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Expert Meeting of the World Heritage Convention on Benchmarks and 
Chapter IV of the Operational Guidelines
2 to 3 April 2007
Comments from IUCN, The World Conservation Union
GENERAL
IUCN provided a number of inputs to the Background Paper prepared by the World Heritage Centre for this meeting and we are in full agreement with the points raised in this paper. We would also like to provide the following additional comments in support of this paper.

KEY POINTS

1. There needs to be agreement by all stakeholders on the terms Benchmark and Corrective Measures; these terms need to be clearly understood and communicated.
The term “benchmark” has only recently entered the discussions of the World Heritage Committee, mainly in relation to the listing of properties on the List of World Heritage in Danger. It is interesting to note that benchmarks are not mentioned in the World Heritage Operational Guidelines even though the lengthy exercise to revise the Guidelines only concluded relatively recently (in 2005). Given that benchmarks are a recent concept, there is a potential for confusion and it is important that there is common agreement on their meaning and application, and that this is clearly communicated to relevant target audiences. In order to keep the arguments as clear and simple as possible IUCN recommends that the World Heritage Committee should only use the terms “Benchmarks” and “Corrective Measures” and should not formally use the term “Indicators”.
2. IUCN agrees with the interpretation of benchmarks and corrective measures as set out in the background paper for this meeting but feels further elaboration of terms is required
Benchmarks

IUCN agrees with the definition of Benchmarks in the background paper: 
 “a benchmark is a target or a condition which needs to be achieved in order for a site to be removed from the List of World Heritage in Danger (or similarly for inclusion on the Danger List)”

IUCN feels additional elaboration would be useful and suggests benchmarks should have the following features:

· Benchmarks should represent the desired end point we are trying to achieve in relation to the restoration or rehabilitation of World Heritage properties;

· Benchmarks should directly relate to the attributes of outstanding universal value for which property was inscribed on the WH List, as well as relating to the conditions and integrity of the property at the time of inscription. This underlines the importance of clearly defining the values of the property through a Statement of Outstanding Universal Value for the property at the time of inscription. IUCN notes the statement in the background paper that: “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”. While IUCN agrees with the fact that benchmarks should show the desired protection or recovery of the OUV, we however question whether benchmarks can in fact be static reference points given the changing dynamics and characteristics of natural properties;
· In the case of natural properties, benchmarks should be based on the achievement of ecological or geologically factors reflecting the criteria for which the property was inscribed. Particular challenges in relation to the application of benchmarks to natural World Heritage properties is discussed in point 4 below; 

· Benchmarks should be as clear, measurable and as simple as possible and should provide a useful basis for the World Heritage Committee to make informed judgements. IUCN agrees with the background paper that benchmarks: “should be clear enough to allow the Committee to clearly assess improvements in the ecological status and trends of recovery of the World Heritage property. (and)…should…enable the WH Committee to make an informed judgement as to when a property should be removed from the WH List”; 
· The development of benchmarks should involve a transparent and open process, involving key stakeholders and the World Heritage Committee; and
· benchmarks can and should have a role in stimulating action by a range of actors – State Parties, NGO and concerned citizens. Benchmarks can potentially provide a useful vehicle for raising awareness and support amongst the general community.
Corrective measures: 
IUCN notes that corrective measures are called for in the Operational Guidelines but are not clearly defined. IUCN suggests the following definition

“corrective measures are actions undertaken within or adjacent to a particular World Heritage property to improve its conservation status and enable it to achieve defined benchmarks and be removed from the List of World Heritage in Danger ”

IUCN suggests that Corrective Measures should have the following features:

· In general, Corrective Measures should be seen as the means of achieving an end point (benchmarks);
· Corrective measures should directly respond to threats to the OUV of the property. It is noted that such threats can be site specific, such as mining in or adjacent to properties or they can be generic, affecting a number of properties, such as the effects of climate change. In the former it is easier to develop clear and specific corrective measures, in the latter case it is often more difficult and joint responses between more than one State Party may be required; 

· Corrective measures should comprise clear actions or activities necessary to address threats to the integrity of the property and the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) for which it was inscribed on the World Heritage List;
· They should be clear and achievable. They should be clear enough to enable the World Heritage Committee to make an informed judgement as to when a property should be removed from the World Heritage List;
· Realistic resources and timelines for achieving the corrective measures should be identified;
· The development of corrective measures should involve a transparent and open process, involving key stakeholders and the World Heritage Committee; and
· Corrective measures should be regularly reviewed to assess if the actions are bringing about an improvement in the state of conservation of the property and if they remain the most appropriate measures. If necessary corrective measures should be modified or adapted to meet changing circumstances. 

3. Better information on the conservation status of World Heritage properties is essential if Benchmarks and Corrective Measures are to be applied effectively
The identification and application of benchmarks requires good information in relation to the conservation status of the World Heritage property. The level of information will vary from property to property and between State Parties and thus it is important to make use of both quantitative information (where it is available) as well as qualitative information (including opinions from technical experts). The challenges faced by many State Parties in this area suggest the need for focused capacity building in relation to information management strategies and technologies. 

As noted in the background document, the UNESCO/IUCN Enhancing our Heritage Project suggests that two categories of information have proved useful in relation to sites inscribed on the List of World Heritage in Danger: (a) better baseline data and information on trends in management effectiveness, values and threats, which can aid decision making as to whether a site should be listed as In Danger; (b) 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. The importance of developing effective and on-going monitoring regimes for World Heritage properties is also emphasised in this project
4. The application of benchmarks in the case of natural World Heritage properties poses a number of challenges

As noted above, benchmarks for natural properties should be based on the achievement of ecological or geological factors reflecting the criteria for which the property was inscribed. Examples of benchmarks for natural sites could include, for example: (a) recovery of water bird population to levels at the time of inscription of the site; (b) reduction of levels of phosphorous for water flowing into the property to levels at the time of inscription of the site. 

In relation to criterion (vii), related to natural beauty or superb natural phenomena, benchmarks can tend to be difficult in view of the more subjective nature of this criteria. The issue of benchmarks can be clearer in relation to this criteria where there is a specific development which can threaten the visual values of the property, such as in relation to the development of a hotel complex in or adjacent to the property. 

In relation to criteria (viii), related to geological features, benchmarks would mainly relate to addressing impacts to particular geological features. It is noted that a number of properties inscribed under this criteria feature glaciers, which are particularly likely to be affected by the impacts of climate change.

In relation to criteria (ix) and (x) particular challenges are posed by: (a) the adequacy of information in relation to key biological parameter, such as the presence and population size of key species which have made the basis for the case for OUV; (b) the relative importance of key species and numbers of species relative to the overall value of the natural ecosystem as a whole. In general the trend has not been to inscribe properties on the basis of single species and thus the values tend to cover the assemblages of species or the value of the ecosystem as a whole. The implication is that benchmarks should tend to be broader although the inclusion and measurement of individual species can be useful for inclusion as a benchmark, in particular cases.

5. There are a number of other specific issues that need to be addressed in relation to discussion of benchmarks

IUCN notes there are a number of other specific issues that require further discussion. These include:

Should benchmarks only apply to Danger Listed properties or should they apply to all World Heritage properties ? IUCN considers that, at this stage, benchmarks should be applied to properties listed or being considered for listing on the Danger List. Benchmarks should be a mandatory requirement for the listing and the de-listing process. There may be potential in the future for more broader application of benchmarks and corrective measures, focused on sites under threat, but that at this stage the focus should remain on benchmarks in the context of Danger Listing. Another important point is that benchmarks can also be used after a property has been removed from the List of World Heritage in Danger. After a property has been removed, the benchmarks can still be used as part of the on-going monitoring process so that improvement can be regularly assessed. This will also allow for a more convincing basis for convincing case studies for “success Stories” in relation to the application of the process of danger Listing. 
How do we deal with the fact that the values of some properties are not well defined ? IUCN notes that the values of some properties, particularly those inscribed in the early days of the Convention are less clearly defined. IUCN notes that the answer is to ensure that all properties have a clearly defined Statement of Outstanding Universal Value, supported by updated data and information. IUCN further notes from the background paper for this meeting that: 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%”. IUCN considers that Statements of Outstanding Universal Value should be progressively improved and developed for all properties, with priority given to those properties currently on the Danger List. In most cases these can be developed from the base of the Advisory Body evaluation report and relevant Committee decisions.
How should we deal with the current confusion in relation to benchmarks and corrective measures ? IUCN notes that there is currently confusion over the application of these terms and feels that the first step is to reach clear agreement on terms and then to ensure that these terms are widely communicated to relevant parties. It is also important that they are applied in a consistent and cohesive manner by State Parties, Advisory Bodies and the World Heritage Centre.
