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Introduction

1. First of all, I thank the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, the World Heritage Committee, Advisory Bodies, States Parties and other partners participating in this Meeting for inviting me to join you in your discussion to reflect upon the experience of the first cycle of the Regional Periodic Reporting exercise [Article 29 of the WH Convention].

Regional Perspective Brief
2. As you are aware, the Asia-Pacific Regional Periodic Reporting exercise results were examined by the World Heritage Committee in 2003.  To recall, the Asia-Pacific region consists of a great diversity and disparity in terms of area, population, resources, heritage and capacities, having:

· 60% of world population (China 1.6 billion v.s. Niue 2,000 pax)
· Some wealthy States Parties (Australia, Japan, New Zealand [around or above USD 20,000 GDP per capita] as well as post-conflict and/or many LDC States Parties (Afghanistan GDP per capita USD 800)
· States Parties with vast land area/size (China 9.5 million km2) as well as small island States Parties (Marshall Islands 181.3 km2)
· A rich diversity of natural and cultural heritage types (large coastal areas v.s. single monuments v.s. urbanized historic cities v.s. living cultural landscapes v.s. industrial heritage properties still in use)
· Disparity and differences in capacities and resources for sustainable heritage conservation, management and presentation.  
3. There is a common overarching trend in the region which is the undeniable increasing need for exploitation of resources to meet the development needs of the people of the Asia-Pacific.  Development challenges are enormous, which impact directly or indirectly to the World Heritage conservation process.
4. Profile briefings of the region and each of the 39 States Parties as well as summaries of the challenges which need to be addressed are presented in the World Heritage Report 12 “The State of World Heritage in the Asia-Pacific Region 2003”. 
Process of the 2003 Asia-Pacific Regional Periodic Reporting Exercise
5. Ownership of the Periodic Reporting process – the Periodic Reporting process needed to be useful for the States Parties and the site managers (i.e. the conservation managers).  In the Asian Region, a continuous string of activities aimed to have the States Parties “Own” the Periodic Reporting process was organized from 1997. In 1998 when the activation of Article 29 was formally approved by the World Heritage General Assembly of States Parties and the Periodic Reporting format was approved by the World Heritage Committee, such activities were increased.  The Asia-Pacific Periodic Reporting process was always linked with the Global Strategy programme implementation.  The consultation and information collection and analysis exercises were related to regional or sub-regional meetings.  This guaranteed full participation of States Parties, and in the end, we were able to obtain 100% participation.  For the Pacific Island States Parties, special encouragement and outreach was undertaken to increase their awareness and participation.  Donors contributed for the Periodic Reporting exercise to assist countries with limited means, and in particular, the Government of Japan is appreciated for its substantial financial assistance through its UNESCO – Japan Funds in Trust.
6. The following points are underscored based upon the 2003 first Asia-Pacific Regional Periodic Reporting cycle:
· Involvement of the UNESCO field offices is not only extremely important and useful, but critical. When we were not able to mobilize and involve the UNESCO field office serving States Parties in particular sub-regions, the process was more difficult.  I just attended the Central Asian Periodic Reporting Follow Up Meeting in Almaty, Kazakhstan 31 October ~ 5 November 2005.  All State Party Representatives were Site Managers, and all the concerned Field Offices participated, which led to a sound formulation of Action Plans which are useful for the States Parties, as well as pragmatic, realistic, and tailored to the needs of the sub-regional/national ground realities.  Participation of the UNESCO Field Offices  also permits ownership of the Follow Up actions by both the States Parties and Field Offices.  UNESCO Field Offices should also have access as well as hard copies of the basic nomination, State Of Conservation Reports from the countries they serve, as well as the Periodic Reports from these countries.
· Language is terribly important.  At all levels of consultation, translations were necessary - the Russian language in particular posed challenge for the sub-region of Central Asia. 
· Continuity of personnel and policy is underscored as crucial and critical, both at UNESCO and National levels. The establishment of Focal Point Persons worked for some States Parties, but did not work at all for some others. In the follow up process, the same situation exists.
· Electronic format is useful for only a limited number of site managers and States Parties. 
· The “4C’s” are deemed to be inseparable according to both UNESCO Field Officers and State Party site management authorities. CREDIBILITY can only be achieved at State Party and heritage management levels through the continuous process of CONSERVATION, CAPACITY BUILDING & COMMUNICATION.  To separate them into four budgetary categories was regarded as absurd at the Central Asian workshop.
· “Thematic approaches” to address the burning issues which came forth from the Periodic Reporting exercise in the Asia-Pacific was underlined as useful and effective.
Presentation of the Regional Periodic Reports:
7. Many will recall that the Asia-Pacific Periodic Report was presented by the States Parties themselves, a formula for presentation and ownership adopted for the first time in the World Heritage Committee in 2003. Until then, “international expert consultants” had presented the Regional Periodic Report.  The Asia-Pacific State Party representatives not only presented the themes of regional challenges, but also the actions which need to be taken by the States Parties, UNESCO, the World Heritage Committee, and other relevant partners.
8. While a Synthesis Summary is appropriate for the presentation of the Regional Periodic Report to the World Heritage Committee, States Parties need the full detailed information collected and analyzed within the Report as a TOOL.  The information must be made available to the public (i.e. delineation of the World Heritage properties, the protective regulations, accessibility, statements of the Outstanding Universal Values, etc.) to ensure that conservation of Cultural and Natural Heritage is integrated within the comprehensive development planning process (Article 5a). Already, for the Asia Pacific Region in 2003, we had summaries of the Section I & II data with linkages with the State of Conservation and Nomination Dossiers. It was decided, for example, at the Central Asian Follow Up meeting in Oct – Nov 2005, that the PDF available forms of nominations, management plans, state of conservation report, would be uploaded by the UNESCO Almaty Office to place on-line, following requests from the Central Asian States Parties.

9. The questionnaire format for the first cycle was very detailed as UNESCO WHC was collecting information it never had which should have been available within original Nomination Dossiers.  Much of the information for new nominations do not have to be re-asked as the more recent nominations include such information. 
10. The original sources of information should always be indicated within the summary forms compiled.

11. What is required in Section I and II are quite different, and Section II should be linked directly to any future new World Heritage nomination.

Opportunities: 
12. Detailed information, shared information, conclusions, recommendations, and step by step actions all need to be detailed, precise, with deadlines. Otherwise, opportunities are lost. Clearly identified needs cannot be addressed properly without specific actions and clear deadlines.
13. Boundaries of World Heritage properties inscribed in the early decades of the World Heritage Convention were delineated for the first time in many cases, during the Regional Periodic Reporting exercise. Non existence of statements of Outstanding Universal Value were formally recognized, and new added values or changes in values needed to be evaluated. The Periodic Reporting exercise provided a good opportunity for this essential activity to take place.
14. The Periodic Report is an extremely useful and effective tool for regional and international co-operation for the World Heritage Conservation process. It brings Culture and Natural heritage together, UNESCO Headquarters and Field Offices together [if there is sufficient political will on the part of UNESCO HQ’s and Field Officers alike], IGOs and NGOs and donors together, and last but not least, stakeholders and community participation within the heritage conservation process.

Timing:
15. Reflection is extremely important to build upon the experience of the past, and use the lessons learnt to improve system. However, one must be prudent about changing deadlines/ schedules. There is precious value in keeping up the momentum and the attention of the States Parties to ensure participation and continuation of the Periodic Reporting exercise. Ownership means also being in control of the timing and if new deadlines are to be set by UNESCO Headquarters, they must be agreed upon by the States Parties concerned within the region. The decision should not just be taken by the Delegates in Paris but the site managers of the World Heritage properties. This is the only way to ensure credibility of the UNESCO World Heritage Committee and Centre.
16. The World Heritage Committee, in Decision 7 EXT.COM 5D (December 2004), requested  “the Director of the World Heritage Centre to report at its 30th session (2006) on the outcomes of the sub-regional meetings and other activities foreseen in 2004 and 2005 for the implementation of the programmes “Action Asia 2003-2009” and “World Heritage-Pacific 2009”.  There is also on-going sub-regional Programme “Central Asian Earth 2002-2012” on-going.  Such decisions should not be changed with new deadlines each time a new difficulty appears.
New “burning” Issues which arose from the APA PR exercise 1st cycle:
17. Statements of Outstanding Universal Values are missing and will be elaborated by the States Parties (thereafter Advisory Bodies through the World Heritage Centre) and need to be finally approved by the World Heritage Committee. 
18. There are new core, buffer and landscape / development zones delineated before the 2003 Asia-Pacific Periodic Reporting exercise by States Parties, which were submitted, and accepted by UNESCO’s World Heritage Committee but without any review by Advisory Bodies and the World Heritage Committee. These all need to be individually reviewed together with the statements of Outstanding Universal Values which are submitted.  However, if World Heritage properties are presented as “re-nomination”, that will create a lot of confusion and conflict within the States Parties, as there are restrictions in the number of new nominations per year, and a re-nomination will take away the chance for new properties to be nominated. 
19. It should be noted that the new 2005 Operational Guidelines describing the process for the statements of Outstanding Universal Value and boundaries recognition came AFTER the 2003 Periodic Reporting exercise. So, the Asia-Pacific States Parties and heritage managers who are following up on the 2003 Periodic Reporting exercise do not know of the new procedures.  My suggestion would be to do the redefinition of OUV and boundaries in 2nd cycle for APA PR exercise as many of the statements of OUVs are still undefined – and in principle, boundaries simply cannot be reviewed without the OUVs.  Finally, “re-nominations” of old properties should not be counted in the limitation of 2 new nominations per year, one being cultural heritage, one being natural heritage.
Linkages between the PR exercise and the Global Strategy (i.e. new nominations of underrepresented natural and cultural heritage):
20. There is no difference in importance between Article 1, 2, 5 and 29 from the point of view of the States Parties. 
21. So, should there be a halt in the examination of new nominations, the credibility of the World Heritage Convention, and the fundamental spirit of the conservation process will be seriously undermined.  There will be an increased sense from the “late comers” or LDC’s that they are “yet again being left behind having missed the band wagon”.
22. The time constraints of the World Heritage Committee and limited capacity of all the players (Advisory Bodies, WHC, and World Heritage Committee) will not be accepted by States Parties as a justification for delaying new nominations. 

Thank you for your kind attention. For inquiries or clarification, please contact Junko Taniguchi at Email: j.taniguchi@unesco.org. 
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