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1. ICOMOS welcomes the Workshop as an opportunity to formulate clearer and more transparent structures for identifying inclusion in, and removal from, the key stages of the World Heritage processes.

2. ICOMOS considers that the concept of benchmarks should permeate all the various stages of the World Heritage process: inscription, danger listing and removal of properties from the World Heritage list. It also considers that benchmarks should be closely linked to indicators that are being developed to monitor and guide the on-going management of World Heritage properties.
3. ICOMOS considers that it would be appropriate to define benchmarks more widely than just for inclusion or deletion in the World Heritage List in Danger. The criteria for inscription (which includes tests of authenticity and integrity) are ‘benchmarks’ in the sense that these are targets or conditions that need to be met before inscription. We consider that the concept of benchmarks should apply to all stages in the World Heritage process and be tailored to meet the particular needs of the different stages.
4. Although benchmarks measure achievement in meeting (or failing to meet) certain targets or conditions, in connection with inscription, danger listing or deletion from the World Heritage list, there is also a need to consider how these are linked to indicators that mark stages between these processes, or contribute to the monitoring of properties over time.

5. The Periodic Reporting process is a way of viewing periodically whether or not properties inscribed on the World Heritage list still meet the ‘benchmarks’ they achieved when inscribed. Discussions on the next round of the Periodic Reporting process are focusing on ways in which Property Mangers may, in between Regional Periodic Reporting, undertake monitoring of their properties through the development of ‘indicators’ which used over time would enable them to ‘track’ their success in sustaining authenticity and integrity and ultimately outstanding universal value, or highlighting threats or vulnerabilities.
6. Indicators need to be linked at least conceptually with benchmarks. Indicators may be used to set benchmarks and to identify what benchmarks should include.
7. Indicators will not change management or protection but measured over time they can reveal shortcomings that may be addressed by changes in management or protection. Similarly a benchmark as a target can only be met through related management and protection processes. In terms of Danger listing these are currently called ‘corrective measures’.

8. ICOMOS considers that it could be appropriate to consider re-naming corrective measures so that they are seen to be more closely related to on-going management and protection, rather than a one-off set of tasks to enable, for example, a property to be removed from the Danger list.
9. Currently there is a sometimes a perception that corrective measures are something imposed by the World Heritage Committee rather than being a response flowing from and related to local management arrangements.

10. In connection with Danger listing, ICOMOS considers that there are in effect two types of benchmarks. The first is a signal that the property is under threat. Thus the property has reached a negative state that could threaten its OUV. The second benchmark relates to a state that the property needs to reach to be taken off the Danger list. Both of these benchmarks need to be articulated and related to indicators, which can be monitored over time, and may prompt appropriate management and protection in order that it may reach the desired benchmark to enable it to be removed from the World Heritage list in Danger.
11. In conclusion, ICOMOS considers that the benchmarks meeting is a very valuable opportunity to articulate the stages in the World Heritage process, and show how benchmarks can be related to indicators measured over time, and to the mechanisms that prompt appropriate responses in management and protection.
