World Heritage: Review of Periodic Reporting
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: For example in question 11.02 (Section II), ask separately number of visitors, trends, etc.
· 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.
2. Review of the questionnaire Section II
· There is no mention of implication of local population. It is important to see in all different stages if the local population is involved, management process, training, involvement in the management of a site.

· It is important to know if local population is living on the site or nearby, to see if there will be any implications with a nomination.
01 Introduction

· The introduction (01) should be already filled by the WHC.
· The country should only check if the information is correct. 

02 Justification for Inscription (Statement of Significance)
· Duplication of what already existed in the nomination dossier 02.01 to 02.07.
· Give the report on the declaration of Universal Outstanding Value and then ask if there is any change since then. Then the following questions should always refer to this value (conservation, etc.). Delete question such as 02.12.
·  We would then propose:
· 02.04 Have new criteria been added after the original inscription, i.e. by re-nominating and/or extending the property?



( Yes ( No  If no, go to question 02.07.
· 02.05 If yes, please specify the new criteria below.

Cultural criteria:

(i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v) (vi)

Natural criteria:

(i) (ii) (iii) (iv)
· 02.06 If yes, please summarise the justification for new criteria.

· 02.07 If no, should the site be re-considered for additional criteria?
( Yes ( No
· The questions should only focus on subsequent extension or changes since the nomination (questions 02.02 to 02.15).
· 02.16: Include the description of the site as it appeared in the Internet. Respondents may not have access. Perhaps better posed as part of an overall review of the usability and format of the web site
· Delete 02.20.
03 Boundary and Buffer Zone

·  Explain what buffer and boundary mean e.g. buffer can mean a barrier or block as in ‘train buffer’ and could be interpreted as a ‘fence’

· Ask what the overall area of the buffer zone is ni km2
04 Authenticity and Integrity of the Site
· Do all state parties and site managers understand what ‘authenticity’ and ‘integrity’ mean? Eg integrity could be taken to mean the honesty of the site manager

· Since a State of Conservation has not been done for all sites, this section can be the opportunity to ask more details on threats.
· It should start with 04.05. WHC should already have the information.

· 04.02: It is difficult for the country to answer this question. The WHC should pre-fill the questionnaire. 

· 04.06: Should we focus also on the current threats?

· We are proposing the following:

· 04.09: How these anticipated changes will affect the Outstanding Universal Value of the site?


  High / Medium / Low
05 Management

· 5.01 This is a good example where clear definitions would help. A particular concern in statistics is defining the difference between ‘urban’ and ‘rural’. If following national definitions then add note saying ‘please refer to your current national standard.’

· 5.06 ‘co-ordinator’ Who is this person and what role? A committee secretary or a executive officer? Without further definition the response cannot be used.

· Delete 05.08 and 05.09. Uncertain future
· 5.11 What is meant by effective?

· It needs to be adapted using the Tracking tool

07 Management Plans
· Need to know more about management plan, what it involves? Best in a separate survey
· What is the system in place?
·  How many people are involved?
· 07.02: Has anyone answered that there is a management plan but that it is not being implemented, or said that a management plan is not foreseen in the future? The nature of a revision should be defined e.g. ‘a plan for which a changes has been formally adopted’. Define effective and adequate.
· Delete 07.03 and 07.04. Uncertain future
· 07.06 and 07.08 should be filled by the WHC.
· It needs to be adapted using the Tracking tool

08 Financial resources

· 08.01 Do we need this question? Can we ask directly the amount: Could you please provide the budget…? If not, see question 08.02. as in part 1 consider asking proportion if budget provided by different institutions
· 08.06: What does it mean?
· 08.07: What are the key aspects of management plan? They have not been asked in the section dedicated to Management.

· 08.08: Questions misunderstood. Example of Burint: clearly misunderstood, because he said yes for enough resources and key aspects are covered but stated in question 08.08 that money is needed for training.

· 08.09: What is the link with management plan and conservation and protection of the site? Should it be included as well?

· Proposal:

· 08.13: For what activities has the fund been used? For example Site, conservation Site management?
09 Staffing Levels (Human Resources)
· Requires a separate section on staffing asking about numbers, qualifications, time on sites etc

· It would be better to start with 09.06, 09.07 and 09.08 as respectively 09.01, 09.02 and 09.03.

· The wording for questions 09.01 and 09.02 is not clear, we propose the following:

· 09.01: How do you rate the availability of adequate professional staff across the following disciplines?
· 09.02: Do you have other professional staff (not covered above) available adequately? 
11 Visitors

· 11.02: Ask all questions separately.
· 11.02: It would be better to ask for time series data for visitors then calculate the trends to evaluate the evolution and potential impact of tourism.

· 11.07 It would be necessary to have more details on the tourism management plan, we are proposing the following:
· Origin of tourists (by region)
· Revenues generated from tourism

· Transports facilities

· Carrying capacities

· Tourism facilities

· Measures to control tourism
On the other hand it is unlikely anyone would be willing to ‘summarise the plan’ in a single box, especially after having spent some time working on responses to the earlier part of the questionnaire. If the box was filled would the data be stored anywhere entered in a  database or used?
12 Scientific Studies

· 12.05: Delete For example, has there been a specific effort in these programmes to focus on the recognized World Heritage values of the property? too long.

13 Education, Information and Awareness Building
· 13.03 This question pre-supposes that the awareness of visitors has been assessed. First ask ‘Has a study of the awareness of the World Heritage site taken place?’ then ‘did it cover… visitors….local communities…’

· 13.04 uncertain future

· Proposal of the following question:
· 13.03 Identification of a site by a logo.
· Delete 13.07. Uncertain future.
· 13.10 This question should be in the form of an inventory or list i.e. ‘Does the site have the following facilities? Please answer yes or no…’

· 13.12: What are the steps to involve local community?

14 Factors Affecting the Property (State of Conservation)
· 14.02 this question seems totally inadequate to assess the state of conservation and could lead to assumptions that all was correct when a site was in fact in danger

· Questions 14.04, 14.05 and 14.06 related to the WH status should be included in the conclusion 16.01 where it has been asked about benefits of being a WH site.

· 14.07: delete “or are planned for the future”.
15 Monitoring

· It is necessary to ask more details about monitoring:

· How often the monitoring programme is assessed: several times per year, annual, bi-annual, less, no monitoring?
