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1.
Introduction

The World Heritage Committee at its 30th session
 accepted the offer by The Netherlands to convene a meeting of experts to elaborate on Chapter IV of the Operational Guidelines, including, but not limited to developing criteria for determining adequate protection and management, the format for the State of Conservation reports, standards for establishing and measuring benchmarks for conservation, criteria for the removal of properties from the List of World Heritage in Danger, and criteria for delisting World Heritage properties; The Terms of Reference for the meeting are Paragraph 13 of Decision 30 COM 9 (Annex 1). 

2.
The context of the meeting
2.1
The World Heritage Convention

The purpose of the 1972 UNESCO Convention concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, which is currently ratified by 183 States Parties, is to ensure the identification, protection, conservation, presentation and transmission to future generations of cultural and natural heritage of "outstanding universal value".

The Preamble to the World Heritage Convention sets out the raison d'être of the World Heritage Convention, referring to the existence of heritage of outstanding universal value that warrants collective responsibility for its preservation in the form of an international convention.     

2.2
Operational Guidelines 

The World Heritage Committee elaborates the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention, the first version of which was adopted in 1977 and the last one in 2005. 

To satisfy the criteria for outstanding universal value, a nominated property must not only meet the criteria for the assessment of such value for natural and cultural properties but also the conditions of integrity and/or authenticity, and must have an adequate protection and management system to ensure its safeguarding
.  
Changes to the Operational Guidelines always allowed accommodating pertinent developments on the concept of conservation in the implementation of the World Heritage Convention. 
The concept of benchmarks was not included in the most recent revision of the Operational Guidelines (2005) but was introduced by the World Heritage Committee through discussions concerning properties concerning inclusion / removal on / from the List of World Heritage in Danger in particular during the past three years.
2.3
World Heritage List and List of World Heritage in Danger  

Under the World Heritage Convention and its Operational Guidelines, three lists exist for cultural and natural heritage of outstanding universal value:  

Tentative List: The World Heritage Committee requests
 each State Party to submit an inventory of the cultural and natural properties of outstanding universal value situated within its territory, which it considers suitable for inclusion and it intends to nominate for inscription to the World Heritage List during the following years
. These inventories, also commonly known as Tentative Lists, are a useful and important planning tool for all involved in World Heritage protection as they provide an indication of future nominations. 
World Heritage List: In accordance with Article 11(2) of the World Heritage Convention, the World Heritage Committee has a mandate to establish, keep current, publish and distribute the World Heritage List at least biennially. To date, 830 properties  from a total of 137 countries have been inscribed on the World Heritage List - due to the decisions of the World Heritage Committee that has inscribed new sites at its annual sessions since 1978.
According to Article 11 (5), the World Heritage Committee must define criteria that are relevant for its inscription for each property
. The evaluation of nominated properties is undertaken by one or both of the Advisory Bodies, the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS), the World Conservation Union (IUCN). At the time of inscription, the World Heritage Committee, guided by the Advisory Bodies, discuss and adopt the statement of outstanding universal value for each property
. However, as this procedure was introduced after 1996,  468 properties inscribed before lack a formal statement justifying the outstanding universal value. In most cases, the statement can be derived from the Advisory Bodies evaluation and Committee Decision. 
List of World Heritage in Danger: When the outstanding universal value of a property, which justified inscription on the World Heritage List, is threatened by serious and specific dangers, the World Heritage Committee considers placing it on the List of World Heritage in Danger
. There are currently 31 properties (as of July 2006) which are included on the List of World Heritage in Danger . With reference to Decision 28 COM 13.1. Paragraph 13 c), a reduction by 20% of properties inscribed on the List of World Heritage in Danger by 2007 was requested.
Deletion from the World Heritage List: When the outstanding universal value is lost, the Committee may consider deleting the property from the World Heritage List; however no property has so far been deleted. The procedure for Deletion is covered by paragraphs 192-198 of the Operational Guidelines.  

3. How to maintain Outstanding Universal Value through conservation, protection and management: Basic Definitions relevant for the review of Chapter IV of the Operational Guidelines (Process for monitoring the state of conservation of World Heritage properties)
Statement of outstanding universal value/statement of significance: When deciding to inscribe a property on the World Heritage List, the World Heritage Committee, guided by the Advisory Bodies, adopts a statement of outstanding universal value
 for the property. This statement should include a summary of the Committee's determination that the property has outstanding universal value, identifying the criteria under which the property was inscribed, including the assessments of the conditions of integrity or authenticity, and also of the requirements for protection and management in force. The statement of outstanding universal value is the basis for the future protection and management of the property
. 
Outstanding universal value

The definition of outstanding universal value is contained in paragraphs 49 – 51 of the Operational Guidelines:


“49. Outstanding universal value means cultural and/or natural significance which is so exceptional as to transcend national boundaries and to be of common importance for present and future generations of all humanity. As such, the permanent protection of this heritage is of the highest importance to the international community as a whole. The Committee defines the criteria for the inscription of properties on the World Heritage List.

50. States Parties are invited to submit nominations of properties of cultural and/or natural value considered to be of "outstanding universal value" for inscription on the World Heritage List. 

51. At the time of inscription of a property on the World Heritage List, the Committee adopts a Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (see paragraph 154) which will be the key reference for the future effective protection and management of the property.”
Protection and management: Each nominated property should have an appropriate management plan or an otherwise documented management system which specifies how the integrity and, in the case of cultural properties, authenticity of a property and its outstanding universal value are to be preserved
. Such a management plan has been a mandatory part of any nomination dossier
 since 1996 and the Operational Guidelines indicates ways in which such a plan may be prepared
. 

The extraordinary session of the World Heritage Committee in 2003 raised the question as to "whether management of a World Heritage property be based on evaluation and protection of that property as a whole, or be limited to ensuring the protection of certain specifically identified "values"
. The discussion focused on the integrity of a property as a component of its outstanding universal value, as is reflected in the most recent version of the Operational Guidelines
. 

Reactive Monitoring: Within the framework of the World Heritage Convention, the UNESCO Secretariat and the Advisory Bodies may carry out Reactive Monitoring in order to evaluate the state of conservation of specific World Heritage properties that are under threat
. Definitions and Objectives of reactive monitoring are covered in paragraphs 169-176 and 169 respectively. Over time the “factors affecting World Heritage” and types of threats have been discussed in more detail, including sometimes as thematic issues which can affect a number of World Heritage properties (e.g. mining, introduced species, climate change etc.)
Periodic Reporting: The 29th General Conference of UNESCO invited the States Parties to the World Heritage Convention, in accordance with Article 29, to "report on the legislative and administrative provisions and other actions which they have taken for the application of the World Heritage Convention, including the state of conservation of the World Heritage properties located on their territories". One of the main purposes of the exercise is to provide an assessment as to whether the outstanding universal value of the World Heritage properties is maintained over time. 

Benchmarks: a benchmark is a target or a condition which needs to be in order for a site to be removed from the List of World Heritage in Danger (or similarly for inclusion on the Danger List). This term is not included in the Operational Guidelines and has been introduced during the past 4 years in Committee debates and will be discussed further under point 4. The Committee however has so far not agreed on a specific definition of the term benchmark.
Indicators
: measurable parameters
  that singly or together provide an indication of the condition on the state of conservation of a property. Derived from a series of observed facts, they may reveal change as a function of time. An indicator may be qualitative or quantitative. Indicators can be used to assess how close a property might be to inclusion on or removal from the List of World Heritage in Danger. Indicators are effective only  when the objectives are clear, in terms of World Heritage, the definition of the statement of significance and statement of outstanding universal value. Key indicators are requested in item 6a of the Nomination Format contained in Annex 5 of the Operational Guidelines.
Corrective measures: a programme of corrective measures is required under the provisions for the inscription of a property on the List of World Heritage in Danger (paragraphs 183-184 of the Operational Guidelines). These measures are intended to enable the property to be removed from the List of World Heritage in Danger, and implicitely include the notion of benchmarks and indicators.
4.  Benchmarks to guide Decisions of the Committee on the removal of sites from the List of World Heritage in Danger

According to Paragraph 183 of the Operational Guidelines, when a property is inscribed on the List of World Heritage in Danger (LWHD), a programme of corrective measures needs to be developed in order to address the threats faced by the property. This programme of corrective measures should specifically address threats to the integrity and authenticity of the site and the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) for which it was inscribed on the World Heritage List. Establishing the programme is the responsibility of the World Heritage Committee, but to the extent possible, corrective measures should be identified in consultation with the concerned State Party. The Operational Guidelines also specify in paragraphs 190-191 that the state of conservation of sites inscribed on the LWHD should be reviewed every year. These annual reviews should allow the Committee, in consultation with the State Party, to decide if additional measures are needed to ensure the protection of the site. The Operational Guidelines therefore clearly provide for the possibility of an annual revision of the corrective measures that had been decided by the Committee in previous sessions.

Over the years, the Committee has introduced beside the programme of corrective measures, a new concept of benchmarks, which should guide its decisions on a possible removal of a site from the List of World Heritage in Danger. As this is a recent development, the Operational Guidelines make no reference yet to this concept. The introduction of the notion of benchmarks has created some difficulties.  In particular, confusion has arisen between “benchmarks
” and “corrective measures”. In contrast the corrective measures, which, as mentioned above, are not static but need to be reviewed and if necessary adapted every year, benchmarks in principle should be static
 reference points showing the desired protection or recovery of the outstanding universal value, authenticity and integrity of the site. Indicators will refer to these benchmarks when measuring progress towards reaching this “desired state”. Benchmarks should guide the Committee while reviewing whether a property has achieved a satisfactory recovery or protection of its outstanding universal value and integrity/authenticity in order to take the site off the LWHD. Similarly, benchmarks could also be set to guide decisions when a site should be de-listed from the World Heritage List. Therefore benchmarks should relate both to the outstanding universal value and the integrity/authenticity of a site.

In practice, over the past years, both concepts have become mixed. While undertaking reactive monitoring missions to sites inscribed on List of World Heritage in Danger, IUCN, ICOMOS and UNESCO develop recommendations on necessary actions to be taken to address threats to the outstanding universal value and the authenticity and integrity of a property. At the same time, additional recommendations may also be developed to address other management issues at the site, not necessarily directly related to the threats to the integrity/authenticity or outstanding universal value. In the current practice it is a subset of the recommendations developed by the reactive monitoring mission that is then often put forward and adopted by the Committee as benchmarks. However, these recommendations cannot be considered as benchmarks as defined above but they clearly relate to and inform the development of benchmarks. They are not providing any defined points to be reached in the maintenance or recovery of the outstanding universal value and integrity/authenticity of the site, but  can be considered as a set of corrective measures that need to be undertaken to improve the state of conservation of the site in order to address key threats to the integrity/authenticity and outstanding universal value.

Difficulties in identifying Benchmarks

Even if the differences between benchmarks and corrective measures can be made evident setting clearly defined and unequivocal benchmarks presents challenges.  

One constraint is that for many sites, the outstanding universal value is sometimes not clearly described. Only since 1996, nominations have included a clear Statement of Significance (SoS), which lays out in detail the values which make a site so exceptional as to justify its inscription on the World Heritage List. The new Operational Guidelines which entered into force in February 2005 provide for the introduction of a “Statement of outstanding universal value” (SOUV), which should not only describe the values contributing to the outstanding universal value, but also the conditions of integrity (see article 155 of Operational Guidelines). However, due to the nomination calendar, no sites have as yet been inscribed using the Statement of outstanding universal value.  
70 % of sites currently inscribed on the Danger List were inscribed on the World Heritage List before 1996 and have no formal Statement of Significance. For natural sites, the figure mounts to 90%. However, in most cases, the nomination file and the evaluation reports of the Advisory Bodies contains sufficient information on the outstanding universal value and the integrity and authenticity of the property
. It is important for the State Party, Advisory Bodies and the Committee to carefully review this information, when developing benchmarks and indicators for these properties. This can also present an opportunity to develop at the same time a Statement of outstanding universal value for the property.
At the time of the inscription on the Danger List, the threat to the outstanding universal value has to be clearly indicated. The case law of previous Committee decisions can provide guidance while statements of significance/outstanding universal value are currently being developed as a follow-up to the Periodic Reporting exercise in all regions and the revised Operational Guidelines.
We can possibly visualise this concept in the form of a pyramid with outstanding universal value of a site at the apex and benchmarks at the bottom. In between these will be the system for monitoring the benchmarks, using appropriate indicators. If there are factors affecting the site then these indicators should show change in the benchmarks clearly pointing to the fact that the outstanding universal value is being adversely affected and thus, the need for corrective measures. When the corrective measures are implemented, the identified indicators should be able to indicate whether or not the values of the site are restored towards the benchmark values, thus, maintaining the balance between them and the outstanding universal value.
Cases from natural heritage

As an example, we can look at sites inscribed on the World Heritage List for their natural values. Where for criterion viii, most cases might be fairly straight forward (presence of geological features such as active volcanoes, glaciers etc or presence of important fossil records,…), the task becomes more tedious in case of criterion (x) (biodiversity). In most cases, criterion (x) refers to the presence of a uniquely diverse set of plant of animal species. However, often biodiversity information tends to be limited to an approximation of the number of species and taxa present and their degree of endemicity, with some more detailed information available on population numbers of a limited subset of higher plant or animal species.  Therefore, benchmarks are likely to focus on the number of species or the status of a small number of flagship species, thus ignoring the full complexity of the biodiversity present. But even when sticking to benchmarks attached to species numbers or the status of certain flagship species, the task remains complicated. Species numbers certainly are biased by the state of scientific knowledge (as a large part of the world’s species remain unknown to science). Numbers are usually subject to intense scientific debate. Furthermore, species extinction in many cases is a gradual process, often non linear in time. Both aspects make it difficult to distinguish trends in the shorter timeframe needed for decisions on inscription of removal of the danger list. Even when sticking to the status of one or a small number of flagship species, which would be a gross simplification of biodiversity values, dynamics of species population remain poorly understood and inventory techniques remain imprecise. An example is the situation of the northern white rhino in Garamba National Park, where difficulties have been encountered in establishing an accurate figure of the remaining number of animals and in establishing a minimum level of population viability. For criterion (ix) (on-going biological and ecological processes), establishing benchmarks will even be more complicated due to the complexity of these processes. Not to speak of criterion (vii), related to natural beauty or superb natural phenomena, which is very subjective in its nature.
Cultural heritage
The erosion of outstanding universal value for cultural World Heritage properties and of their authenticity and integrity is not easy to assess. 
For criterion (i) outstanding universal value may be linked to the perceived value of a monument or site as a masterpiece of creativity or engineering achievement. This value could be threatened by damage, neglect, alterations or changes not only to the site but also to its setting. In all cases the erosion of value is likely to be gradual or partial. Judgement then has to be made as to when that wearing away reaches a point that impacts on outstanding universal value and yet at the same time it is possible for corrective measures to be put in place to allow outstanding universal value to be re-gained. For many cultural properties the threat is sometimes related to the possibility that outstanding universal value will be entirely lost unless corrective actions are rapidly taken. Thus corrective measures are needed to reverse adverse trends and allow outstanding universal value to be maintained.

In the case of a property inscribed under criterion (iii) where outstanding universal value is related to cultural traditions, the property might be perceived to be at risk if the traditions which created it are atrophying or if the cultural traditions refer to the past and the fabric is vulnerable as in the case of (i) above.

Cultural landscapes inscribed under (v) may be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement which was vulnerable when inscribed ‘under the impact of irreversible change’. The point of inscription under this criterion is to allow protection to repel the impact of irreversible change while acknowledging that the settlement is likely to be outstanding as one of the few survivors. Such a property could be under threat if the protective measures were in jeopardy of becoming ineffective. In such a case again the threat is in the future if corrective measures are not taken to maintain outstanding universal value. In other cases ‘irreversible’ change might already have affected part of the property and a judgment will need to be made as to whether circumstances can be mitigated in order to restore outstanding universal value. In such a case judgment would also have to be made on integrity, how much of the site had been affected, and authenticity as to whether the change impacted on the structure of the settlement that made it distinctive. The benchmarks could be to immediately halt any damage and the corrective measures might be related to actively restoring adverse work.

Properties inscribed under criterion (vi) alone present particular problems as there is usually no physical attribute directly related to the criterion and thus nothing tangible to measure. For properties inscribed for the relationship with historical events, a judgment would need to be made as to whether interventions had made it difficult or impossible to appreciate the relationship in a coherent and meaningful way and how the interventions might be reversed. For associative cultural landscapes it depends very much whether the community is a living and thriving one to maintain the associative values related to the physical space.
For many cultural sites threats are related to potential damage or reversible actions rather than a sliding scale of damage and destruction. However there are examples of the latter. For instance a town or city which had been inscribed for its collection of vernacular buildings and where few or none were exceptional in their own right could be threatened if more than a certain percentage had been compromised by the introduction of new materials and techniques. In such examples, it would be impossible to reverse the actions and regain the previous value. Nonetheless it might be possible to reverse the trend and thus sustain what remains of the buildings which still reflect traditional materials and techniques, in which case a benchmark could be set related to regaining such approaches.

As can be seen, it is not always easy to clearly separate benchmarks for cultural properties from corrective actions. For instance reversing a decision to build a shopping mall in a buffer zone might remove the threat to outstanding universal value. Thus the corrective measure is to stop the project and the benchmark is reached when the project has been stopped. Similarly putting in place and implementing protective legislation or buffer zones might be corrective measures and the benchmarks are when these have been achieved. 

In the case of damage or neglect of monuments, cities or landscapes, corrective measures might involve conservation work or reversing unacceptable interventions, in which case the benchmark would be related to achieving an agreed standard of maintenance or conservation. 

More difficult is a situation where the property is perceived to be under threat through inadequate management or control which is resulting in physical changes that impact on outstanding universal value. Here the corrective measure will relate to establishing or improving management systems and also in tandem could involve reversing the results of earlier failures of management. In this case the benchmarks will be the achievement of a new system and the completion of improvement projects.

Looking at properties sites inscribed on the List for cultural values the situation may even be more complicated. For criterion (i) of paragraph 77, cases might be straight forward as it refers to the presence of the masterpiece but with each of the criteria it becomes more difficult and when reaching the cultural criterion (vi) which is not related to the physical evidence non-material indicators may be relevant such as evidence from local communities. Here the collaboration with the 2003 Convention on the Safeguarding of the Intangible Heritage may be useful in particular for the living cultural heritage of associative cultural sites and landscapes.

Given the difficulty of grasping the complexity of outstanding universal value in easily understandable and quantifiable benchmarks, it seems wishful thinking that their introduction will resolve the on-going discussions on setting objective criteria for taking sites off the List of World Heritage in Danger. Benchmarks will inevitably reflect outstanding universal value in a very limited way, and therefore the result could be that discussions shift away to determining acceptable benchmarks that are both workable and can reflect the outstanding universal value. Relating benchmarks to conditions of integrity/authenticity perhaps could provide for a solution in certain cases.  However, it is clear that there is an urgent need to move away from the current system of setting corrective measures as benchmarks and to clarify outstanding universal value and conditions of integrity/authenticity for all sites inscribed on the List of World Heritage in Danger and property subject to reactive monitoring. Clarifying this already could go a long way in bringing more clarity in the listing process and might make it possible to define, at least in certain cases, objective and acceptable benchmarks.
5.  Specific tasks of the Expert Meeting as requested by the World Heritage Committee

Theme 1:  Develop criteria for determining adequate protection and management;
Theme 2:  Review the format for the State of Conservation reports and propose a format for review by the Committee; 
Theme 3:  Review standards for establishing and measuring benchmarks for conservation and make a proposal for adoption by the Committee;
 Theme 4: Review criteria for the removal of properties from the List of World Heritage in Danger, and criteria for delisting World Heritage properties;
6.
Final remarks

In accordance with the Decision 30 COM 9 Paragraph 13, the World Heritage Centre based on the results of the Expert Meeting will prepare a document on the outcome of the meeting with the Dutch Government to be examined by the World Heritage Committee at its 31th session in June/July 2007 (Christchurch, New Zealand).

Annex 1

Extract from the Decisions by the 30th session of the World Heritage Committee
30 COM 9 - Evaluation of Outstanding Universal Value

The World Heritage Committee,

1. Having examined Document WHC-06/30.COM/9, 

2. Takes note with satisfaction of the outcomes reflected in the papers presented by IUCN and ICOMOS contained in Document WHC-06/30.COM/9;

3. Conscious that outstanding universal value is a concept that shall embrace all cultures, regions and peoples, and does not ignore differing cultural interpretations of outstanding universal value because they originate from minorities, indigenous groups and/or local peoples;

4. Recognises that the identification of outstanding universal value on the basis of the established criteria needs to be analysed also in their cultural and natural context, and that in some instances, the tangible and intangible interpretations cannot be separated; 

5. Emphasises the importance of international assistance for countries which have no properties or are under-represented on the World Heritage List, as a primary means to help lead to a greater representation of outstanding universal value;

6. Requests the World Heritage Centre in close cooperation with the Advisory Bodies to undertake a careful review of past Committee decisions, and create two compendiums of relevant material and decisions, compiled into the form of guidance manuals, from which precedents on how to interpret and apply discussions of outstanding universal value, in terms of nominations to both the World Heritage List, and the List of World Heritage in Danger, can be clearly shown;

7. The first compendium shall cover outstanding universal value and the inscription of proposed properties by criteria onto the World Heritage List and shall be presented to the Committee at its 31st session in 2007; the second compendium shall cover outstanding universal value with regard to debates about seeking to inscribe, or remove, properties from the World Heritage List in Danger and shall be presented to the Committee at its 32 session in 2008. Both compendiums shall cover:

a) Successful case studies under the relevant criteria;

b) As far as possible, elaborate under each criterion, what was the ‘threshold' for successful inscription or removal;

c) Show how the relevant decisions interpreted the inscription criteria;

d) Explain how these inscriptions or removals related to the recommendations from the Advisory Bodies;

e) Specifically include the utilization of, or note the obvious omission of the values of minorities, indigenous and/or local peoples;

The compendiums shall be available in both paper and electronic forms, and shall be fully indexed, easily accessible, fully searchable and publicly available;

 8. Requests the Director of the World Heritage Centre, in cooperation with the Advisory Bodies, to prepare for discussion at the 31st session:

a) A prioritized list of guidance manuals, in addition to the compendiums noted above, complete with a fully costed budget;

b) A prioritized list of future global studies and thematic frameworks, complete with a fully costed budget;

c) A training programme on outstanding universal value for new Committee Members, complete with a fully costed budget;

9. Requests the World Heritage Centre, in consultation with the Advisory Bodies to propose a new format for Tentative Listing, while taking into account each State Party's situation, to include a level of information to allow:

a) A preliminary evaluation by the Advisory Bodies to guide State Parties in the preparation of their nominations;

b) An evaluation of the Global Strategy by the Advisory Bodies to inform State Parties of possible comparative advantages that might be considered in their nominations, based on the categories and criteria for Outstanding Universal Value;

c) A preliminary study on the Statements of Outstanding Universal Value in the tentative lists in order to assess the entries on those lists against the objectives of the World Heritage Global Strategy;

10. Encourages State Parties to develop feasibility studies for their Tentative Lists;

11. Requests the World Heritage Centre to identify State Parties without Tentative Lists and recommend to the Committee the necessary actions to be taken to assist these countries;

12. Stressing the need to maintain consistency in the decisions of the Committee regarding State of Conservation, inscription of properties on the World Heritage List, and the List of World Heritage in Danger and recognizing that the concept of outstanding universal value is at the core of these decisions;

13. Decides to accept the offer of the Netherlands to host a meeting of experts to elaborate on Chapter IV of the Operational Guidelines, including, but not limited to developing criteria for determining adequate protection and management, the format for the State of Conservation reports, standards for establishing and measuring benchmarks for conservation, criteria for the removal of properties from the List of World Heritage in Danger, and criteria for delisting World Heritage properties;

14. Decides to accept the offer of Israel to support a meeting in Paris on Buffer zones;

15. Further decides to review progress made on this Decision at its 31st session in 2007.

Annex 2

Monitoring Benchmarks: Lessons from the UNESCO Enhancing our Heritage Project

Removing a World Heritage site from the Danger List requires a standardised and transparent process. Sites should not only be able to demonstrate that the immediate pressure which stimulated listing is past but also be able to show that overall capacity is adequate to ensure effective protection in the future.

The UNESCO/IUCN Enhancing our Heritage (EoH) project is demonstrating how using an assessment, monitoring and reporting framework can enhance effective management of World Heritage sites. Since 2000, the project has been working with site managers in nine ‘natural’ sites in Africa, Asia and Latin America to develop and test evaluation methods, looking at management systems and processes as well as social and ecological impacts. Plans are currently being developed for wider uptake across the World Heritage network.

In terms of In Danger listing the project has two contributions to offer:

· Better baseline data and information on trends in management effectiveness, values and threats, which can aid decision making as to whether a site is listed as In Danger
· Participatory monitoring and assessment methodologies for evaluating In Danger benchmarks to help the World Heritage Committee to decide whether or not the site can be removed from the In Danger list

As an example: The EoH project has been working in Sangay National Park in Ecuador since 2001. Sangay was inscribed as a World Heritage site in 1983 and was added to the In Danger list in 1992. EoH helped park staff and partners to:

· develop and test a monitoring regime for a range of indicators and benchmarks, including those which were agreed could trigger the site’s removal from the In Danger list 

· promote and assess the implementation of recommendations from the 1999 UNESCO/IUCN mission to the site

The initial assessment report prepared as part of the EoH project identified major weaknesses in planning and objective setting for the park. Clear targets for management were not identified in the existing Management Plan and management attention was primarily focused on high profile species. The report highlighted the need to revise the management plan to take account of the broader suite of values, objectives and threats highlighted in the assessment. EoH project activities then focused on filling the information gaps in the initial assessment and a second report was prepared. This report was a key input into the UNESCO/IUCN mission that led to the removal of Sangay National Park from the In Danger list in 2005. A requirement for this type of assessment system could become a standard part of the response for any World Heritage site listed as In Danger. 

Annex 3:
List of World Heritage in Danger (1979-2006) 
	State Party
	World Heritage site
	Year of Inscription on the World Heritage List
	Year of Inscription on the World Heritage List in Danger 
	Year of removal from the World Heritage List in Danger

	Afghanistan

	Cultural Landscape and Archaeological Remains of the Bamiyan Valley 
	2003
	2003
	-

	
	Minaret and Archaeological Remains of Jam 
	2002
	2002
	-

	Albania
	Butrint
	1992,1999
	1997
	2005

	Algeria
	Tipasa
	1982
	2002
	2006

	Azerbaijan
	Walled City of Baku with the Shirvanshah's Palace and Maiden Tower 
	2000
	2003
	-

	Brazil
	Iguaçu National Park
	1986
	1999
	2001

	Bulgaria
	Srebarna Nature Reserve
	1983
	1992
	2003

	Benin
	Royal Palaces of Abomey 
	1985
	1985
	-

	Cambodia
	Angkor
	1992
	1992
	2004

	Chile
	Humberstone and Santa Laura Saltpeter Works
	2005
	2005
	

	Central African Republic
	Manovo-Gounda St Floris National Park 
	1988
	1997
	-

	Côte d'Ivoire
	Comoé National Park 
	1983
	2003
	-

	Côte d'Ivoire and Guinea 
	Mount Nimba Strict Nature Reserve) 
	1981-1982
	1992
	-

	Croatia
	Old City of Dubrovnik
	1979, 1994
	1991
	1998

	Croatia
	Plitvice Lakes National Park
	1979, 2000
	1992
	1997

	Democratic Republic of the Congo

	Garamba National Park 
	1980
	1984

1996
	1992

	
	Kahuzi-Biega National Park 
	1980
	1997
	-

	
	Okapi Wildlife Reserve 
	1996
	1997
	-

	
	Salonga National Park 
	1984
	1999
	-

	
	Virunga National Park 
	1979
	1994
	-

	Ecuador
	Sangay National Park 
	1983
	1992
	2005

	Egypt
	Abu Mena 
	1979
	2001
	-

	Ethiopia
	Simien National Park 
	1978
	1996
	-

	Germany
	Cologne Cathedral 
	1996
	2004
	2006

	Germany
	Dresden Elbe Valley
	2004
	2006
	

	Honduras
	Río Plátano Biosphere Reserve 
	1982
	1996
	-

	India


	Group of Monuments at Hampi 
	1986
	1999
	2006

	
	Manas Wildlife Sanctuary 
	1985
	1992
	-

	Iran (Islamic Republic of)
	Bam and its Cultural Landscape 
	2004
	2004
	-

	Iraq
	Ashur (Qal'at Sherqat) 
	2003
	2003
	-

	Jerusalem
	Old City of Jerusalem and its Walls 
	1981
	1982
	-

	Mali
	Timbuktu 
	1988
	1990
	2005

	Nepal
	Kathmandu Valley 
	1979
	2003
	-

	Niger
	Air and Ténéré Natural Reserves 
	1991
	1992
	-

	Oman
	Bahla Fort
	1987
	1988
	2004

	Pakistan
	Fort and Shalamar Gardens in Lahore 
	1981
	2000
	-

	Peru
	Chan Chan Archaelogical Zone 
	1986
	1986
	-

	Philippines
	Rice Terraces of the Philippine Cordilleras 
	1995
	2001
	-

	Poland
	Wieliczka Salt Mine
	1978
	1989
	1998

	Senegal
	Djoudj National Bird Sanctuary
	1981
	1984
	1988

	
	
	
	Re-inscribed in 2000
	2005

	Serbia and Montenegro (note: now located in Montenegro, not yet a State Party)
	Natural and Culturo-Historical Region of Kotor
	1979
	1979
	2003

	Serbia
	Medieval Monuments in Kosovo
	2004/2006
	2006
	

	Tunisia
	Ichkeul National Park 
	1980
	1996
	2006

	Uganda
	Rwenzori Mountains National Park
	1994
	1999
	2004

	United Republic of Tanzania


	Ruins of Kilwa Kisiwani and Ruins of Songo Mnara 
	1981
	2004
	-

	
	Ngorongoro Conservation Area
	1979
	1984
	1989

	United States of America


	Everglades National Park 


	1979
	1993
	-

	
	Yellowstone
	1978
	1995
	2003

	Venezuela
	Coro and its Port
	1993
	2005
	

	Yemen
	Historic Town of Zabid 
	1993
	2000
	-


� 30 COM 9, Paragraph 13


� Paragraphs 78-94 and Annex 4 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Article 11(1) of the World Heritage Convention


� Paragraphs 62 - 76 of the Operational Guidelines (2005) for Procedure and Format, the role of Tentative Lists as a planning tool and explanation as regard to assistance and capacity building for States Parties in the preparation of Tentative Lists. 


� In practice, however, the State Party normally proposes the appropriate criteria and the condition of authenticity and/or integrity as part of the nomination dossier


� Paragraph 154-155 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Article 11(4) of the World Heritage Convention.


� Paragraph 154 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Paragraph 155 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Paragraph 108 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Paragraphs 97 and 132 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Paragraphs 96-118 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� WHC-03/6 EXT.COM/INF.4B


� Paragraphs 96 and 108 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� Paragraphs 169-176 of the Operational Guidelines (2005)


� This definition includes debates from the Working Group on the Reflection Year on 23 January 2007.


� This  could be both qualitative for example assessed by peer review, as well as quantitative.


� In some cases, the debates at the Committee sessions also reveal the confusion between benchmarks and indicators.


� Benchmarks would be normally static but could change with, for example, increased knowledge about a particular property.


� In a few cases of sites inscribed in the early days of the Convention, the nomination dossier and even the evaluation reports do not provide a clear description of the elements constituting their outstanding universal value. For these sites, it is important that the Advisory Bodies and the State Party seek to clarify the OUV whilst developing benchmarks. 








