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State Party Analysis, Strengths and Weaknesses of the Periodic Reporting questionnaire

General

· Report of North American Regional Report in Durban highlighted many site specific issues such as need for statements of OUV, boundaries, name changes etc.

· Lessons learned in North America through Periodic Reporting documented in written report submitted to Berlin meeting.

· Generally, process was useful exercise to bring together 2 States Parties at senior, central level and to engage site managers in thinking about World Heritage concepts as applied to individual properties

· At State Party level, Stephen Morris and I assisted site managers in understanding and interpreting some parts of the questionnaire and in providing reports at what was considered to be appropriate and generally standard level – that is, we had an editorial role to certain degree, but the site managers were accountable and responsible for preparing the Section II reports

· Periodic Reporting was a time-consuming exercise with unclear outcomes at site level, so we could anticipate challenges in future cycles if there is significant departure from what is now considered baseline report and if there is not resolution of issues (eg statements of OUV) identified at this stage.

· Format and Explanatory Notes approved by Committee were not a questionnaire per se, but rather general guidance about expected contents.

· Each region was required to develop its own structured and more specific questionnaire, as illustrated by Peter Stott’s comparative table.

· Greater clarity is needed about the audience for the reports – Committee, Secretariat, State Party and site managers are all audiences and all have different needs – can one set of reports (ie Regional Report, Section I and Section II reports) satisfy all their needs?  - there is a need to think about long-term and short-term information requirements for each of these stakeholders.

Strengths

Section I

· Guidance provided proved useful in leading State Party representatives through comprehensive examination of implementation of Convention.

· Guidance provided assured general consistency among State Parties, but provided flexibility.

Section II

· Guidance provided led State Party representatives and site managers through reflection and consideration of meaning of World Heritage designation, in most cases for the first time since inscription.

· Guidance provided led to reasonably consistent baseline reports for each property, which are now better, more complete, relevant and up-to-date than 20+ year old nomination/inscription documents.

· Process revealed considerable work required for clarifying OUV, criteria, authenticity and integrity for most properties.

· Guidance provided proved useful and assured general consistency.

Weaknesses

Regional Report

· No guidance provided on expectations for Regional Report.

· North American Regional Report developed as focused, concise, strategic document for World Heritage Committee, with all detail provided in Section I and Section II reports.

Section I

· Guidance provided was not structured, detailed, logical, directive enough – as a result, regions produced 5 different reports.

· With respect to services, measures and mechanisms for identification, protection, conservation and presentation of heritage, guidance was not clear enough whether focus of Section I was World Heritage alone, or more broadly, all cultural and natural heritage – Canada and USA took different approaches.

Section II

· Guidance was developed on assumption that inscriptions clear about OUV, criteria, authenticity and integrity for each site – this was not the case, so it was challenging to monitor/report rigorously and consistently – eg how report about factors affecting World Heritage values if inscription not clear?

· Absence of agreed indicators for World Heritage values, authenticity, integrity also makes rigorous monitoring/reporting challenging.

Future

· Next round of reporting must build on first round – cannot lose work that has been done.

· Effort to standardize questionnaire worthwhile if that means bringing precision and consistency where this is lacking – but cannot completely replace existing efforts by making major changes.

· Any decision to move to standardized questionnaire should include all States Parties and allow appropriate time for input, as Mr. Bandarin noted this morning.

· To sustain/repeat effort in North America, must demonstrate concrete results, for example, improvements to dossiers (Statements of OUV, etc) on site-by-site basis, use of information in improved State of Conservation Reporting, continuous improvement in Periodic Reporting process itself.

· Indicators linked to World Heritage values can be helpful, but they must be agreed in advance with State Party at time of inscription and must take account of existing indicators related to domestic monitoring and reporting – Section 6 of Nomination requires identification of indicators for current and future nominations, but what about existing inscriptions?

· In terms of next cycle for Section II reports, need to think clearly about how to use the reports to monitor change (or lack of change) with respect to World Heritage values – build on baseline data created in first round, with use of agreed indicators.
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