


























howewver, aré even more evident in the existing Canadian Rocky Mountain Park World Heritage Site
which displays much greater relative relief, a far greater extent of glaciation and on-going glacial
processes, many more lakes, warerfalls and much more extensive wilderness zones. The scenic
values of W/GL nevertheless are high and have strong cultural associations. There has long been
a reverence for the area by native peoples as partly reflected by the existance of numerous
archeological sites and the existence of legends and myths. The International Peace Park idea also
emerged from the recognition of the cross-border nature of these valuas,

in terms of biota, W/GL does contain abundant wildlife and a number of rare and threatwened
species which are complementary 1o both Yellowstone to the south and the Canadian Rockies to
the north. &l three sites share essentially the same species complement but sach has several that
the others do not. The Canadian Rockies, for instance, are unigue in having caribou, Yellowstone
is unigue in having pronghorn antelops whils Glacier has a greater variety of Pacific flora. All
contain different sub-species of native trout. Both Yellowstone and the Canadian Rockies World
Heritage site have greater numbers of grizzly bears but Glacier has the densest population. Both
existing World Heritage sites also have a greater diversity of bird species than WIGL. There are not
substantive differences between sites with Sorensen Coefficients for most taxa nearing .80. One
expert reviewer has compared the data on fauna and concluded that the main concern was the
scological integrity and population viability of W/GL. the size of which is a limiting factor.

One aspect of W/GL is its concentration of biotic values. Even though it is only one-fifth of size
of the Canadian Rockies site, it has the same number of vascular plant spacies (ca 1300, It also
has two ecoreglons laspen parkland and grassland] that is not represented in the larger Canadian
FAockies site, The aguatic diversity of the site also appears to be higher than either Yellowstone
ar the Canadian Rockies but a full comparison of the data has not besn made.

Further comparative analyses could be made but the main conclusions reached by IUCN are:

. WIGL is one of many protected arsas found in the western Cordillera which extends from
the Brooks Range in Alaska to the Sierra Madre in Mexico. It is one of the "stepping
stones” in the Yellowstone to Yukon biodiversity corridor strategy and its intermediate
location between the Yellowstone and Canadian Rockies World Heritage site blends soma
slemants of both these units,

] The geological and biclogical values of W/GL (eriteria / and /) are certainly imporant on
a regional scale but are secondary in importance to other mountain parks in the region.

] Where W/GL is distinctive is that it represents a transitional ecotone between prairie and
mauntain bigmes and containe elements of bath, As the narrowast part of the Rockias it
15 also much more aftected by Pacoiic weather systems and the biological processes

resulting from this geographical setting distinguish it from other sites in the region [crtenan
i),

- Another unigue elemeant of the site is its location as the "Crown of the Continent and its
distinction as containing a t-ocean watershed divide (criterion &)

] A final distinction that the W/GL area claims is its role and history as the world's first

“international peace park”. This designation was based on the aesthetic and scenic values
of the site and while these are culturally defined, the use of this appallation provides an
indicator of the importance of the site (criterion .

3. INTEGRITY

Intégrity issues can be wviewed in relation to size and boundaries, threats and managemeant,

The legal boundary of W/GL encompasses 38 percent of the area of the ecosystem boundary

sccording 1o an estimate made by Mewmark [1885]. This is batter representation than somae parks
in the Pacific Morthwest but is significantly lower than that registered for Yellowstone [B4%],
Grand Canyon (60%], Olympic (48%) or the Canadian Rockies site which is almost double the size



of the biotic boundary. Even if these figures are disputed, the sssential point is that the W/GL umt
is leas compléte in it coverage of s ecosystem than existing World Hertage sies in the region.,
This could make the unit more prons to loss of species in the long run uniess extra etfort is made
to manags cooperatively the pubbc and prvate lands thatl sdioin the parks (see below how this is
indesd being attempted).

On the Canadian side it i3 noted that the sizps of Waterton was reduced 80% from the size it was
in 1814 lsaving out key habitat in the West Castie and Poll Haven areas. This may be parnally
compensated for in future a8 a Prowincial Wildiand Recreation area is being proposed for a porton
of the area that was excised. A missing element of the W/GL area 5 the adjoning
Akamina/ishinena srea in British Columbia, a portion of which has besn given provincial park
protection but which has not been included in the nomination.

In terms of thrasts, Glacier was rated as the most threatened park in the US in the 1980 State of
tho Parks report. Many of theses threats have not besn substantiated and others have diminished.
The main concarn over the development of an open pit strip ming 13 km upstréam from the park
has been reduced atter an International Joint Commission recommended not to proceed. Other
threats have besn identified in varnous studies of the two parks and mostly include incompatible
activibes on adjacent lands (oil and gas development, logging, cattle ranching and recreational
developmant}. Perturbations in the Flathead drainage due to the introduction of opossum shrimp
have also been well-described by Spencer, et.al. (1981), One reviewsr also expreased concern that
tha nomination did not note the andence of adverse impacts stemming from air pollution and acid
precipaation onginating in the Puget Sound region. Threats to the integrity of W/GL. however,
from inténsve TaNspoNaton and recreattonal development are not a8 evident as those in part of
the Canadian Roclies park site.

The managemant response 1o this range of threats has been 1o bacome much more nvolved in
regional land managamant through both the Biosphers Reserve Programma and the Crown of the
Continent Society. Both Waterton and Giacier are Biosphere Reserves (as is another adjacent area
known as the Coram Forestl and this approach has beesn helpful in fostering relationships with
surrpunding land owners and managers. The concept has been more active on the Waterton side
where a Biosphere Reserve Committes is in axistence and meats ragularly. A proposal 1o combine
the two adjiacent parks under one "Rocky Mountain Biosphare Raserve® has baen in existence for
somo yaars, This would be logical in light of the W/GL peace park status and their joint World
Hertags nomination,

Fartially as & recognition of the constraints of the Biosphere Resarve designation (ses arocle by Sax
and Keiter cited abovel, an even broader approach to address reglonal issuss is being promoted
through the Crown of the Continent Society. This coalition of conssrvation groups and land users
in tha region & supportad by both Park Services and takes in an area six himes as large as the two
Biosphere Resarves. Ambitious as it is. the success of thes initative will prove crucial to the long

term ntegnty of W/GL wiech is sean as the “jewel in the crown and the core of total conservation
it

An added postive leature of this revised nomination is its cross-boundary and iner-jurisdctonal
nature. This is especially in keaping with the concept of World Hentags as they remind us thai
ecological walues and processes are ndependent of legal and polibcal boundanss.

Both parks are managed to a very hugh standard with exemplary programmaes in research, educaton
and resourcs managemant. Watenon has an up-to-date managemant plan [1992) and Glacier is
currently revising their 1877 plan. The legal basis for both parks is sscure and public support is
strong.

q, ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

4.1 Glaciar Mational Park (8 one of mne possible nominatlons from the western cordillera
included on the indicative list of natural sites submitted by the USA, Waterton National
Park is not on the indicative list of natural sites provided by Canada, Both indicative lists
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ANNEX

Supplementary comments by IUCN on Matters
Pertaining to the Operational Guidelines

Tha maaning of "Outstanding Universal Valus™

During its discussion on the GlacierWaterton nomination in July 1895, the Bureau reguested IUCH
1o address the question of whaether the nomination should be of "outstanding universal value™ or of
"maost outstanding value®. Based on an opinion from its Environmantal Law Centre, and the
Commission on Mational Parks and Protected Areas, IUCN offers the following commentary for the
Committes’s consderabon.

The World Heritage Convention speaks of "owutstanding universal value® in respect of Articles 1 & 2
but doss not provide a definiton of the phrase. The Dperational Guidelines contain some guidance
on hiow 1o interprat this:

L the natural criteria under paragraphs 43 and 44;

L the statement in paragraph & (i) that "({the Conwvention) is not intended to provide for the
protection of all properties of great interest, importance or value, but only & select list of the
most outstanding of those from an intemational viewpoint”™;

. paragraph 61 reguires that “each natural site” should be evaluated relatively within a
biogeographic province of migrating patern”; and
. paragraph 62ial encourages "{IUCN and ICOMOS) to be as strict as possible in their

evaluations”

The Operational Guidelines do not state that sites on the World Heritage List be "the best property
of their kind®, although this was the interpretation given by IUCN and included in the Committee
Report of 1878, Reinforcing this view have been numerous Committes decisions not 10 accept
certain nominations because it considered their "... significance 1o be secondary in importance to
similar sites in the region” (example taken from 1994 Committes decision on Murchison Falls
Matonal Park),

On the basis of the above, IUCH then suggests that:

1. Inscription on the World Heritage List is to be reserved for only a selection of the
intarnationally most outstanding Simes,

2 That an comparative evaluation of similar sites is an essental part of the process of
evaluation,
3. While it may not be appropriate to identify only one site in a biogeographical province for

inclusion on the World Heritage list, any sites recommended for inclusion should be among
the best of their kind.

Imterprating Matural Criteria i

Tha evaluation of the Waterton Lakes/Glacier Intermational Peace Park nomination has revealed the

need for more detailed guwidance on the interpretation of criteria (i}, which requires that natural
sites:

"contain superiativé natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and aesthetic
importance”,



Whereas criteria (i), (i) and {iv} are open 10 some kind of objective assessment (e.g. number of
species, size of physical phenomanal the concept of natural beauty is essentially a social construct
and a subjective concept. As important as this is, problems which arise in interpreting criterion (iiil
include:

1. Are thers objective measures of the features which are claimed to exhibit this quality of
natural beauty? |e.g. topographical relief)

2. Can natural beauty be measured by observing or recording human behaviour? (e.g. numbaers
of tourists)

a Can natural beauty best be assessed by the cultural and aesthetic values associated with an
area’ {&.g. its calebration in literature or its place as an "icon” for society]

Such guestions need 1o be addressed by the Committee if it is to apply criterion (il consistently
and confidently. The Committee may wish to reguest IUCHN to undertake 8 review of the issuss
associated with this criterion for the next Bureau meeting. Because of the close affinity with the
cultural landscapes issua, IUCN would propose to involve ICOMOS in such a review.

0.U. V. doe
MNovember 1985
JWT lamb



