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Meeting Conclusions

Preparation for the Periodic Reporting 2007 “year of reflection”

· Outcome of this meeting is to provide ideas for the ‘ToR’ to be presented to the WH Committee in Summer 2006 
· Possibility of holding a side-event in 2006 to inform Committee? 
· Deadline for revision of Periodic Reporting process has ideally to be completed in 2006 for Arab States to include in reporting, but not to the extent of not completing the revision adequately
· Lessons learned are amongst the positive outcomes from the process to date

Periodic Reporting: Overall Considerations 

Convention reporting requirements: develop a matrix of reporting requirements for different conventions:

· Work within the WH biodiversity liaison group

· Explore options for liaison with cultural reporting

Review WH processes: integrate parallel processes on-going in WH Centre, e.g. 2008 deadlines in Periodic Reporting Action Plans and initiatives on statement of significance, boundaries etc. 

Balance work loads/reality check: given limited capacity there is a need to balance efforts on ensuring quality of list versus refining reporting formats

Period Reporting: Next Steps

· Bring the outputs of the current workshop to the Committee’s attention
· Set up small working group on revision of the format for periodic reporting (section 1 and 2) – (finances?)
· Improve integration of cultural experts and ICIMOS into the revision of the process of periodic reporting
· Present suggestions on revision to Berlin meeting and January meeting and start a consultation process
· Bring forward draft TOR and proposals for changing the format by June-July 2006
· Clarify that reporting for Arab states is postponed long enough (i.e. 2009) to take account of revisions
· Consider the inclusion of recent sites in periodic reporting

Periodic Reporting: Suggestions for Review

Inscription: Advisory Bodies to ensure that there is a clear Statement of Outstanding Universal Value/Significance, which can be applied practically to management and reporting 
Structure: consider using the WCPA Framework as an organising structure for periodic reporting and the experiences of the EoH project and other management evaluations, plus material from the cultural arena

· Important to have links between components e.g. threats, actions, monitoring
Format: develop a more ‘user-friendly’ rapid assessment format, by considering: 

· key indicators which allow comparison between sequential reports and state of conservation over time
· using scorecard/reporting format in Section 2, with narrative

Threats and weaknesses: 

· review approach to identifying and assessing threats to: i) Outstanding Universal Value and ii) other values and site integrity (including landscape/seascape-scale issues surrounding the site)

· consider developing a more standardised approach to threat assessment and weaknesses in management

Training

· Review and suggest additional training as the process becomes more complex and standardised

Transparency and participation: consider:

· developing partnerships with civil society

· more consultation with site level stakeholders 

· including a section which asks for more detail on who has been involved in preparing the report

· Indicative guidelines / principles for periodic reports including manager and stakeholder involvement

Accessibility: consider increasing accessibility of reports/data to allow a wider review of reports

Purpose: add an additional purpose on follow-up reports; including developing action plans and the need to give feedback to site managers

Outputs: 

· Ensure reports lead to strategic and focussed frameworks for action both for state parties and site managers – that are addressed and reported on in future periodic reports. It is valuable to have information in a format that enables quick presentation and analysis of results

· Develop case studies to show proposals in action

Objectives: consider how the process can best contribute to maintaining minimum standards (i.e. management systems, boundaries etc)


Introduction
Marc Patry welcomed participants to UNESCO and the participants introduced themselves. 
A review of the Periodic Reporting exercise: summary of lessons learned

Mechtild Rössler: World Heritage Centre
According to Article 29 of the Convention, the States are expected to submit periodic reports every six years on the provisions taken for:

a) the application of the Convention; and 

b) the state of conservation of the properties inscribed in the List  in their territories

The purpose is to

1. provide an assessment of the application of the Convention and the maintenance of the values of the properties inscribed;

2. give updated information on the state of conservation of these properties; 

3. provide a mechanism for regional cooperation

When the reporting programme was being established it was strongly argued that Periodic Reporting should be carried out by State Parties, creating a different approach from that of Reactive Monitoring, which is carried out by outsiders. 

Periodic Reporting has two main sections:
· Section I (State Party information): Refers to the legislative and administrative provisions and action taken by the Stat Party to implement the Convention

· Section II (site information): State of conversation of specific World Heritage properties

Reactive Monitoring is reporting by the Secretariat/Advisory Bodies to the Committee on the state of conservation of specific World Heritage properties that are under threat. 
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The rapid increase in sites has created pressures in terms of reporting. The first round of the Periodic Reporting cycle is as follows: 
1. Arab States 2000

2. Africa 2001/02

3. Asia and Pacific 2003

4. Latin America and Caribbean 2004

5. Europe and North America 2005 and 2006

Arab states

In the case of the Arab states a consultant basically prepared the report

Report on the state of conservation of World Heritage in the Arab region

· Absence of strategies and management plans

· General absence of adequate documentation

· Lack of and, in cases, absence of necessary professional and technical skills

· Ignorance about the World Heritage Convention and a general public unawareness of the existence or significance of World Heritage sites

· Central government-driven initiatives and noninvolvement of civil society, NGOs and the public

· Management-based on "rule of thumb" and not on scientific principles and consequently absence of key indicators

· Ill-defined or ill-understood values.

Action Plan

· Identification of properties

· Integrated management and conservation plans

· Preventive monitoring

· Promotion of the Convention and awareness proposals on World Heritage sites

· Training and international co-operation
Africa
The report looked at challenges facing the whole region in Africa and made proposals. 

Report on the state of the World Heritage in the Africa Region

· Periodic Reporting on the implementation of the Convention not only be limited to countries with sites inscribed on the List;

· Lack of policy and legislative measures for heritage conservation: 

· High central government-driven initiatives - little involvement of the local population 

· Inadequate professional personnel, skills and equipment;

· Lack of scientific information to enhance and update the management knowledge and methods;

· Lack of financial resources to manage sites and techniques for mobilizing international support;

· Lack of education and public awareness concerning World Heritage values;

· Lack of mechanisms for addressing natural and anthropic threats to World Heritage;

· Non-existence of frameworks for bi- and multilateral cooperation for designing transborder sites; and

Challenges facing World Heritage conservation in Africa:

· Mainstreaming World Heritage protection within the public and private sectors of the African countries;

· Convincing the private sector to incorporate heritage protection in their activities;

· Establish long-term conservation financing programmes for African sites (e.g. the setting up of the African Heritage Fund);

· Promoting urban and regional planning for both urban and rural heritage;

· Promoting transparency in heritage resource management;

· Promoting more proactive use of environmental assessment tools for the decision making process; and

· Effective management through regional and subregional training, accountability, cooperation, coordination and agreements

 Action Plan 

· Co-operation and Networks for better sharing of resources;

· Training for more skilled and efficient manpower;

· Wider participation to ensure sustained conservation of WH in Africa;

· Management to address deficiencies at the national level and on the sites;

· Scientific research and reporting to enhance knowledge at sites, and

· Update methods for site protection and information sharing.

Asia
The reports were increasingly streamlined following experience with the first two reports and focal points from the region presented the results, reporting along a number of themes

· Appreciation for collaboration over the past 6 years that led to the successful preparation of the comprehensive “Synthesis Regional Periodic Report for the Asia-Pacific Region 2003”;

· Takes note of the sub-regional and regional recommendations and action plans proposed in the “Synthesis Regional Periodic Report for the Asia-Pacific Region 2003”;

· Requests the Centre to produce a publication if possible, on “The State of World Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region”;

· Recommends to the Director-General to review operations and staffing in the regional offices in Asia and the Pacific by 2005 to ensure that improved services are provided;

· Decides to favorably consider and support the proposed Programmes “ActionAsia 2003-2009” and “World Heritage-Pacific 2009”, which directly respond to the conclusions, recommendations, and action plans resulting from this Periodic Reporting Exercise;

· Strongly encourages the Asia-Pacific States Parties to take the necessary actions to follow up in a concerted and concrete manner, the recommendations and action plans proposed at national levels to address effectively and in a timely manner the conservation challenges to World Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region

Latin America and the Caribbean
Stronger links needed between nomination and periodic reporting and an increased role for periodic reporting as a site management tool.
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Periodic Reporting in the LAC region

GENERAL APPROACH
The LAC Periodic Report was drafted seeking transparency and participatory approach

In accordance with these principles a series of Periodic Reporting meetinas were organised in
the 3 sub-regions: South America (Montevideo - Uruguay, March 2002), Central America
(Campeche - Mexico May 2002) and Caribbean (Hati, June 2003).

The properties affected by this exercise were 62 (se2 table below for details)

Sub-region. | Number of | Number of properties inscribed up to the end of 1995
States
Parties Total Cultural Wized Natural
South émedea | 10 3 24 z 3
Central 7 23 7 T 5
Bmerica/
Mexica
The. Caribbean. | 14 4 4 0 0
Total maion | 31 62 @5 3 i
PECULIARITIES

Furthermors, to make full use of the sspertise available in the region, the Secrstariat
established & Regional Group of Experts in order to assist in the analysis of the Periodic
Reports and the preparation of the regional synthesis report; moreaver the group provided a
regional perspective of currert: trends and challenges for the World Heritage in Latin America
and the Caribbean (chat. V). The Group was composed by focal points of the Advisory Badies
and a number of high-level regional experts.

RESULTS
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· Expressing appreciation … for collaboration in the successful completion of the comprehensive report on “The State of the World Heritage in Latin America and the Caribbean”,

· …endorses its Strategic Framework for Action contained in it;

· …endorses the Caribbean Action Plan for World Heritage 2004-2014 contained in the periodic report, and urges the World Heritage Centre to promote the development of a similar Action Plan for Latin America;

· Notes that the conclusions of the Querétaro meeting refer to the List of the Americas, and requests the World Heritage Centre to report on such List at its 29th session (2005) …;

· Requests the Centre to publish, as …the periodic report in a user-friendly version;

· …to further develop the Caribbean and the Latin American Action Plans into operational work plans and identify partners for their implementation;

· Director-General to review operations and staffing in the UNESCO Offices in the region, 

· Strongly encourages the States Parties and all other partners to co-operate actively and to take the necessary actions to follow-up in a concerted and concrete manner in the implementation of the Action Plans;

· Requests the World Heritage Centre to report on the follow-up of the regional periodic report 

Europe and North America

Due to the high number of sites in this region (over half of the global total), this region will be reported in two stages. 
Periodic reporting in Canada and the United States was almost entirely driven by the State Parties, with a steering committee, working groups and reports. Results were put on a separate website. The result was a very high quality report although major differences between the approaches taken in the two countries
Distribution of sites in Europe
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A very different approach was taken in Europe:
State parties directly worked on an electronic questionnaire

Results were fed into a database
A statistical evaluation tool analyses data

This is presented graphically and put together into a synthesis report

Examples of the electronic tool are given below:
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As a result of the lessons leaned in the reports that have been completed so far, it has been decided that there should be a Year of Reflection in 2007 to address questions about Periodic Reporting:
· Housekeeping issues: including statements of outstanding universal value, boundary changes, cleaning up of criteria (renumbering?) and re-nomination under other criteria;

· Links between Periodic Reporting and Reactive Monitoring: How can this work better in the future?

· Other strategic issues
· Questionnaire: reformulation, simplification and standardization

· Databases: centralization of information

· Communication: Data-sharing with States Parties (focal points, site managers), advisory bodies other institutions (e.g. Council of Europe) and general public

· Evaluation: rethinking the structure of interpretation

Discussion
· State Parties still control much of the information and governments tend to regard the reports as a form of certification and it is very difficult to get the site manager’s honest reflections into the discussion. 
· Although data driven processes have strengths, there are risks that if data are inaccurate (as is the case for instance with marine protected areas on the World Database on Protected Areas) then the whole reporting structure is skewed

· There is a lack of consistency between countries and even between sites in the way that reports are presented, how information is collected and who makes the interpretation. Staff who fill in the forms are very often people remote in capital cities who have never visited the site and who change frequently. The main aims are therefore to improve this kind of issue rather than improving databases. There is also a lack of understanding about the World Heritage Convention within many governments.

· It is important to look at what different stakeholders (the World Heritage Centre, the government, protected area managers and other stakeholders) want from periodic reporting and to decide whether all of these issues are best addressed through this mechanism. 

· It is important to see what can be addressed by the Periodic Reporting, because this is a state party mechanism and interventions by others (including site managers, NGOs and even other state parties) has been successively reduced.

· The original aims of the report do not mention evaluation and State Parties do not expect to receive feedback. 

· Although focal points for reporting are enthusiastic, they find the work very time-consuming. 

· Reports tend to get shortened down so much that recommendations become platitudes.

· Many positive results have also resulted. Periodic reporting has for instance facilitated site managers meeting, often for the first time. 
· Databases can be regularly updated – for instance when a new site is listed – so that information is available
· Flexibility means that even within a site there is a strong chance of inability to compare over time because different managers will report in different ways

· A plea for site managers to hear feedback about what happens to reports

· A suggestion that when aims are defined we need a matrix that addresses all existing reporting processes to find out what is already being collected and how these can be used as efficiently as possible.

Enhancing our Heritage project

Marc Hockings: University of Queensland and World Commission on Protected Areas
Objectives for the meeting

· Build awareness of the Enhancing our Heritage approach to monitoring and reporting
· Explore possible links between management effectiveness evaluation and periodic reporting requirements

· Contribute experiences from other work on management effectiveness evaluation
· Offer input to the periodic reporting review
· Offer input to other statutory processes (including particularly reactive monitoring)
· Promote a consistent approach to monitoring and reporting

Update on the Enhancing our Heritage project

EoH is working with managers to use the IUCN World Commission on Protected Areas Framework for Assessment of Protected Area Management Effectiveness (the WCPA Framework)
 to develop and test assessment systems suitable for World Heritage sites. The WCPA framework provides a basis for reporting on management effectiveness rather than promoting a particular methodology, based around the management cycle.
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The WCPA Framework is based on the idea that management follows a process, or cycle, with six distinct elements, which are used to develop monitoring and evaluation systems:

· it starts with establishing the context of existing values and threats;

· progresses through planning; and 

· allocation of resources (inputs); and

· as a result of management actions (process);

· eventually produces goods and services (outputs); 

· that result in impacts or outcomes.

This Framework is used as the basis for design of monitoring and evaluation systems for protected areas, with criteria for assessing management effectiveness being developed for each of these six elements.
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The general structure of the evaluation is guided by this Framework but it provides flexibility in choice of specific methods that are used to monitor the specific criteria selected for a particular protected areas site or system. Similarly the specific content of monitoring programs is matched to the values, capacity and management systems for each site. Like other protected areas, World Heritage sites vary enormously in their management, objectives, resources and capacity. Rather than impose one top-down system on the whole network, the project is developing and testing a toolkit of methodologies, which will help managers and stakeholders develop and implement monitoring and evaluation systems that are relevant to site needs and circumstances. We hope that the experiences gained from the ten sites taking part in the EoH project can be used to improve monitoring and evaluation, and thus management, in all natural World Heritage sites. As well as assisting the pilot sites to develop more useful and comprehensive monitoring systems and improving the effectiveness of site management, the results of the EoH project could also be used to develop recommendations to UNESCO and IUCN on a more consistent approach to monitoring and reporting on the state of conservation and management effectiveness of all natural World Heritage sites. 

Enhancing our Heritage project aims

· To improve management of World Heritage sites through better assessment, monitoring and reporting systems and by applying the results to adapt or enhance management

· Demonstrate the potential to use the WCPA Framework to develop a consistent approach to assessment, monitoring and reporting on the state of conservation and management effectiveness of World Heritage sites that could be applied to World Heritage sites on an on-going basis
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EoH project and periodic reporting

It is not suggested that the EoH project workbook and site monitoring and assessment programs would be used directly for periodic reporting but rather that regular monitoring at the site level will provide an information base to more fully inform periodic reports. If this site monitoring was based on a consistent framework across sites, then the site component of periodic reporting could be designed to draw on the results from this monitoring where it was available. Where this approach to site monitoring was not being used, the periodic report could still be completed based on available information. 
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The EoH project will finish in late 2006/early 2007. At this time the final version of the project Workbook will be available with full explanatory notes. At this stage, it will be produced in English and Spanish versions. If the revised model for Periodic reporting was finalised at around the same time, it would be possible to produce a guide showing how data from monitoring based on the EoH project workbook could be used to “populate” the Periodic Report information. 

WCPA Management Effectiveness Evaluation Framework and Periodic Reporting

Apart form any link to the EoH project, the structure of the WCPA Management Effectiveness Evaluation Framework could provide the basic structure for the content of Periodic Reports. One advantage of including coverage of the six elements of the WCPA framework in the Periodic Reports is that many protected area management agencies and conservation organisations use assessment systems based on the Framework for monitoring and evaluating management effectiveness (for example, GEF, World Bank, WWF, Parks Agencies in Finland, New South Wales and Victoria, Australia, KwaZulu Natal Province in South Africa). The CBD Programme of Work on Protected Areas also calls on States Parties to institute systems for assessing management effectiveness of protected areas (with a target of completing and reporting on assessments of 30% of each country’s sites by 2010). Increasing harmonisation of indicators will improve both the knowledge base on protected area management and the capacity to learn from assessments and improve site management.

Short review of each site:

· Aldabra Atoll, Seychelles: Used locally-based consultant to carry out management effectiveness assessment. Major gaps in capacity in relation to management and business planning; which are being addressed. Some problems between the local executive staff and local and international board.

· Bwindi Impenetrable National Park, Uganda: The project fitted into a process of institutional renewal, which was developing a monitoring and assessment culture in the Uganda Wildlife Authority. One positive outcome was creating dialogue with the local community, moving from an informing the community of management practices to asking the community for their opinions on management. One major challenge is staff turnover and to ensure the progress made in the Park continues under new management.

· Canaima National Park, Venezuela: Bought stakeholders together, often for the first time. The project also had a major impact on the development and management of a new US$40 million GEF project at the Park. Changes in management authority staff and park staff, has however slowed down implementation of the project. In Venezuela, the project is working through a local NGO who work with the management agency and add an additional level of filter on the information in the reports and staff at the NGO has remained more constant than in the management authority.

· Kaziranga National Park, India: Strong monitoring programme already in place, but the project helped to integrate individual monitoring programmes into an overall picture how monitoring can relate to management. 

· Keoladeo National Park, India: First assessment slightly unusual because of a major drought (which highlights the need to undertake repeat assessments to get a clear picture of the state of conservation). Issues related to the water requirements of this wetland have also been raised and taken up by the WH centre. The project is helping to focus the direction of monitoring.

· Rio Platano Biosphere Reserve, Honduras: Implementation problems linked to institutional partners and highlight the needs to work with the right partners who are interested in implementation. The reserve highlights the need to ensure assessment and monitoring exercises are implemented. Specifically, there had been two previous assessments of management effectiveness at the park, but neither of these assessments has been implemented and copies of the reports have not been found. There is also a disconnection between agency managers and field staff.

· Royal Chitwan National Park, Nepal: Progress of the project has been hampered by the state of emergency declared in Nepal.

· Sangay National Park, Ecuador: The project seems to have lead to a real process of change. The approach of focusing on values and management objectives has lead to a major review of management planning at the site, which is being adopted across Ecuador. Annual planning has also been integrated across all the partners working at the site. There has however been a history of non-implementation of management plans at the site. 

· Serengeti National Park, Tanzania: Need to get the institutional lessons right and management processes at the start of the project. Important that the ecosystem as a whole is managed and assessed in areas like Serengeti, where the effectiveness of the park is dependent on the ecosystem.

· Greater St Lucia Wetland, South Africa:  New site which had some major management issues. However, the project has not been implemented and is likely to be dropped from the project. Clearly, if the institution isn’t ready then implementation will not be successful. On a more positive note, the methods developed by the project may be used another WH sites in South Africa.

Relevance of the EoH project to periodic reporting

· Benefits of a consistent framework for assessing management effectiveness

· Consistent criteria across sites are more important than consistent methods of assessment

· Many sites lack the basic information base needed to complete a credible assessment 

· A cultural change within management may be needed to build support and capacity for assessment

· Takes time to build understanding and capacity to complete a comprehensive assessment

· Need to focus assessment on issues of importance to management

· Trend data are more useful than one-off assessments

Discussion
· The links between reactive monitoring and EoH project. Reactive monitoring focuses on specific issues, but if the WCPA framework could underpin the monitoring it could provide an underlying link between reactive and periodic monitoring, and other reporting requirements under other conventions.
· WH needs an internal exercise to define clear objectives for all reporting to all target groups, evaluate the process of reporting, simplify the periodic reporting process and increase capacity of state parties to undertake reporting. Also need to clarify why the WH centre is undertaking this process and how the information will be used.

· Site managers need more exposure to WH convention and work of the centre.

· The periodic reporting process can raise awareness of the need for monitoring, assessment and reporting and hopefully should raise awareness of monitoring and develop linked projects.
· Reactive monitoring missions do not have clear guidelines/or guidelines are not followed and the resources put into these missions are not used effectively as they fail to develop and build on the information base for sites.
· Need more work on the social and cultural aspects of monitoring.
· How can the project be replicated? Do we need something more simple such as the WWF/WB tracking tool across all the sites and through this identify sites which more input can be given (such as the EoH project) and identify partners (i.e. NGOs) to undertake more detailed monitoring and assessment.
IUCN’s role in monitoring natural World Heritage sites
Georgina Peard: IUCN (presented by Marc Hockings)

Reactive monitoring

· Ongoing activity – managing a huge amount of information

· Many sources of info – State Parties, NGOs, IUCN RCOs and Commissions, media, individuals

· Annual State of Conservation report to Committee, with practical recommendations to State Parties and others (40-50 sites reported on, depending on level of threat and requests for report from Committee) 

· Missions (often joint with World Heritage Centre) are most useful way to assist State Parties really to analyse situation. Also provides important opportunities for training

· Essential process to maintain credibility of the Convention – all voices heard / independant advice / international pressure / flagship sites need to be maintained to highest level

· Limited funding to Advisory Bodies to allow thorough process

· Process often skewed by too much ‘noise’ on certain sites or ‘patchy’ information on others

· Process is reactive – not pro-active or strategic

Periodic reporting
· No specific role identified for Advisory Bodies

· This is the reporting of the States Parties

· Involvement has been different in each region – depends on funding being provided and requests of States Parties

· Regional workshops used for training

· Process improving over the years

· Information becoming more available and useful to Advisory Bodies (e.g. ABs have no access to Africa / Arab States site reports)

Involvement of advisory bodies in periodic reporting

· Asia / Pacific – IUCN participated in regional workshops, and for instance assisted Nepal in preparing its report

· Latin America and Caribbean – engagement in regional workshops, advising state parties, and synthesising the reports (but little contact with IUCN headquarters)

· N. America - no involvement

· Europe – involvement in Central and Eastern European sub-regional workshops. Due to engage in synthesis of report

· Lack of funding to allow better engagement at present

Advisory Bodies’ role is probably best suited to:

· Using regional meetings to provide overview of situation and direction for the future, advice on best practice - training opportunities 

· Synthesising reports – drawing out issues and conclusions

· Developing follow-up activities with SPs– regional programmes / capacity development

Issues and challenges
· Links between reactive monitoring and periodic reporting – reactive monitoring useful input to periodic reporting and vice-versa

· Using periodic reporting to improve site management – use results of assessment & monitoring activities to enhance protection and conservation of sites

· Links between periodic reporting and allocation of international assistance – could help in identifying priorities for assistance (this happens on occasional for instance recently at the Asia meeting in Pakistan)
· Type of information required for reporting – information for periodic reporting should cover management of the property as a whole, not just specific attributes

· Management should be directed at safeguarding of both World Heritage values and the property as a whole: i.e. reporting should look comprehensively at management
· Use periodic reporting to promote the World Heritage Convention – need to increase awareness of decision makers; use to communicate broader conservation objectives

· Strengthening of national level coordination – Joint World Heritage National Committee

· Capacity development for enhancing protection and conservation of World Heritage sites – focused training, exchange programmes strengthening of training institutions

· Use of World Heritage sites as flagships for protected area management – best practice models for other protected areas 

Conclusions

· Need to make periodic reporting more useful to site managers – use the proposed “year of reflection” to hear back from them

· Periodic reporting can be used to set up or improve existing national monitoring systems – use results in adaptive management to enhance state of conservation of World Heritage sites

· Use periodic reporting (and State of Conservation monitoring missions) as training tools to bring managers up-to-date in latest knowledge and methodologies e.g. training in the WCPA management effectiveness framework

Monitoring and reporting on natural World Heritage Areas – a manager’s perspective

Jon Day: Great Barrier Reef Marine Parks Authority
In the last few years the area of strictly protected sites within the Great Barrier Reef has increased to a third of the total area – the largest marine protected area in the world.
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In 2002 the format was set out as below:
Descriptive/sequential style addressing inter alia:

· Statement of Significance

· Criteria for World Heritage listing 

· Statement of Integrity

· Management arrangements

· Plans of management

· Scientific & technical studies 

· Management agency 

· Factors affecting the World Heritage property

· Monitoring

· Conclusions
The final report from the GBR was just 22 pages in descriptive style, with 3 pages of references with web-links. Is this the right approach or would a very long report – as carried out by some other sites – have been better? In addition to the work by the park staff, the report had some “independent endorsement” by the Australian Committee for IUCN and CRAC (including the government of Queensland)
The existing process has a number of shortcoming:

· Many different approaches adopted across all World Heritage Areas (even within the 11 Australian WH sites)

· Many reports were long, descriptive narratives, not conducive to readily make comparisons between WHAs (or, over time with subsequent Periodic Reports, within a WHA) 

· No clear links within the report between:

· the relevant world heritage values

· the factors affecting those values

· the management actions to address those factors

· types of monitoring to assess effectiveness of mgt actions

· the priority and/or scale of the issues

Some proposals for a different approach
A simpler reporting framework is suggested:

	Criteria for WH listing
	WH Value
	Factors affecting WHA/WH values
	Management actions
	Monitoring
	Priority & scale
	Lead agency (& others involved)
	Due date & comments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


Advantages

· Show linkages between above components more effectively
· Highlight significant ‘gaps’ (eg monitoring lacking against important adverse impact)

· A more concise form of periodic reporting

· Assist in making better comparisons over successive Periodic Reports

· Similar information required for other Conventions
In addition, there is a need for harmonisation between different reporting needs. Many common elements are required for reporting about the Great Barrier Reef in for instance:

· World Heritage Convention

· Convention on Biological Diversity

· Convention on Migratory Species

· RAMSAR

Many reports of these reports are onerous (the CBD report is over 200 pp). Why not a common set of key elements for all these conventions (based on major impacts on values), followed by a small set of set of questions for the specific Convention?
Monitoring programmes in World Heritage sites
· Many WHAs already have monitoring programmes

· biological

· biophysical/physical

· social

· Huge amount of data being collected – but mostly ‘stand-alone’ projects that are not integrated

· Monitoring often not useful for overall assessment of World Heritage Areas or assessing state of World Heritage values

It is not practical to monitor indicators for every WH value in large sites such as the Great Barrier Reef (there are three pages of such indicators for the GBR)
Suggest a ‘key’ set of indicators showing linkages between:

· relevant WH values

· factors affecting the WH values or WHA integrity 

· existing management actions to address above factors;

· types of monitoring occurring to assess the effectiveness of management actions; and

· the priority and scale of issue
· Variety of monitoring  - long-term (site specific & regional scales); reactive/ impact assessment (generally site-specific); compliance (issue-specific)
· Considerable other monitoring occurring:

· Day-to-day management monitoring

· Community/volunteer monitoring eg.

· COTSWATCH

· ‘Eye on the Reef ‘

Biophysical and socio-economic cultural principles
Biophysical principles (developed by tropical marine expert scientists)

1.   Min. size 20km across

2.   Larger is better

3.   Replicate to reduce risk

4.   Don’t split reefs (don’t split zone)

5,6.  At least 20% per reef/non reef bioregion …

7.   Consider cross-shelf and latitudinal diversity

8.   Include examples of all community types and physical environments

9.   Consider marine ‘connectivity’

10. Consider special and unique sites

11. Consider adjacent uses

Social, economic, cultural & management principles 

1.   Maximise complementarity with adjacent uses

2.   Recognise social benefits / costs

3.   Complement existing and future management

4.   Maximise public understanding and enforceability
Need to be cognizant of changes in all Marine Protected Areas:
· rapidly changing patterns of use

· technological change

· social- economic changes

· political change

· dynamic systems natural changes

Hence the need for adaptive management

Monitoring lessons learned

· No monitoring program is perfect when first set up 

· Recognising both ‘natural’ & ‘human-induced’ changes

· Monitoring results/trends can sometimes take a long time (often outside management & political timeframes)

· Report outputs/outcomes in simple formats if possible

· Value of quick, easily accessible results 

· Monitor ‘outside the square’ (put WHA in broader context)

· Consider new technologies (c.f. destructive sampling)

· If possible, use field managers/users to assist with monitoring

· Problems of ‘shifting baselines’

Shifting baselines…
“Each generation accepts the species composition and stock sizes that they first observe as a natural baseline from which to evaluate changes.  This ... ignores the fact that this baseline may already represent a disturbed state.  The resource then continues to decline, but the next generation resets their baseline to this newly depressed state.  The result is a gradual accommodation of the creeping disappearance of resource species, and inappropriate reference points ... or for identifying targets …..” Dan Pauley 1995. For instance, monitoring of the dugong in the GBR showed a recent increase in numbers, but using earlier data showed that the increase represents small fluctuation in a population that is far fewer than existed in the 1960s and the in fact the GBR dugong population (south of Cooktown) “is a fraction (~ 3%) of what it was decades ago”. 
Evaluating management effectiveness in the Great Barrier Reef

· A wide range of monitoring, research & management tasks currently undertaken

· Address specific ecological, biophysical, social or governance aspects 

· Most can assist in evaluating management effectiveness

Key performance indicators
· In a deliberate move towards public reporting and a broader evaluation at a MPA-wide scale, the GBRMPA periodically assesses seven Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) derived from the overall Authority Goal

· These are reported in the Authority’s Annual Report to Parliament. 

· These KPIs are not intended to replace any of the more detailed monitoring assessments, but do provide a more ‘broad-brush’ evaluation in a form more appropriate for public reporting
Authority Goal: To provide for the protection, wise use, understanding and enjoyment of the Great Barrier Reef in perpetuity through the care and development of the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park

Key lessons learnt from this approach include:

· Demonstrate clear linkages between the agency’s Goal, the critical issues facing the GBRMP, and the KPIs.

· Only one broad KPI per desired outcome is necessary for broad public reporting.

· Relatively simple KPIs were chosen for one or more of the following reasons:

-         already being monitored, so able to show trends from existing data sets;

-         understandable by decision-makers; 

-         show either a positive  trend (indicating management is working), or indicate clear need for continuing management actions

Applying the World Bank scorecard system

Another way of rapidly assessing overall management effectiveness uses a scorecard approach developed by World Bank against specified criteria.  Scores indicating achievements for the GBRMP overall against the six management elements in the WCPA  effectiveness framework are: 

·  Context - 
score 22/26; 
Planning - 
score 14/14; 

· Inputs   -
score 11/14; 
Process   - 
score 20/25;

· Outputs - 
score 31/33;
Outcomes - 
score 21/27

 

· The overall final score 119/139 (= 86%) is relatively high by global standards. 

The rapid assessment indicated improvements are desirable in the following areas:

· Better integrated research & monitoring relevant to management needs

· Improved mechanisms for controlling unsustainable human activities

· Improving stakeholder awareness 

· Increasing stakeholder participation in management decision-making and addressing their concerns

· Indigenous/traditional people directly participating in management decision-making 
The complexities of evaluating marine areas

· Extent of interconnectedness

· ‘downstream’ issues

· MPA affected by surroundings
· 3 dimensional

· not easily viewed, delineated nor managed

· logistics to monitor/manage

· lack of knowledge & understanding
Different priorities and agendas

· Managers, researchers, local communities and politicians all have very different perspectives/ timeframes

· Differing views on what are appropriate indicators
Challenges

· Need to clearly articulate management issues & objectives

· Work together to determine priorities for monitoring/evaluation 

· Provide more effective and timely information for managers

Conclusions

· Recognition that monitoring, evaluation, adaptive management & reporting are all fundamental components for effective resource management.

· Reporting is now a requirement of many Governments…. and at many levels

· Natural PAs are dynamic – evaluation needs to determine what change is ‘acceptable’ Vs what is ‘not acceptable’
· Need to focus on the issues that are critical for management… and then prioritise them so managt focuses on the most important
· Link the issues to the WH values.

· Problems of databases as a basis for decisions if information is not correct.

· Recognise that many agencies and other stakeholders (eg NGOs) need to be involved for the most effective reporting

· Outcomes of evaluation must be presented in a manner which is useable/understandable to those who were not involved in developing the monitoring (if possible, use pictures, graphs)

· Trends are most useful over time (whether PR, RM or basic monitoring)…recognise that this will only happen if “comparing apples with apples!

· Recognise the main excuses for not evaluating effectiveness…institutional barriers, high costs, concern about ‘what it might show’ & lack of political support.
· Need to change Periodic Reporting do be simpler, more repeatable and less onerous for managers


Summary

Sue Stolton: Equilibrium and Enhancing our Heritage project

The day’s discussions were summarised into a series of general lessons using a SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats) analysis framework. This was presented and participants provided a critique and additions to reach some consensus.
Lessons Learned from Periodic Reporting

Strengths

· Evolving process to develop and improve reporting 

· Site managers (often unused) key to success of convention

· Use reporting and monitoring to celebrate successes of convention

· ‘Bottom-line’ provides indication of implementation of convention and has developed new partnerships and interest in the convention

· Good return from State Parties regarding reports

· Opportunity for site managers to meet with other stakeholders (ministries etc) 

Weaknesses

· Lack of awareness of WH values – and some lack of knowledge about these values

· Lack of management planning to assess effectiveness

· Need to develop capacity and communication to understand the process (not certification) and see reports and action plans more widely disseminated and used

· Too much flexibility in the format makes comparison (across and within sites) difficult

· No access to state of conservation and reactive monitoring reports

· Assessment not made against values

· No prioritisation of findings

· Often poor quality of data and weakness in information management

· Recommendations tend to become so generalised that they become useless

· Lack of reporting at some sites

· Lack of clarity about potential benefits

· Poor links between reactive monitoring and periodic reporting

· Many people on the ground did not understand the questionnaire

· Lack of understanding about whether focal point or implementing agency reports

Opportunities

· Involve more partners (e.g. NGOs, civil society) in reporting

· Year of Reflection (2007) opportunity to revise questionnaire, improve data management, develop communication and interpretation of results

· Investigate more independent regional reporting process (USA/Canada model)

· Develop stronger links between nomination documents, periodic reporting and reactive monitoring

· Use periodic reporting as an awareness-raising opportunity

Threats (questions which need to be addressed)

· How to retain the ‘managers voices’ in the reporting process?

· How to integrate local stakeholders into management and reporting processes?

· How to verify information provided in the national reports?

· How to develop periodic reporting as a site management and advocacy tool?

· How far can the tool be developed and how much can it do?

· How to encourage results to be communicated and implemented?

· How to manage the diversity of languages which can restrict reporting by managers and communication between managers and WH Centre?

· How to streamline with other reporting requirements?

Lessons Learned from Advisory Body Reactive Monitoring

Strengths

· Information can come from any source

· IUCN has access to a wide range of information sources and expertise

· Process of reactive monitoring has improved over the years

Weaknesses

· Lack of consistent guidelines for Advisory Bodies when undertaking reactive monitoring

· Process is often dominated by those sites which make ‘the most noise’

Opportunities

· There has been some involvement in periodic reporting process, but more resources would be needed for Advisory Bodies be fully involved in the process

· Potential to use reactive monitoring to promote WH convention

· Potential to use World Heritage sites as flagships for good management

· Involving more stakeholders in the reports

· Convincing NGOs and others to use the opportunity created by reactive monitoring

Threats (questions which need to be addressed)

· How can links between reporting and monitoring exercises be made (Arab states examples) and used to help validate each process?

· Can reactive monitoring reports be used as a tool to improving site management?

· How can capacity in reporting be developed?

· The risk of using IUCN reactive monitoring too closely in periodic reporting and thus undermining the distinctiveness

Lessons Learned from the Enhancing our Heritage Project

Strengths

· Site based monitoring and assessment system

· Assessment system is based on reviewing/identifying WH values and management objectives

· Flexible approach but within a consistent framework looking at all aspects of effectiveness

· Building capacity in monitoring and assessment

· Creating increased national awareness of WH values

Weaknesses

· Variable quality of initial assessment reports

· Methods needed to better reflect cultural / social values 

· Failure sometimes to understand institutional arrangements can hinder implementation of assessment and monitoring

· Needs outside input and may not be possible to be used by staff on their own

· Much effort needed to develop training and capacity-building

Opportunities

· To develop a consistent approach to monitoring and reporting

· Increase capacity in management, monitoring, assessment and reporting

· Find a way of prioritising sites or work with partners to scale up use of the sites

Threats (questions which need to be addressed)

· How to link the Enhancing our Heritage project with World Heritage monitoring and reporting?

· How to maintain constant reporting when staff change?

· Risk that information is not retained at the site?

· Risk of looking at too narrow a range of issues when threats are beyond park borders?

· Monitoring system is abandoning after the project ends?

Day 2

Some questions were extracted from the SWOT analysis and proposed as a framework for discussions on the second day

Suggestions for consideration as part of 2007 Year of Reflection

· Purpose

· Clarifying purpose and audience 


· Process

· Improving confidence in reliability of data

· Links to site monitoring processes (using PR to encourage development of effective site monitoring systems)

· Commonalities with other reporting requirements

· Commitment and engagement of WHC and State Parties in process

· Role and contribution of site managers in the process

· Content

· Getting the level of detail right – simplicity vs comprehensiveness

· Linkages between PR components

· Potential to use WCPA Framework in developing content

· Use

· Accessibility of results from assessment and reporting 

· Improving use of results and implementation of action plans

· Developing effective feedback mechanisms

The planned review of periodic reporting
Decision 7 EXT.COM 5

1. Having examined Documents WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5A, WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5B, WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5c, WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5D, WHC-04/7EXT.COM/5E,

2. Aware of the need to:

a) study and reflect on the first cycle of Periodic Reporting;

b) develop strategic direction on the forms and the format of the Periodic Reports, training priorities and international cooperation priorities; and

c) to streamline the Committee’s consideration of matters raised through the Periodic Reporting relating to inscribed properties;

3. Decides to suspend for one year the commencement of the next cycle of Periodic Reporting.

Part b relates to other reviews and evaluations

Part c relates to “housekeeping” issues relating to boundary changes, inscription etc, related to “action plans” from periodic reporting.

There is a fund of approximately $20,000 for the review

There have also been committee decisions to link the State of Conservation and Periodic Reporting and the Committee Meeting in March 2006 will set the TOR for work in the “year of reflection” in 2007.

Preparing for the 2007 year of reflection
Participants discussed both the points above and additional issues that emerged during the day and made a series of suggestions. The text below captures key elements of the discussion; this is followed by a summary of the key decisions from the meeting.
Various meetings are scheduled between November 2005 and into 2006, with a full TOR going to the World Heritage Committee in March 2006 and a side event in 2006 to inform the Committee.

The work needs to be linked with parallel review processes on-going in the World Heritage Centre, including a 2008 deadline for action plans arising from periodic reporting and initiatives on statements of significance, boundaries etc.

Purpose and audience: we need to look at purpose and audience of the periodic reporting in the context of other actions – such as State of Conservation reporting. It is important that periodic reporting does not attempt to fulfil roles better addressed by other instruments.
· Suggestion: should an additional point be added to the main purposes of Periodic Reporting (currently paragraph 201 in February 2005 Operational Guidelines) relating to action plans and the need for feedback to site managers?
There are dangers of conflating reactive monitoring and periodic reporting too much because it will give countries an additional excuse to prevent reactive monitoring. Nonetheless, there are stated links between the three. Reactive monitoring deals with a limited number of sites in more depth (and is also independent) whereas periodic reporting covers all sites. However, the Operational Guidelines also specifically mentions that periodic reporting is aimed at providing information for State of Conservation reports.
The year of reflection should also be a chance to reflect on the nature of existing World Heritage sites and the fact that many do not have clear aims, boundaries or management effectiveness.

· Suggestion: that we include within the purpose of periodic reporting that site reports can be comparable from year to year. This may relate more to the procedure of how the reports are prepared. 
· Suggestion: that the nomination form should be reviewed as part of this process including some minimum standards – in fact there are some very simple standards although these are often not implemented at present
Suggested purposes of periodic reporting:

· To allow comparison of state of conservation over time (this is not currently happening at the moment)

· Purpose for the site manager – to provide a strategic framework for action (a rapid assessment format would be useful for managers)

· Purpose for state parties: a strategic framework for action

· Purpose for WHC: strategic analysis
· Suggestion: that the World Bank / WWF tracking tool be a possible format for some of the periodic reporting. Threats could be listed for managers to select, which would make assessment by the World Heritage Centre
· Suggestion: that the purpose of periodic reporting should be made much clearer to site managers with better feedback

Improving confidence on reliability of data
A clearer link to site managers would help to improve data quality. 
· Suggestion: greater transparency in access to periodic reporting might help data quality by improving access of civil society to the reports so that inaccuracies would be picked up. (We should note that this is easier in some places than others.)
· Suggestion: include a question about who has filled in the report

Lessons learned from the Enhancing our Heritage project

Some suggestions from those involved (Equilibrium and WII)

· Suggestion: link periodic reporting to action plans so that periodic reports also examine the actions agreed to address problems outlined in the last periodic report

· Suggestion: increased focus is needed on threats (both types and levels) and also what is being done to mitigate these

· Suggestion: stakeholder participation methodologies from the Enhancing our Heritage project could help inform the Periodic Reporting process

Can the Enhancing our Heritage process (or indeed any kind of questionnaire) be transferred to cultural sites? At present many of the cultural sites are further behind – i.e. do not have management plans and are not actively managed – so the methodology is not directly transferable. It could however be used to help build capacity and would be applicable now in a minority of sites. The terminology would have to be changed. ICIMOD statements tend to be very diffuse and do not provide managers with clear goals for management. There are also questions within cultural sites about assessing significance – although some progress has been made. It was pointed out that natural sites are also in many cases still wrestling with issues of measurement – e.g. for ecological integrity. 
Commonalities with other reporting requirements
· Suggestion: that the World Heritage Centre continue to liaise with existing efforts to harmonize reporting requirements currently being undertaken by UNEP-WCMC in association with the CBD. 

· Suggestion: that World Heritage needs an Enhancing our Heritage type project aimed at developing monitoring systems for cultural World Heritage sites

Involving stakeholders in the process
· Suggestion: increase level of stakeholder involvement in the periodic reporting process, drawing on other experience including that from Enhancing our Heritage

Appendix 1: 
MEETING PURPOSE:  

1) To assess how the Management Effectiveness project results can contribute to our monitoring and reporting obligations

2) To advise the Management Effectiveness project on how to incorporate further WH reporting considerations in the remaining 2 years of the project

3) To begin establishing the basis for the evaluation of our own periodic reporting process, which will take place this year and next

EXPECTED OUTPUTS:

1) Consensus on the use of integrity indicators in state of conservation reporting

2) Identification of stronger links between Periodic Reporting as a WHC tool, and as a site management tool

3) Consensus on if and how the Management Effectiveness project methodology can be applied to cultural heritage sites

4) Outline for an expanded project supporting management effectiveness for a broader range of WH sites

Day 1:

9h30– 10h00:
Introductions – review of meeting purpose, objectives.

10h00-11h00: 
A review of the periodic reporting excercises to date – presentation an discussion, with a summary of lessons learned (Mechtild Rossler) 

· Reliability of periodic reports

· Usefulness as a state of conservation monitoring tool for WHC

· Usefulness in the support of site managment

11h00-11h30: 
Break

11h30-12h30: 
Management Effectiveness project:  Methodology and Lessons Learned (Marc Hockings).

12h30-14h00: 
Lunch

14h30-15.h00:  
IUCN’s role and reactive monitoring. Lessons learned. (Georgina Peard, presented by Marc Hockings

15h00-15h30: 
Monitoring at Australia’s Great Barrier Reef – Jon Day, Director, Conservation, Heritage and Indigenous Partnerships, Great Barrier Reef Marine Park Authority

15h30-16h00: 
Break

16h00-16h30:
Discussions on previous presentations

16h30-17h30: 
Review of key discussion points and discussion of Day 2 agenda

Day 2:

9h30-10h00:  
Synthesis of previous day’s conclusions.   Marc Hockings. 

10h00-12h00:  Working groups, likely to focus on issues such as:  

· Effectiveness of periodic reporting – what improvements needed?

· Indicators of the state of conservation – most suitable? Practical?

· How reporting can feed back into management?

· How can the Management Effectiveness methodology be applied to Cultural WH sites?  Potential for financing a project extension?

· Role of third parties in supporting monitoring work

12h00-13h00: 
Report back/summary - identification of next steps (i.e. session after lunch)

13h00-14h30: 
Lunch

14h30-15h30:  
Again either one or two working groups on next steps plans, timeframes.

16h00-17h00: 
Presentation of results and wrap up.
Workshop report: May 2005
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Develop project proposals and seek further funding











Develop training and small-scale response programmes in response to assessment findings





Repeat assessments t regular intervals





Report on initial assessment and analyse results





Establish long-term monitoring and evaluation programmes





Develop and undertake an initial assessment (context, planning, process, inputs, outputs and outcomes)





Document World Heritage values and attributes
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		Component of Goal

		Desired Outcome expressed as outputs

		Key Performance Indicators 


(still being developed/refined)



		Protection

		Conservation of the biodiversity of the GBR 

		KPI  1
The relative numbers of reefs that are ‘healthy’ compared to ‘not healthy’ as assessed by the AIMS Long-term Monitoring Program 



		

		Improved water quality

		KPI  2
Trends in chlorophyll ‘a’ concentrations in the GBR lagoon.  



		Wise use

		Sustainable fisheries 

		KPI  3
The proportion of fisheries with management plans and arrangements that comply with Australian Govt guidelines for ecologically sustainable fisheries



		

		Effective park management

		KPI  4
The number of bioregions with adequate ‘no take’ zones.



		

		Accurate and adequate information available for management

		KPI  5
The number of technical and scientific publications published about the GBR by GBRMPA and the Reef CRC is static or increasing. 



		Understanding & enjoyment

		High-quality tourism and recreation opportunities

		KPI  7
Trends in the numbers of tourists to the GBR Marine Park and their satisfaction with that experience.



		

		Improved community understanding of the GBR Marine Park

		KPI  6
Public understanding of the main threats to and the values of the GBR is increasing  






