsible for identifying the properties for the Tentative List?

· Central government

· Regional/local government

· Partnership with non-governmental organisation (please specify below)

· Consultants/experts (please specify below)

· Site manager

· Other (please specify below)

· 03.04  Have you organized a public consultation for the preparation of the Tentative List? 

· 03.05  Was the local population involved?
·   03.06 Who actually prepared your Tentative List?

· Central government

· Regional/local government

· Partnership with non-governmental organisation (please specify below)

· Consultants/experts (please specify below)

· Site manager

· Other (please specify below)
04 Nomination of Cultural and national properties
· 04.01 To be pre-filled by the World Heritage Centre

· 04.04 & 04.06 switches between tick boxes (multiple choice) and rankings in ‘descending importance’. Would a non-English speaker know how to rank here? Might assume 1 is least important as it is the smallest number.
Pc1-5 Conclusions

· The preliminary conclusions and recommended Actions (pc1 to 5) are also covered in the final section. Why not ask only once at the end?
· It is necessary to separate “strengths” and “weaknesses” into two different questions in pc1.01. 
· Pc 1.01 mention ‘paragraph 02’ The complex structure of the questionnaire makes it impossible to know what a paragraph is. As a respondent I would probably ignore this instruction as unclear.
05 General Policy and Legislation for the Protection, Conservation and Presentation of the Cultural and Natural Heritage
· As in previous point 5.01 is much to general. If accurate information is required here would be necessary to separate issues of ‘protection’ ‘conservation’ and ‘rehabilitation’

· 05.03 ‘are local communities involved’? What is local? What does involved mean? Possible to say that the ‘county administration’ IS the local community. Which community e.g. only the sedentary/legal owners of the site?

· 05.04 to 05.06: A key point is to know whether legislation exists but also if it is applied. 

· 05.07-08 ‘management plans required or do they exist’ Response = Yes (they do exist for one site but we don’t really implement them(it)!’ this is the kind of question the answer to which is meaningless. The only answer is to SEE a copy of the plan and then judge whether it is being implemented on site. Many questions of this type can only be answered reliably through personal interview with sites managers.

· Delete 05.10 and 05.11. Uncertain future
· 05.12 Focus on which new convention the country has signed since the last round. This information should be gathered through other sources. Pre-filled this part.
· Add Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions 
· Need to pre-filled UNESCO convention

· 05.13 Why? It is useful? Is the answer entered into the database?
06 Status of Services for Protection, Conservation and Presentation

· 06.03 What difference does it makes at which level services are provided if you don’t know what services are provided? Different organisations probably provide different services at different levels. A completely separate questionnaire would probably be required to collect data on this area

· 06.04 Is conservation of the cultural and natural heritage institutionally integrated in your country? What does it mean? If someone responds Yes how would you understand their answer? How would a Yes answer help the World Heritage Centre of the Committee to do its job?
· It would be useful to collect some data on the number of institutions, number of staff and budget related to natural and cultural heritage.

· ‘what action your country has taken’ This might be balance by what actions have the private sector NGOs and local communities taken, but again it would require a separate questionnaire
07 Scientific, Technical Studies and Research 
· How to better assess the quality of research within the country?
08 Finance
· As always in finance it is not who contributes that matters, but how much they contribute. Suggest EITHER

· Asking for amount in local currency. This is one of those areas that one has to ask the right questions even if there is a low response rate

OR

· What percentage of overall funding comes from….

· Ask for the main funder?
09 Training
This part is more relevant at site level

· 9.03 What is the significance of training outside the country? It seems to imply that external training is better, which may be patronising? Since the question does not actually ask further detail I would suggest it is meaningless

· What are the different items covered by training?

· Need to identify training needs.
· For training as in the case of education it is often the case that 

· Numbers of people trained is less important than the quality of training

· Years of experience on the job is equally important

· Instead of this section one might consider an occasional dedicated survey of training received and major training institutions
Pc2 Conclusions

· Too long

10 International co-operation

· 10.03 this simply lists institutions it does not in fact judge whether any measures have been taken ‘to avoid damage’

Pc3Conclusions

· Uncertain future; is there are follow up with the organisations concerned to see if they have carried out what was committed here? An action more appropriate fro regional or national bodies than Paris? More appropriate for a separate survey related to future business plans of World Heritage centre?
11 Information, Awareness Building and Education

· 11.02 This question refers to 11.01 but there is little relationship between them e.g. implying international postcards, local postage stamps, national internet??

· 11.03 Do you believe the presentation and general awareness about the protection and conservation of World Heritage sites in your country is adequate? This question is impossible to analyse. It is phrased as a matter of opinion of the particular person filling in the questionnaire.
· 11.04 ‘working towards any..’ uncertain future

Pc4Conclusions

· Uncertain future; is there are follow up with the organisations concerned to see if they have carried out what was committed here? An action more appropriate fro regional or national bodies than Paris? More appropriate for a separate survey related to future business plans of World Heritage centre?
