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Dear Minister

Report of the Expert Panel to review public applications for inclusion on the UK’s
Tentative List for potential nomination for UNESCO World Heritage Status

In March 2010, following extensive public consultation on the UK’s policy on World Heritage,
the Minister for Heritage announced that she intended to renew the UK’s Tentative List in
consultation with colleagues from the Northern Ireland Assembly, the Scottish Government
and the Welsh Assembly Government.  Nominations were invited from local authorities and
others throughout the UK, the Overseas Territories and the Crown Dependencies by public
advertisement. Thirty-eight nominations were received.

| am pleased to submit to you the Report of the Independent Expert Panel set up in response
to the invitation to review the applications and make recommendations. The Panel has met
on three occasions and has recommended 11 sites for the consideration of DCMS Ministers
and Colleagues from Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales, and other Government
Departments.  Four sites are in England, three in Scotland, one in Wales and three in the
Overseas Territories. Cultural and natural sites are represented. We believe that these
sites would add greatly to this Country’s representation on the UNESCO World Heritage List,
and are a significant contribution to the world’s heritage.

I would like to record my thanks to all our colleagues on the Panel for their assistance,
knowledge and support during an exciting and stimulating process. | would also like to thank
colleagues from the UK'’s heritage agencies and organisations, and Government
departments and the Devolved Administrations for their support.

FRYAE

Sue Davies OBE
Chair of the Expert Panel



Contents

Executive Summary

List of General Recommendations

1 Background and the context of the Tentative List Review
2 Aims and objectives
3 Methodology used to develop the list of sites used recommended for the

Tentative List

~N o o1 b~

The Application Sites
Recommendations for the new Tentative List
Issues identified and lessons learned

Summary of General Recommendations

Appendix 1  Application Sites

Annex A:

Annex B:

Annex C:

Annex D:

Annex E:
Annex F:

Annex G:

Annex H:

Annex I:

Figure 1:

Figure 2:

UNESCO criteria for the assessment of Outstanding Universal
Value (OUV) and requirements for legal protection and
management

List of current UK World Heritage Properties

Sites included on previous UK Tentative Lists

Information supplied to Applicants

Terms of Reference for the UK Tentative List Expert Panel
Membership of Expert Panel

Brief descriptions of Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory and the Twin
Monastery of Wearmouth-Jarrow

References

Acknowledgements

UK and Crown Dependencies — existing World Heritage Sites and
Application Sites

Overseas Territories — existing World Heritage Sites and
Application Sites

Page

10

13
21
30
35

39

77

81
82
85
86
88
89

92
94

15

16



Executive Summary

The Government is committed to implementing the World Heritage Convention and
supporting the achievement of UNESCO'’s goals and aspirations. The United Kingdom
ratified the World Heritage Convention in 1984. Since then 28 sites from the UK and its
Overseas Territories have been inscribed on the World Heritage List. Of these, four are
natural and one mixed which compares well to the rest of Europe.

Government reviewed its policy on World Heritage in early 2009. In the light of the response
to public consultation, the Government announced in January 2010 that it would continue to
nominate from a new shorter and more focused Tentative List, but not necessarily every
year. This is in line with UNESCO'’s policy to invite well-represented states voluntarily to
reduce the number of their nominations.

On 22 January 2010, the Government announced a competition to identify more exceptional
cultural and natural heritage places of global importance in the UK and advertised for
applications to the new Tentative List. Government also stated that these applications
would be evaluated by an independent expert panel, drawn from across the UK.

All World Heritage Sites must have Outstanding Universal Value (OUV), which means that
they should be of truly global significance. This also means that the standards for any new
UK nominations must be very high.

Thirty-eight applications for the new Tentative List were received. Seventeen were for sites
in England, four for sites in Northern Ireland, six for Scotland, two for Wales, four for sites in
the Overseas Territories and two for a Crown Dependency. Two were on the borders of
England and Wales, with one transnational nomination (England-France). Three of these
sites were proposed as part of transnational nominations yet to be firmly prepared. Thirty
sites were submitted under cultural criteria for Outstanding Universal Value, seven were
submitted as mixed sites and there was a single site in Scotland submitted solely on natural
criteria. Eleven of the cultural and mixed sites were also submitted as cultural landscapes.

The Expert Panel assessed the sites individually and during discussion in two meetings, and
arrived at a consensus list of recommendations using their professional judgement.

Sites recommended for the new Tentative List

The Panel considered that eleven sites have the potential to demonstrate Outstanding
Universal Value and form a credible Tentative List. The Panel therefore recommends to the
following sites to DCMS Ministers for inclusion on the new Tentative List (C Cultural site; CL
Cultural Landscape; N natural site):

Chatham Dockyard and its Defences, Mousa, Old Scatness & Jarlshof,
England (C) Scotland (C)

Creswell Crags, England (C) Slate Industry of North Wales (CL)
England’s Lake District, England (CL) The Flow Country, Scotland (N)
Gorham’s Cave Complex, Gibraltar (C) The Forth Bridge (Rail), Scotland (C)
The Island of St Helena (N) Turks & Caicos Islands (N)

Jodrell Bank Observatory, England (C)
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Four sites were on the 1999 Tentative List (Chatham, the Lake District, The Flow Country
and the Forth Bridge). The Lake District was also on the 1986 List, as was part of the Island
of St Helena.

Next steps
The Panel considers it important that:
e Before the new Tentative List is submitted to UNESCO, it is essential to confirm with
all applicants that they are still willing and able to proceed with a potential nomination.
This recommendation is made in the light of the current economic position and
because many applicants do not seem to recognise the potential cost of preparing a
nomination and subsequent management. (Recommendation 6)
e Those compiling the Tentative List do so in consultation with the applicants for each
site selected (Recommendation 5).
e The initial stage of the nomination process (once a site is on the Tentative List) should
be a feasibility study of its viability, including the preparation of a draft Statement of
OUV (Recommendation 8).

The Panel also recommends to DCMS Ministers that four sites should be considered for
adding to the new Tentative List if firm proposals for transnational nominations are fully
developed by the other countries involved. Three of these (Gracehill Conservation Area,
Northern Ireland; the Royal Sites of Ireland — Navan Fort; and Tynwald Hill and Environs,
Isle of Man) were put forward as part of potential transnational nominations. In the case of
the Fountain Cavern, Anguilla, British West Indies, the Panel concurs with thematic studies
of the Caribbean which identify the site as best fitting a transnational nomination. In the
Panel’'s view, none of these applications demonstrated the potential for OUV as stand-alone
sites. For them to be part of a successful transnational nomination, it would be necessary to
demonstrate that they could make a substantial contribution to the OUV of the series of sites
as a whole and the Government would need to be satisfied of this before adding any of them
to the UK Tentative List. (Recommendation 4)

The Panel considers that some other sites may have the capacity to be re-submitted for
either this new List or a future List.  Firstly, at a national level there is a need for a study to
consider whether it is possible to identify a coherent nomination relating to the early
development of railways, undoubtedly an area in which the UK made a very significant global
contribution. Three sites put forward on this occasion (The Birth of the Railway Age, the
Great Western Railway World Heritage Site and Merthyr Tydfil) may be capable of making a
contribution to such a proposal but not in their current form. The Panel recommends that if
such a coherent proposal can be developed, the Government should consider adding it at a
future date to this new Tentative List, provided that it has the potential to demonstrate OUV
and that effective management systems are in place. (Recommendation 2)

Secondly, the Panel thought that in the case of Former RAF Upper Heyford, there is a need
for research to establish the extent to which the site may have a truly global significance.
The Cold War undoubtedly was of global significance but research would establish which
places provide the best physical evidence of this. (Recommendationl)

Thirdly, two sites (City of York: subsurface archaeological deposits and the Wye Valley &

Forest of Dean) might consider a future application to the next UK Tentative List with
substantially revised component parts.
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The Panel judged that 17 cultural and mixed sites application sites did not have the potential
to demonstrate OUV. They comprise nine in England, two in Northern Ireland, three in
Scotland, one in Wales, one on the England/Wales borders, one in the Isle of Man and one
transnational site.

However, in considering the case of Merthyr Tydfil, the Panel felt that while the town has
undoubtedly made a nationally and internationally significant contribution to industrial history,
the evidence remaining is now very fragmentary. For this reason the Panel could not judge
the proposed site as having the potential to demonstrate OUV. But the Panel recommends
that a more holistic approach to the preservation of the iron and steel industrial heritage of
South Wales might be developed, based not just on the Blaenavon WHS but also on other
significant sites including Merthyr Tydfil. (Recommendation 3)

In the case of two further sites, the Panel commended that Arbroath Abbey and Merton
Priory should consider applying for inclusion on the UNESCO Memory of the World Register,
considering this to be a better form of commemoration for them.

The Panel made a number of observations on the process of developing a new list and on
the applications. As a result there are 11 recommendations attached for consideration by
the Government and Devolved Administrations, the DCMS, the national cultural and natural
heritage agencies and others.

In particular, the Panel noted with some concern that despite all the available guidance and
background studies, some applicants had not fully grasped the likely costs of nominating or
managing World Heritage Sites. It is essential that key stakeholders, including planning
authorities, are fully committed both to resourcing World Heritage Sites and to the protection
of their OUV.

In the course of its work, the Panel received informal advice from IUCN about how it
assesses natural site nominations. This helps to identify the challenge that will face those
developing a successful nomination for the three natural sites that the Panel is putting
forward. IUCN also drew attention to several other sites that they hoped might be nominated
by the UK in due course. The Panel recognises the importance of this advice and its
proposals seek to address the points raised by IUCN.

Finally the panel considered lessons learnt from this review which might be applied in the
future. The very open process this time undoubtedly had great value, but applicants did not
always fully consider the wider global context of their sites. Any future review should
combine an open approach with a thematic framework identifying areas, both natural and
cultural, in which the UK can potentially make a true contribution to global heritage. The
Panel recommends some topics on which it would be helpful to carry out research before the
next review of the Tentative List. (Recommendations 1 and 10)
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List of General Recommendations

Recommendation 1: The Panel recommends that in order to inform future Tentative Lists, the Government
and national heritage bodies explore the possibilities of developing research in appropriate ways into the
following topics:

e Early 20" century architecture and architects

e The physical remains of the Cold War

e The representation of Sport on the World Heritage List.

Recommendation 2: The Panel recommends that the Government, working with the national heritage
agencies, should commission a study of early railway remains in order to identify possible sites with the
potential to demonstrate OUV and sufficient coherence to be manageable, and that it should consider adding
such a proposal to the new Tentative List subject to the completion of a satisfactory feasibility study as
recommended in 7.9.

Recommendation 3: The Panel recommends that a study of the industrial heritage of South Wales should be
undertaken to examine the potential for developing a more holistic approach to preservation and presentation
of the iron and steel industrial landscapes, building on the positive impact achieved by the inscription of the
Blaenavon World Heritage Site.

Recommendation 4: The Panel recommends that the Government add UK elements of potential transnational
sites to the Tentative List as and when a transnational nomination becomes a firm proposal, provided that they
are satisfied that the place could make a substantial contribution to the OUV of the series of sites as a whole,
and that the place is able to prepare a satisfactory feasibility study.

Recommendation 5: The Panel recommends that those compiling the Tentative List do so in consultation with
the applicants for each site selected for the List, some of whom might require assistance even at this stage, as
well as the national heritage agencies (cultural or natural as appropriate) and other relevant advisors.

Recommendation 6: The Panel recommends that applicants are asked to confirm that they are still willing and
able to proceed with a potential nomination before the new Tentative List is submitted to UNESCO

Recommendation 7: The Panel recommends that the Government should establish a clear process for
deciding the future programme of nominations and give as much notice as possible of that programme to allow
time for effective preparation of nominations. This programme will need to be reviewed regularly in consultation
with applicants as well as the national heritage agencies (cultural or natural as appropriate) and other relevant
advisors.

Recommendation 8: The Panel recommends that the initial stage of this nomination process should be a

feasibility study of the viability of each site included on the Tentative List. The feasibility study should include:

e the preparation of a draft Statement of OUV (including authenticity and/or integrity)

o a sufficient international comparative study

e assessment of legal protection and management arrangements, and

e assessment of the commitment of local authorities and other major stakeholders to future resourcing and
sustainable management of the site.

Recommendation 9: The Panel recommends that more support should be made available to Overseas
Territories in the development of proposals for cultural and natural sites from this Tentative List and for future
Lists.

Recommendation 10: The Panel recommends that the Government, working with the national heritage
agencies (both cultural and natural) and IUCN UK and ICOMOS-UK should identify opportunities for research
on at least some of these thematic areas (see 7.12) to identify potential themes for a future Tentative List.

Recommendation 11: The Panel recommends that the Government of the day should consider combining a
more thematic approach (based on the results of appropriate research) seeking applications in specific subject
areas with an open application process for the next Tentative List Review.
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Background and the context of the Tentative
List Review

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

What is World Heritage?

World Heritage is an international system of mutual cooperation between states set
up to identify, protect, manage, present and transmit to future generations places of
Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) to all humanity, according to the terms of the
1972 UNESCO Convention concerning the Protection of Cultural and Natural Heritage
(the World Heritage Convention). The Convention also encourages states to develop
systems for the conservation of their natural and cultural heritage generally.

The best known aspect of the Convention is the World Heritage List of (currently) 911
places judged to be of OUV. World Heritage properties are the heritage of all
humanity and it is the responsibility of the international community to safeguard them.
This does not preclude change provided that the OUV of the property, including its
authenticity and integrity, is not adversely affected.

Ten criteria have been agreed by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee as the
basis for assessing OUV (Annex A). The Committee will consider a site as having
OUV if it meets one or more of the ten criteria. World Heritage properties must also
have integrity and, if cultural, authenticity, as well as adequate legal protection and an
appropriate management system to protect their OUV. World Heritage properties can
be natural or cultural or mixed (both natural and cultural). A sub-category of cultural
sites is the cultural landscape which represents the ‘combined works of nature and
man’ (World Heritage Convention, Article 1). Detailed advice on these and other
requirements for nomination can be found in the Operational Guidelines for the
implementation of the Convention.

The Global Context

The World Heritage Convention recognises that the primary responsibility for the care
and conservation of world heritage belongs to individual states. By joining the
Convention, each government recognises its duty to protect World Heritage.

The operation of the Convention is overseen by UNESCO'’s intergovernmental World
Heritage Committee, made up of 21 states elected in rotation by the 187 member
states of the Convention. At its annual meeting, the World Heritage Committee
decides which nominated sites shall be inscribed on the World Heritage List. The
Committee also monitors how well World Heritage Sites are conserved and can
intervene with individual governments if they consider there are potential threats to
OUV. This is an increasing part of the Committee’s workload as the number of World
Heritage properties increases, and as the Committee endeavours to address some of
the underlying problems and weaknesses that contribute to threats.

The World Heritage Committee is advised on nominations and the conservation of
existing World Heritage properties by the International Union for the Conservation of
Nature (IUCN) on natural sites, and the International Council on Monuments and Sites
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1.7

1.8

1.9

1.10

1.11

(ICOMOS) on cultural sites. The International Centre for the Study of the Preservation
and Restoration of Cultural Property (ICCROM), the third Advisory Body to the
Convention, deals primarily with training. The secretariat for the Committee is
provided by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre in Paris.

The World Heritage Committee has been concerned almost since it began work by
the difficulties of achieving an appropriate geographical and thematic balance in the
World Heritage List and between natural and cultural heritage. Generally Western
European countries, including the UK, are perceived as being well- if not over-
represented on the List. Over the years the Committee has provided assistance to
under-represented countries and encouraged well-represented countries to slow
down nominations. Since 2000 countries have been limited in how many nominations
they can submit (currently a maximum of two per year).

In 1994 the Committee agreed a global strategy on nominations which set very broad
priorities. For cultural sites, the general priorities were human co-existence with the
land, and human beings in society. ICOMOS and IUCN have both analysed the
World Heritage List and produced gaps studies (Annex H). The ICOMOS study does
not identify specific cultural heritage priorities or provide direct guidance on specific
types of heritage that should be nominated, but contains an important analysis of
current representivity. The IUCN study identifies specific gaps in natural heritage
sites. These provide clear priorities for nominations. ICOMOS and IUCN also publish
thematic studies of particular categories of heritage which provide useful guidance.

The Nomination Process and Tentative Lists

Sites can only be nominated for inclusion on the World Heritage List by a national
government. Once nominated, they are rigorously evaluated by either ICOMOS (for
cultural sites) or IUCN (for natural sites) or both (for mixed sites and cultural
landscapes). ICOMOS and IUCN recommend to the World Heritage Committee
whether or not a site should be inscribed on the World Heritage List. Only the
Committee can actually decide whether or not a site has OUV and should be placed
on the List. Success is by no means assured and over the years several UK
nominations have failed or had to be revised and re-submitted.

Before any site can be nominated it must first be on the national Tentative List. This
is a list of places which the Government considers that it might nominate over future
years and has to be formally submitted to UNESCO. UNESCO expects Tentative
Lists to be reviewed about once a decade.

World Heritage in the UK

The United Kingdom ratified the World Heritage Convention in 1984. Since then 28
sites from the UK and its Overseas Territories have been inscribed on the World
Heritage List (see Annex B for list). Of these, four are natural and one mixed which
compares well to the rest of Europe. The Government is committed to implementing
the World Heritage Convention and supporting the achievement of UNESCOQO'’s goals
and aspirations. The Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) is responsible
for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention. It works with other
Government Departments, with the devolved Governments in Scotland and Wales
and Northern Ireland with the support of Historic Scotland, Cadw and the Northern
Ireland Environment Agency. It also works with English Heritage and the Joint Nature
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1.12

1.13

1.14

1.15

1.16

1.17

Conservation Committee, as its official advisors, to achieve the proper management
of the UK World Heritage Sites, and the UK National Commission for UNESCO which
has a broader remit as advisor to Government on all UNESCO-related matters. A
range of other cultural and natural heritage bodies, including the national UK
committees of IUCN and ICOMOQOS, contribute to this work.

The protection and management of the World Heritage Sites is based on specific
designations, and the use of the spatial planning system, with local authorities having
the required planning policies and documents in their local plans. World Heritage
Management Plans are required for each site to provide a holistic approach to their
overall management by ensuring effective involvement of all key stakeholders.
Normally, each property has a co-ordinator or co-ordinating unit.

The UK prepared Tentative Lists in 1986 and 1999 (see Annex C for lists).
The Government Review of UK World Heritage Policy

In December 2008, the Government announced a review of its policy on World
Heritage (Annex H).One of the four objectives of the Review was to make
recommendations on future policy for nominations. In the light of UNESCO objectives
for a credible and balanced World Heritage List, the Review offered three options:

I) continue to nominate annually from our existing Tentative List;

i) suspend new nominations for a period and focus instead on making the most of the
sites we already have; or

iii) draw up a shorter and more focused Tentative List, streamlining the application
process and spacing out our nominations so that we are not necessarily proposing a

new site each year. (Annex H).

The Policy Review was the subject of widespread public consultation which informed
the Government’s final decisions on policy. In the light of the public response, the
Government announced in January 2010 that it would adopt option (iii) and continue
to nominate from a new shorter and more focused Tentative List, but not necessarily
every year. This is in line with UNESCO'’s policy to invite well-represented states
voluntarily to reduce the number of their nominations (UNESCO 2008, para. 59)

The Government announced on 22 January 2010 that it was launching a competition
to identify more cultural and natural heritage places of global importance. At the
same time the Government stated that it would shortly advertise for applications to the
Tentative List. Government also announced that the 2010 applications would be
evaluated by an independent expert panel, drawn from across the UK, and asked for
expressions of interest from relevant professionals. The Panel was to include experts
on a range of cultural heritage sites, cultural landscapes and natural heritage sites
and advise Ministers on the applications.

This report makes recommendations for a new Tentative List to DCMS Ministers and
their colleagues, who will then decide which sites to include.
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Aims and Objectives

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

The overarching aim of Government in making the public announcements was to
produce a new shorter Tentative List in tune with UNESCO and UK objectives. It
intended:

That the List would be developed in as open a way as possible with UK applications
invited from local authorities and others across the UK and from the Overseas
Territories and Crown Dependencies.

To put forward fewer UK nominations supported by a more streamlined application
process to help ensure success.

That the selection process for sites would be rigorous to identify at an early stage
those applications with a strong likelihood of success.

To complete the new Tentative List for submission to UNESCO in 2011 with the first
nominations able to go forward from 2012.

In contrast to the previous UK Tentative List (1999), no thematic structure was
developed before the invitation of nominations. The competition was open to all
applications so that all proposals could be judged on an equal footing by the Expert
Panel. The Government announced that no sites on the 1999 Tentative List should
be carried through automatically to the new Tentative List. For technical reasons it
subsequently proved necessary to carry forward two sites which have already been
nominated to UNESCO for World Heritage status (Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory
and The Twin Monastery of Wearmouth — Jarrow). Darwin’s Landscape Laboratory
was deferred in summer 2010 by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee after the
Government’'s announcement on the creation of a new Tentative List and is now
under active discussion with UNESCO. The Twin Monastery is the UK’s current
nomination, submitted in January 2011. Descriptions of the sites are in Annex G. Any
other sites on the 1999 List had to re-apply if they wished to remain in contention.

Local authorities and others throughout the UK, including the Overseas Territories
and Crown Dependencies, were invited to nominate sites for assessment by an
independent Expert Panel. The Application Pack and Information Sheets were
published in March 2010 with a closing date for applications of 11th June, 2010
(Annex D). Thirty-eight applications were received (Table 4.1; Figures 1 and 2).

The application form was the first stage of a process designed to produce a list of
sites in the UK, Crown Dependencies and Overseas Territories, capable of
proceeding to nominations which could succeed to be inscribed on the World Heritage
List by the UNESCO World Heritage Committee.

The second stage was the evaluation of the application forms by the Expert Panel.
The membership of this nine-strong Expert Panel was announced on 30 November
2010 (Annex F). Members of the Panel were appointed in a personal capacity and
not as representatives of any body with which they happened to be connected. The
role of the Panel was to:

Evaluate the applications using a standard template
Ensure the selection process for sites was sufficiently rigorous to identify at an early
stage those applications with a strong likelihood of success.
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2.6

2.7

2.8

Make recommendations to DCMS Ministers and their colleagues of sites which could
be included in the new Tentative List. (see Annex E for the Panel’'s Terms of
Reference)

The third stage of the review will be the decisions of DCMS Ministers and their
colleagues on the Panel’s recommendations. The final stage will be the submission
to UNESCO of the 2011 UK Tentative List and the announcement of the successful
sites.

The process was led by the DCMS with support from the UK National Commission for
UNESCO. DCMS was also supported by a Tentative List Steering Group with
membership from the UK National Commission for UNESCO, other Government
departments including the Ministry of Justice (responsible for Crown Dependencies),
the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (responsible for Overseas Territories), the
devolved Governments of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland, and English
Heritage and the Joint Nature Conservation Committee (the official advisors to the
DCMS on cultural and natural heritage respectively). The Steering Group was
developed from a long standing Inter Departmental Liaison Group which has
contained representation from both natural and cultural heritage bodies. The Panel
suggests that it would be helpful if natural heritage bodies could be more actively
involved in future liaison arrangements across Government.

Meetings of the Panel were attended by the Steering Group and an observer from
ICOMOS-UK. Further contextual advice was received from IUCN UK, while one
member of the Panel also provided a link to it. The Secretariat for the Review was
provided from within the Steering Group by the DCMS and English Heritage (Annex
F).
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Methodology used to develop the list of sites
recommended for the Tentative List

3.1

3.2

3.3

The key elements in the development of the new Tentative List are the application
form and the discussions and recommendations of the Expert Panel. The application
form provided the basic information on each of the 38 sites in a standard format
designed to provide essential information (the questions are listed at the front of
Appendix 1). The Panel provided the professional judgement to assess the
applications and draw up the list of sites recommended for inclusion on the Tentative
List on the basis of consensus.

The Process

The Panel met three times. Their meetings were also attended by members of the
Tentative List Steering Group, the Secretariat and an Observer from ICOMOS-UK
(Annex F). The first meeting was used for induction and an initial introduction to the
application sites. Between the first and second meetings Panel members completed
a form detailing their initial assessment of each site. At the end of this initial
appraisal, Panel Members scored the applications numerically against ten criteria
using an on-line system. The assessment forms were used to aid a detailed
discussion of the sites in the second Panel meeting. This debate resulted in initial
recommendations on sites to be included in the Tentative List. The Panel also
discussed more general matters around the whole process. After the second meeting
the first draft of the Panel report was produced for comment and for use as a basis for
further discussion at the Panel’s third and final meeting. At that meeting, the
recommendations to Ministers for the new Tentative List were finalised. After the
meeting the final draft of the Panel’s report was prepared and agreed by
correspondence with Panel members.

The Application Form

The application form was the key document since it was designed to elicit basic and
consistent information on each of the ten criteria assessed by Panel members:

Essential Criteria:

Potential to demonstrate Outstanding Universal Value
Demonstrable Authenticity

Demonstrable Integrity

Necessary Criteria:

Support of principal owners

Support of local authorities

Is the site potentially sustainable as a WH property?

Desirable Criteria:

Support of the local community and other stakeholders

Inscription would enhance conservation and management

Inscription would bring demonstrable benefits

Inscription would support UNESCO'’s policy for a balanced World Heritage List.
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

Using the Forms

The forms were used first to assess the applications by each Panel member working
on their own. The results of the initial scoring were then uploaded onto a Sharepoint
system managed by the DCMS. The scores were weighted so that more prominence
was given first to the essential criteria and then to the necessary ones and least to
those which were considered desirable rather than necessary or essential (multi-
criteria analysis). The available scores were used at the second meeting of the Panel
to inform discussion. Panel members had a number of misgivings about the extent to
which the scoring system provided a clear and objective pointer to the worth of a
particular site since essentially it was using a quantitative means to assess qualitative
issues. While the assessment forms including scores undoubtedly provided a useful
structure for discussion, Panel members were unanimous that the key element of the
assessment process was the use of their professional judgement both in completing
the forms and in discussion with other professionals on the Panel to achieve a
consensus view on each application.

The Sequential Process

Panel members also agreed that the process was essentially sequential going
through the following steps to assess first the necessary, then the essential, and lastly
the desirable criteria:

Has the application demonstrated potential OUV?

If so, what criteria for OUV might be satisfied?

Have conditions of Authenticity/ Integrity been demonstrated?

Has an adequate initial comparative analysis been undertaken?

Are satisfactory legal protection/ management arrangements in place?

Are there other demonstrable benefits such as contributing to UNESCO'’s objectives
and priorities?

How do applications relate to policy context and priorities for the UK?

In most cases the basic judgement made by the Panel was whether a site had the
potential to demonstrate OUV, including the conditions of authenticity and/or integrity.
If it did not do so, there was little point in considering its other qualities. If it did satisfy
this basic test, then it was useful to look at the other aspects to decide whether or not
the site should be recommended for inclusion in the Tentative List.

There were two exceptions to this. Firstly, in the case of the four sites proposed as
part of potential transnational nominations or considered by the Panel as being more
appropriate for a transnational approach (see Table 5.2), the effective test was
whether the application had the potential to make a substantial contribution to the
overall OUV of the transnational proposal. Secondly, in a number of other cases, the
Panel felt able to suggest that in future a differently structured application might have
the potential to demonstrate OUV and so could be considered for a future Tentative
List.
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Criteria for Outstanding Universal Value

3.8  Once the Panel had decided that a site did have the potential to demonstrate OUV, it
considered the World Heritage criteria for OUV (see Annex A) under which it might
eventually be nominated. The Panel then recommended appropriate criteria which
have been included later in this report (Table 5.1 and Appendix 1). In many cases
these were fewer in number than those proposed by the applicant and in some cases
the Panel judged that only parts of the case put forward could be substantiated,
particularly when sites had been proposed under both natural and cultural criter