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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The World Heritage Committee, at its 41st session (Krakow, 2017), launched the Third Cycle 
of Periodic Reporting in the Europe and North America region following Decision 41 COM 10A, 
in accordance with Article 29 of the 1972 Convention Concerning the Protection of the World 
Cultural and Natural Heritage. The Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting exercise in the region 
involved States Parties to the Convention in Europe and North America and World Heritage 
properties inscribed on the World Heritage List during the reporting exercise in the region. 

The reporting exercise took place from September 2022 to July 2023, and 51 States Parties 
to the Convention in the region of Europe and North America (of which 50 at the time had a 
total of 548 World Heritage properties inscribed on the World Heritage List1) were invited to 
complete an online questionnaire divided into two sections:  

• Section I: Implementation of the World Heritage Convention on a national level;  

• Section II: Implementation of the World Heritage Convention on a World Heritage 
property level.  

At the beginning of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting, the region had four properties on the 
List of World Heritage in Danger (3 cultural and 1 natural). In addition, during the Third Cycle 
of Periodic Reporting in the region, the Committee inscribed by Decision 18 EXT.COM 5.2, one 
cultural property on the List of World Heritage in Danger at its 18th extraordinary session in 
January 2023.  

The key findings of the exercise can be summarised as follows:  

Implementation of the World Heritage Convention at the national level  

By the reporting deadline, all the 51 States Parties in Europe and North America region had 
engaged in the monitoring process. All the countries from the region have been involved in 
responding to Section I of the questionnaire, with a significant participation of World Heritage 
site managers (61%), National Commissions for UNESCO (55%), and focal points of the other 
international conventions/programmes (49%).  

1. Tentative Lists and nominations  

For the processes related to Tentative Lists and nominations, governmental institutions lead 
the tasks alongside consultants and experts, while ICOMOS thematic studies are the most 
used resource for developing the Tentative Lists themselves. Eight out of 51 States Parties 
have used the Upstream Process to support the revision of their Tentative Lists to date, and 
24 replied that they intend to use it in the future. 

Enhanced honour/prestige is perceived as the highest benefit of inscribing properties on the 
World Heritage List by most of the States Parties, followed by the improved presentation of 
properties. More than half (55%) of the States Parties considered that World Heritage 
properties make a ‘high’ contribution to achieving the objectives of the 2015 Policy for the 
Integration of a Sustainable Development Perspective into the Processes of the World 
Heritage Convention and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. States Parties 
considered that there is significant room for improvement in the contribution of World Heritage 
properties to achieving gender equality, post-conflict recovery, ensuring conflict prevention and 
promoting conflict resolution. 

 

1 469 cultural, 68 natural and 11 mixed – represented almost 47% of the properties inscribed on the World Heritage List as of 31 
July 2023. 
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2. Synergies with other Conventions, Programmes and Recommendations for the 
conservation of cultural and natural heritage 

Significant cooperation and synergies with other conventions and programmes related to 
culture and biodiversity are reported. For example, there is significant communication with the 
focal points of the 1954 Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed 
Conflict and the 2003 Convention for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage, and 
good communication with their counterparts responsible for the Man and Biosphere 
Programme and the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar 
Convention).  

The majority of the States Parties in Europe have also joined several of the culture conventions 
adopted by the Council of Europe, namely the Convention for the Protection of the Architectural 
Heritage of Europe (Granada, 1985), the Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological 
Heritage of Europe (revised) (Valletta, 1992), the Council of Europe Landscape Convention 
(Florence, 2000), and the Council of Europe Framework Convention on the Value of Cultural 
Heritage for Society (Faro, 2005). 

3. General policy development 

Most States Parties in the region consider the legal framework to be fully adequate for the 
identification of both their cultural and natural heritage (94% and 92% respectively). At the 
same time, the legal framework for the conservation and protection of cultural heritage was 
considered slightly less adequate than that for natural heritage (76% and 82% respectively). 
Most States Parties considered that there was sufficient capacity to enforce legal frameworks 
for cultural heritage and natural heritage. Almost half of them (23 out of 51) considered that 
existing capacity/resources to enforce the legal framework could be strengthened for both 
cultural and natural heritage. 

Looking at the integration of the conservation and protection of heritage as a strategic element 
in national sustainable policies, States Parties in Europe and North America identified that 
heritage is first and foremost integrated into the protection of biological and cultural diversity 
and providing ecosystem services and benefits, followed by the promotion of economic 
investment and quality tourism, and enhancing the quality of life and well-being.  

4. Inventories/Lists/Registers of cultural and natural heritage 

Most States Parties in the region have well-established inventories/lists/registers of cultural 
and natural heritage at a similar level. All reported that their inventories are adequate to capture 
the diversity of cultural and natural heritage. However, inventories are slightly more frequently 
used to protect natural heritage (96%) than cultural heritage (90%).  

5. Financial status and human resources  

The major sources of funding for most States Parties in Europe and North America for running 
costs/maintenance are national governments (90%) or other levels of government, either at 
the provincial, state, or local levels (55%). More than half of the States Parties have policies to 
allocate site revenue for the conservation and protection of cultural and natural heritage.  

Few States Parties considered their current budgets for cultural and natural heritage to be 
adequate: 18% (9 out of 51) and 23% (11) respectively. Four States Parties considered their 
budget inadequate for basic conservation, protection, and presentation of cultural heritage, 
while only one State Party reported the same for natural heritage. On average, 0.8% of total 
annual public expenditure is spent on the identification, conservation, protection, and 
presentation of heritage. 

6. Capacity development 

Many countries have indicated medium to high needs for capacity-building. The highest 
priorities for both cultural and natural heritage are sustainable development, sustainable 
resource use and management, conservation and management of heritage sites, impact 
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assessment tools (environmental, heritage and social), strengthening resilience to natural 
hazards and climate change (adaptation and mitigation), and risk preparedness and disaster 
risk management. 

7. Policy and resourcing of World Heritage properties 

Impact assessment tools were among the main capacity development needs identified by the 
States Parties in the region. This finding is corroborated by the fact that less than half (47%, 
24 out of 51) of the States Parties considered to have a regulatory framework that requires the 
use of impact assessments for programmes or development projects that is effectively 
implemented. 

States Parties encourage and support World Heritage properties to manage and develop 
visitation/tourism sustainably mainly by developing policies and/or requiring sustainable 
tourism strategies (73% or 37 out of 51 States Parties) as well as by providing financial 
resources and incentives for sustainable tourism related activities (61%).  

Implementation of the World Heritage Convention at the World Heritage property level  

Section II of the Periodic Reporting questionnaire received responses from 543 properties 
(including 32 transboundary sites) out of the 548 in total, providing information on the specific 
situation of each property.. Since the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, the number of World 
Heritage properties undergoing this exercise has increased from 468 to 548 (by 80 properties: 
72 cultural, seven natural and one mixed). 

1. Outstanding Universal Value of World Heritage properties 

Site managers reported that the attributes conveying the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) 
are well preserved in the majority of the properties. Mixed properties show better results in the 
preservation of their attributes, with 95.7% reporting good preservation, followed by cultural 
properties at 93.4% and then by natural ones at 92.5%. 0.2% of the attributes of the cultural 
properties and 0.9% of the natural ones were reported as seriously compromised, while no 
attributes were reported as lost at any property. 

2. Synergies with other Conventions, Programmes and Recommendations 

The overlap of the area of World Heritage properties (or a part of it) with multiple designations 
is a consistent phenomenon. In particular, 54 properties also belong to the World Network of 
Biosphere Reserves, 40 to the List of Wetlands of International Importance (The Ramsar 
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat) and 
32 refer instead to the List of Cultural Property under Enhanced Protection (Second Protocol 
to the 1954 Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed 
Conflict). Where cooperation exists, it is more likely to be between natural properties and 
nature conventions and programmes than between cultural properties and culture conventions 
and programmes. 

The 2011 UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape is being implemented 
in 31% of the total of the properties. With regard to the Policy Document on the Impacts of 
Climate Change on World Heritage properties, only 7% of all properties (37 out of 544) have a 
climate change policy that is fully based on the 2007 Policy Document on the impacts of climate 
change on World Heritage properties (hereafter ‘2007 World Heritage Policy on Climate 
Change’), whereas 32% (173) have made some use of it. 
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3. Factors affecting World Heritage properties 

The three most prominent positive and negative factors that are currently affecting the 
properties in the region are displayed in the table below: 

Cultural properties Mixed properties Natural properties 

Positive Negative Positive Negative Positive Negative 

Management 
and 
institutional 
factors 

Local 
conditions 
affecting 
physical fabric 

Management 
and institutional 
factors 

Climate change 
and severe 
weather events 

Management 
and institutional 
factors 

Climate 
change and 
severe 
weather 
events 

Social/Cultural 
uses of 
heritage 

Climate change 
and severe 
weather events 

Social/Cultural 
uses of heritage 

Local conditions 
affecting 
physical fabric 

Social/Cultural 
uses of heritage 

Pollution 

Buildings and 
Development 

Management 
and institutional 
factors 

Biological 
resource 
use/modification 

Social/Cultural 
uses of heritage 

Biological 
resource 
use/modification 

Invasive/Alien 
species or 
hyper-
abundant 
species 

The most pressing need for cultural properties across the region appears to be related to 
climate change adaptation and mitigation. This includes conservation responses to 
environmental conditions affecting the fabric of the property, together with disaster risk 
management for climate change and severe weather events. There is also a reported need to 
manage tourism-related developments, transport infrastructure and housing – as well as 
addressing the new but growing challenge of renewable energy facilities. 

Many of the negative factors affecting cultural properties also affect natural and mixed 
properties such as the impacts of tourism and visitation as well as ground transport 
infrastructure. In addition, for natural properties, invasive terrestrial species, solid waste, 
temperature change, and illegal activities pose significant concerns. Illegal activities and solid 
waste are also emerging needs for mixed properties along with the impacts of tourism, 
localised utilities, temperature change, and changes in traditional ways of life and knowledge 
systems. 

For natural heritage properties, invasive/alien terrestrial species were the most reported 
current and potential negative factor for 58% (40 out of 69) of the properties. The impacts of 
tourism, visitation, and recreation also raised significant concerns for natural properties: 52% 
(36) of the properties considered it to be a current factor, and 54% (37) as a potential negative 
factor. 

4. Protection and management of World Heritage properties 

Properties throughout the region are considered to have adequate boundaries to maintain their 
OUV, and most of the responsible site managers (86%) report that their boundaries are well 
known to management authorities and local communities alike. The adequacy of buffer zones 
to help maintain the OUV of the property is lower than that of the property boundaries, with 
only 60% of site managers reporting that their buffer zone is fully adequate.  

Significant attention has been paid in recent years to legal, regulatory, contractual, planning 
institutional and/or traditional protective measures. 78% of the properties are reported to be 
protected and managed by an adequate and effective legal framework that helps to maintain 
their OUV. Overall, the region has seen a slight improvement in legal frameworks for identifying 
heritage since the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting while legal frameworks for the 
conservation and protection of heritage have declined significantly over the same period (from 
90% to 76%).  

The type of management systems varies considerably across sub-regions. At regional level, 
the results indicate a predominance of a public management system implemented jointly at 
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national and local levels (31%), followed by a public management system operated only at the 
national level (23%). These systems are considered adequate to maintain the OUV of the 
properties. The most widespread tool in use for the management of properties are 
management plans, which is used at 71% of all properties. Other more common tools are the 
statutory management plan or zoning plan (63%), annual work plans or business plans (56%) 
and other statutory and non-statutory plans (53%). Coordination between the various levels of 
administration involved in the management of the World Heritage is generally satisfactory but 
could be improved. Likewise, a greater investment could be made into community engagement 
and participation in management systems.  

5. Human and financial resources and management needs 

National/federal government funding accounts for approximately a third (30%) of running costs 
for all properties across the region and this is the most significant funding source. In Europe 
and North America, only a quarter (26%) of all site managers stated that they have an adequate 
budget for effective management of the World Heritage properties, although a further 63% rate 
it as acceptable while noting that it could be further improved.  

Overall, less than half of the properties reported having adequate human resources. Site 
managers also highlighted barriers such as a significant reduction in budgets for staff training 
and the lack of integrated capacity-building plans. Other barriers relate to the gap between the 
ideas embedded in the World Heritage Convention and their implementation on the ground.  

6. Visitor management 

In 23% of World Heritage properties, the visitor/tourism revenue (e.g. entry charges, permits) 
contributes to its management, but this contribution is a little higher in natural properties (31%) 
and mixed properties (27%). Regarding sharing the benefits of tourism with local communities, 
77% of properties reported that this was taking place. However, there are 45 cultural properties 
where benefits could be shared but this does not currently happen. It is of note that 14% of site 
managers do not believe that such local sustainable tourism is applicable to their properties 
and 13% do not find that tourism benefits for the local community are applicable. 

7. Monitoring 

Only half of all properties report having a comprehensive, integrated monitoring programme 
that is relevant to management needs. It should also be noted that there are more properties 
with monitoring programmes than those that consider that they have adequate monitoring 
indicators, indicating that some of the reported monitoring programmes may not be fully 
effective. For those properties that report having monitoring indicators, these are more likely 
to measure state of conservation status (85% of all properties) than management effectiveness 
(70%) or good governance (60%). 

8. Priority management needs  

Climate change was identified as the most important issue that needed to be addressed across 
the region, with 68% of all properties identifying this as a priority management need. Disaster 
risk management is also a priority for 63% of properties, followed by management needs 
specific to capacity-building, human resources and budget issues.  

9. Impacts of World Heritage status  

Site managers considered that the most positive impacts of the World Heritage status were 
related to the state of conservation of the property, the social recognition and political support 
for its benefits, the implementation of research and monitoring programmes, education and the 
effectiveness of management. World Heritage status is seen to have the greatest impact on 
conservation, while there are also very positive impacts on research and monitoring of World 
Heritage properties, as well as on the effectiveness of their management. Some of the 
recommendations made by site managers relate to the urgent need to raise awareness among 
local communities of the contribution of World Heritage to local well-being and development. 
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Proposed Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America (2024 – 2030)  

The Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America (2024 – 2030) proposed in Part II 
seeks to support the existing positive trends and address the main issues raised and identified 
in the questionnaires of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting through the following five 
strategic objectives: 

1. Strengthen policy, legal and regulatory frameworks to ensure the protection of 
Outstanding Universal Value, through good governance, and effective management 
of World Heritage properties. 

2. Improve management planning and monitoring processes to ensure the long-term 
protection and conservation of World Heritage properties. 

3. Position resilience thinking, emergency preparedness, disaster risk management 
and climate change mitigation and adaptation at the heart of conservation and 
management efforts. 

4. Harness the full potential of World Heritage properties as drivers for sustainable 
development and as a means to achieving human well-being within planetary 
boundaries. 

5. Strengthen the credibility of the World Heritage List by identifying and protecting 
cultural and natural heritage of potential Outstanding Universal Value through 
structured, participatory and transparent processes.  

Success in achieving these objectives during its lifetime will be linked to several actions. These 
include:  

- The States Parties and the UNESCO World Heritage Centre will ensure the 
dissemination of this Regional Report, the adopted Regional Action Plan and the related 
World Heritage Committee decision, to stakeholders at regional, sub-regional, national 
and subnational levels. If funds are raised for this purpose, the results of the Third Cycle 
of Periodic Reporting will be published in a format that is easy to use and disseminate to 
as many stakeholders as possible. 

- States Parties and the UNESCO World Heritage Centre need to monitor the 
implementation of the Regional Action Plan and progress towards its strategic objectives. 
A mid-term implementation report is expected by the World Heritage Committee in 2027. 
To this end, States Parties are encouraged to hold national, sub-regional and/or regional 
consultative meetings and to assist the UNESCO World Heritage Centre in facilitating 
them as appropriate.  
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PART I – THIRD CYCLE PERIODIC REPORT FOR EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Through Article 29 of the Convention Concerning the Protection of World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage (hereafter ‘World Heritage Convention’ or ‘Convention’), States Parties are required to 
carry out Periodic Reporting to inform the World Heritage Committee and the UNESCO General 
Conference of the implementation of the Convention in their respective territories. According to 
paragraph 201 of the Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention, Periodic Reporting serves the following purposes: 

a) To provide an assessment of the application of the World Heritage Convention by the 
State Party; 

b) To provide an assessment as to whether the Outstanding Universal Value of the 
properties inscribed on the World Heritage List is being maintained over time; 

c) To provide updated information about World Heritage properties and record the changing 
circumstances and the properties’ state of conservation; 

d) To provide a mechanism for regional cooperation and exchange of information and 
experiences among States Parties concerning the implementation of the Convention and 
World Heritage conservation. 

Periodic Reporting is important for the effective long-term conservation of the properties inscribed 
on the World Heritage List, as well as strengthening the credibility of the Convention’s 
implementation. It is also an important way of understanding how effectively the policies adopted 
by the World Heritage Committee and the General Assembly have been implemented by States 
Parties, at national, sub-national and local levels, and to take stock of progress in the field of 
cultural policies at the national, regional and international level. 

The Periodic Reporting questionnaire is an online tool to be completed by the respective national 
focal points and site managers of the World Heritage properties, as appropriate, and is structured 
as follows:  

- Section I refers to the legislative and administrative provisions which the State Party has 
adopted, and other actions which it has taken, for the application of the Convention, 
together with details of the experience acquired in this field. This particularly concerns the 
general obligations defined in specific articles of the Convention. 

- Section II refers to the state of conservation of World Heritage properties located on the 
territory of the State Party concerned. This Section is to be completed for each World 
Heritage property. 

Since the adoption of Periodic Reporting by the World Heritage Committee, two global cycles 
have been completed. The First Cycle ran from 1998 to 2006 and the second from 2008 to 2015. 
The World Heritage Committee launched the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting by 
Decision 41 COM 10A, (Krakow, 2017) and decided that the exercise would follow the same 
order as the Second Cycle. Therefore, the Europe and North America region, as the last region 
to undertake the statutory exercise, started the process in September 2022. The present report 
presents the results of this exercise (Part I) – based on the analysis of Sections I and II of the 
questionnaires of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting – and the Regional Action Plan (Part II) 
–developed on the basis of the latter, as well as the contributions of the focal points during the 
consultation workshop, to which all States Parties in the Europe and North America region were 
invited, held at UNESCO Headquarters from 19 to 21 December 2023.  
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1.1. First and Second Cycles of Periodic Reporting in the Europe and North America 
region  

1.1.1. First Cycle – Background, outcomes, and follow-up 

The First Cycle of Periodic Reporting was carried out from 2001 to 2006 for Europe, and from 
2001 to 2005 for North America, and was largely experimental in nature. This exercise involved 
50 States Parties to the Convention in the whole Europe and North America region, and 
275 World Heritage properties (231 cultural, 36 natural and 8 mixed), which were 244 European 
sites inscribed prior to 1998, and 31 properties in North America at the time of the reporting 
period.  

The outcomes of the exercise for North America (Document WHC-05/29.COM/11A) were 
presented to the World Heritage Committee at its 29th session in Durban (South Africa), in 2005 
(Decision 29 COM 11A). For Europe, the final report (Document WHC-06/30COM/11A.1) was 
examined by the Committee at its 30th session in Vilnius (Lithuania), in 2006 (Decision 
30 COM 11A.1). Subsequently, two sub-regional programmes, ‘Recommendations and Plan of 
Action for North America’ and ‘Action Plan for Europe’ were also adopted by the World Heritage 
Committee to strengthen the implementation of the World Heritage Convention and to enhance 
the conservation process at World Heritage properties in the region.  

The outcomes of the Periodic Reporting exercise for Europe were published in 2007 (World 
Heritage Paper Series, n°20). The publication highlighted the main needs of many States Parties 
in Europe for a better understanding of World Heritage concepts, namely: 

1. Strengthen the understanding of World Heritage conservation in the European region by 
clarifying concepts, in particular those of: 

- ‘Outstanding Universal Value’; 

- World Heritage criteria; 

- authenticity and integrity; 

- through training and capacity-building in particular for States Parties and site managers. 

2. Continue improving the implementation of the World Heritage Convention within the 
framework of the Global Strategy using Periodic Reporting as an efficient tool on all levels; 

3. Spread awareness of World Heritage values among all levels of society and institutions 
involved in the conservation of sites of the benefit of World Heritage. 

The Action Plan for Europe resulting from the First Cycle of Periodic Reporting also proposed the 
following overarching Strategic Objectives a way to tackle the above-mentioned and the other 
challenges identified: 

1) Strengthen the credibility of the World Heritage List; 

2) Ensure the effective conservation of World Heritage properties; 

3) Promote the development of effective capacity building in the States Parties; 

4) Increase public awareness, involvement and support for World Heritage through 

communication. 

For North America, as a result of the preparation of the First Cycle Periodic Report, Canada and 
the United States of America within the ‘Recommendations and Plan of Action for North America’ 
formulated four recommendations for the World Heritage Committee and identified a series of 
possible future decisions also for the Committee under five main topics, which were the following: 

A. Approval of new or revised statements of significance 
B. Name change (of World Heritage properties) 
C. Criterion adjustment due to substantive revisions of criteria over the years 
D. Clarification of initial inscription 
E. Change to criteria for inscription 
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1.1.2. Second Cycle – Background, outcomes and follow-up 

Following the completion of the First Cycle of Periodic Reporting for all regions (1998-2006), the 
World Heritage Committee decided to launch a Periodic Reporting Reflection Year (Decision 
7 EXT.COM 5). The Committee revised the timetable for the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting 
by Decision 30 COM 11G, and 2012 was identified as the year to launch the Second Cycle of 
Periodic Reporting in the Europe and North America region. Revisions to the questionnaire and 
necessary prerequisites for launching the Second Cycle, including the need for the preparation 
of retrospective Statements of Outstanding Universal Values (rSOUVs), were outlined in Decision 
31 COM 11D.1.  

During the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting in Europe and North America were involved 
51 States Parties to the Convention (with 50 questionnaires submitted). At the regional level, the 
exercise involved 468 World Heritage properties (397 cultural, 61 natural and 10 mixed) (with 
467 questionnaires submitted) inscribed between 1978 and 2013.  

For Europe, the main findings of Section I, can be summarised as follows:  

- Most States Parties had inventories which they regarded as adequate for both 
cultural and natural heritage at either national or regional level, and those inventories 
were generally considered adequate to capture the full diversity of their heritage. 
However, the use of inventories for Tentative Lists was variable. 

- Most States Parties had revised their Tentative Lists recently or intended to do so in 
the next six years, and also planned to continue presenting nominations. Having 
World Heritage properties was seen as conferring honour and prestige as well as, in 
many cases, strengthening protection. 

- All States Parties had legislation to protect cultural and natural heritage and only a 
minority considered it inadequate. However, most countries considered that 
enforcement of the legal framework could be strengthened.  

- There was effective or adequate cooperation between natural and cultural heritage 
services in all States Parties. However, cooperation with other parts of government 
was less effective.  

- Around 15% of States Parties reported that their funding was inadequate and 6% 
said specifically that human resources were insufficient. All States Parties thought 
that human resources could be further strengthened.  

- Relatively few States Parties had comprehensive education programmes, and even 
fewer had operational strategies to raise awareness among different actors. 

The main findings of Section II of the questionnaire for Europe highlighted the following:  

- A large majority of properties reported that their Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) 
was maintained, and site managers indicated that a property’s World Heritage status 
had a positive impact in a wide range of areas.  

- Throughout the region, the main factors identified by the respondents as affecting the 
state of conservation of World Heritage properties were fairly similar for cultural, 
natural and mixed properties and related to: built environment 
(housing/transportation); tourism/visitor/ recreational activities; and climate change-
related factors (humidity, natural hazards). Lack of preparedness to address threats 
related to climate change, as well as risk management in general, were frequently 
mentioned in relation to capacity-building needs. Changes in society and its valuing 
of heritage, as well as deliberate destruction of heritage, were also reported as 
current and/or potential factors in a large number of properties. The lack of effective 
monitoring programmes was a common concern across Europe.  

- The improvement of management systems was seen as a major positive factor, and 
the majority of site managers considered that there was a fully adequate 
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management plan/system in place. However, the respondents also highlighted the 
large discrepancy between having a management plan and implementing it. Legal 
frameworks were perceived as adequate, but their enforcement was difficult due to 
financial constraints as well as rapidly changing legislations and administrations. 
Tourism and visitor management, as well as associated infrastructures, were 
commonly mentioned as positive as well as negative factors, highlighting the need to 
weigh the conservation of the property against its use and accessibility. 

In North America, the major issues and opportunities that affected the implementation of the 
World Heritage Convention included: 

- Limited awareness and understanding of the World Heritage Convention;  
- External development pressures on World Heritage properties, especially in areas 

where the national/federal government had no direct jurisdiction; 
- Public and stakeholder interest in the revision of Tentative Lists; 
- Opportunities for international cooperation; 
- The potential effects of climate change; and  
- How best to reflect Indigenous Peoples’ worldviews and understanding of heritage in 

the context of the World Heritage Convention; and promotional opportunities for 
World Heritage in North America. 

Common issues related to factors affecting properties in North America included: climate change 
and extreme weather events; invasive species and translocated species; development and 
energy/transportation corridors; illegal activities, specifically vandalism; and water and air 
pollution. The Periodic Reporting exercise also highlighted that a large number of World Heritage 
properties were well-known national parks or other areas that had a high public profile prior to 
inscription, and that their World Heritage designation was not widely known or understood.  

Two reports summarising the outcomes of the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting were 
presented to the World Heritage Committee at its 38th session (Doha, 2014) (Document WHC-
14/38.COM/10A) for North America, and at its 39th session (Bonn, 2015) (Document WHC-
15/39.COM/10A) for Europe. Subsequently, two sub-regional action plans were adopted by the 
Committee:  

- Action Plan for North America; and 
- Framework Action Plan for Europe (known as a the ‘Helsinki Action Plan’)  

The follow-up to the Second Cycle of the Periodic Reporting exercise in the Europe and North 
America region was acknowledged in the Committee’s subsequent Decisions: 40 COM 10B.5 
(Istanbul/UNESCO, 2016); 41 COM 10B.5 (Krakow, 2017); 43 COM 10A.5 (Baku, 2019); and 
44 COM 10C.5 (Fuzhou/online, 2021). 

The Action Plan for North America was acknowledged and endorsed by Decision 39 COM 10A.2 
(Bonn, 2015) of the World Heritage Committee. The Action Plan was prepared by the national 
focal points for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention of Canada and the United 
States of America, the two States Parties that form the North America sub-region. The Action 
Plan for North America identified activities that built on the well-established foundation of 
cooperation in the sub-region. It was linked to the Strategic Objectives for the implementation of 
the Convention and structured around five Result Areas with an implementation timeframe of five 
years (2015-2019). The areas of issues and opportunities for enhanced sub-regional cooperation 
included: 

1. Future Tentative Lists; 
2. Strategies for public information and outreach about World Heritage; 
3. Development of strategies to increase communication and cooperation between World 

Heritage site managers through the whole North American sub-region; 
4. International assistance to World Heritage properties outside North America; and 
5. Integration into existing areas of sub-regional cooperation. 
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These overarching objectives were further subdivided into 13 specific actions. Focal points and 
national authorities have been invited to decide which of these actions are most relevant in their 
respective countries and integrate them as part of their national strategy. 

Various activities and initiatives relevant for the implementation of the North America Action Plan 
have been carried out, which are summarised above under each specific item.  

Future Tentative Lists 

In 2017 the State Party of Canada updated its Tentative List. As a result of a public process used 
to solicit applications, which were thereafter reviewed by an independent ministerial advisory 
committee and 8 new sites were added to Canada’s Tentative List. 

Strategies for public information and outreach about World Heritage 

For Canada and the United States of America, effective education and awareness programmes 
for children and youth contribute to the protection of the World Heritage property. 

Increased communication and cooperation among World Heritage site managers 

The 2019 edition of the World Heritage Marine Managers Conference was held in Glacier Bay 
National Park and Preserve (United States of America), gathering site managers from the 50 
marine sites on UNESCO’s World Heritage List. 

International Assistance to World Heritage properties 

The United States of America provided financial aid and technical assistance to World Heritage 
properties globally, which were channelled directly to sites. 

Integration into other areas of cooperation 

In October 2020, the Burgess Shale, which is one of the components of the World Heritage 
property Canadian Rocky Mountain Parks (Canada), was recognised as one of the First 
100 IUGS Geological Heritage Sites (International Commission on Geoheritage) in 2022. This 
programme was initiated by the UNESCO International Geoscience and Geoparks Programme. 

In addition, concerning Statement of Outstanding Universal Value for properties in North America, 
while in 2015, 20 out of the 38 properties had adopted Statement of Outstanding Universal Value 
and it was missing for 18 properties, by the beginning of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting, 
all properties had adopted a retrospective Statement of Outstanding Universal Value. 

The Helsinki Action Plan for Europe was acknowledged and endorsed by Decision 39 COM 10A.1 
(Bonn, 2015) of the World Heritage Committee. The Helsinki Action Plan was conceived as a 
Framework Action Plan with quantitative regional targets, aiming at facilitating its appropriation 
and integration into national, sub-regional and regional strategies. The Action Plan is structured 
around three Strategic Objectives: 

1. Identification and protection of Outstanding Universal Value 

2. Effective management 

3. Increased awareness of the Convention 

These overarching objectives include nine priority areas corresponding to specific objectives, 
which are further subdivided into 34 specific actions. Focal points and national authorities have 
been invited to decide which of these actions are most relevant in their respective countries and 
domesticate them as part of their national strategy. Various activities and initiatives relevant for 
the implementation of the Helsinki Action Plan have been carried out. 

As a follow-up to the Report and the Committee Decision 39 COM 10A.1 (Bonn, 2015), the 
monitoring survey for the Helsinki Action Plan was developed by the UNESCO World Heritage 
Centre to track national and regional progress in the implementation of the Action Plan as well 
as to assess its continued relevance. The online monitoring survey was held from October to 
December 2016, covering the previous 15 months, and it gathered responses from focal points 
for 33 out of the 49 States Parties in Europe. The full report of the survey results can be found 
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on the website of the UNESCO World Heritage Centre at the following link: 
http://whc.unesco.org/en/eur-na/. 

Further to the outcomes of the monitoring survey, some activities following December 2016 up 
until July 2023, linked to their specific priority areas as defined in the Action Plan, are highlighted 
below. 

Identification and protection of Outstanding Universal Value 

A number of gap analysis and thematic studies relevant to the States Parties of Europe was 
produced by the Advisory Bodies and by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre in view of ensuring 
a representative, balanced and credible World Heritage List while safeguarding the OUV of the 
existing World Heritage properties.  

Two nominations were presented to the World Heritage Committee after receiving upstream 
assistance. In parallel, out of the 22 requests that States Parties have put forth as regards to 
Upstream advice, 10 were fulfilled by the Advisory Bodies. 118 retrospective Statements of 
Outstanding Universal Value, and 45 Boundary Clarifications were adopted by the World Heritage 
Committee. 

Effective management of World Heritage properties 

449 out of 499 World Heritage properties in Europe (89% of the total) report to have a 
management plan or an appropriate management system. In 45 States Parties (92% of the total 
number of States Parties in Europe), there is a regulatory framework that requires the use of 
impact assessments for programmes or development projects. Capacity-building activities have 
been taken place in 100 World Heritage properties across the Europe region. 47% of States 
Parties in the region engaged in twinning activities.  

Increased awareness of the Convention 

32% of States Parties in Europe participated in UNESCO’s ‘World Heritage in Young Hands 
Programme'. In addition, UNESCO has co-organised five World Heritage Young Professionals 
Forums in Europe in collaboration with the respective host country counterparts: Germany 2015, 
Turkey 2016, Poland 2017, Croatia 2019 and Azerbaijan 2019. 

1.2. Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting in Europe and North America 

1.2.1 Background 

The questionnaire for the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting was revised during the Reflection on 
Periodic Reporting period (2015–2017) to incorporate several changes and improvements, 
including: 

- an emphasis on the exercise as a State-Party-driven process; 
- full integration of the sustainable development approach; 
- an emphasis on synergies of the World Heritage Convention with other conventions 

and programmes relevant to World Heritage;  
- the creation of a Monitoring Indicator framework for the implementation of the World 

Heritage Convention, adopted by the World Heritage Committee at its 41st session 
(Krakow, 2017). 

The World Heritage Committee also decided to maintain the same regional reporting order as for 
previous cycles, with one region reporting each year. Therefore, all States Parties of the Europe 
and North America region reported together, and the process for this region was started in 
September 2022. All States Parties in the region (51 in total) participated in the exercise, and 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/eur-na/
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questionnaires were submitted by a total of 5442  World Heritage properties (464 cultural, 69 
natural, and 11 mixed).  

For the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting, the sub-regional division used for the analysis of the 
questionnaires was redefined in order to align it with the geographic regions of the UN system as 
defined by the United Nations Statistics Division (UNSD). However, as some States Parties are 
not registered with UNSD under Europe or North America, but under Western Asia, they had to 
be classified under one of the UNSD-defined sub-regions for Europe. They are marked with an 
asterisk in Table 1 below. 

Table 1. States Parties participating in the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting by sub-region. 

Sub-region States Parties 

Eastern Europe 
Armenia* – Azerbaijan* – Belarus – Bulgaria – Czechia – Georgia* – Hungary – Poland – 
Republic of Moldova – Romania – Russian Federation – Slovakia – Ukraine  

Northern 
Europe  

Denmark – Estonia – Finland – Iceland – Ireland – Latvia – Lithuania – Norway – Sweden – 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

Southern 
Europe  

Albania – Andorra – Bosnia and Herzegovina – Croatia – Cyprus* – Greece – Holy See – 
Israel* – Italy – Malta – Montenegro – North Macedonia – Portugal – San Marino – Serbia – 
Slovenia – Spain – Türkiye*  

Western Europe 
Austria – Belgium – France – Germany – Luxembourg – Monaco – Netherlands (Kingdom of 
the) – Switzerland 

North America  Canada – United States of America  

1.2.2 Implementation strategy  

The World Heritage Committee, by Decisions 41 COM 10A (Krakow, 2017) and 42 COM 10A 
(Manama, 2018), requested that the UNESCO World Heritage Centre coordinate the Third Cycle 
of Periodic Reporting. The UNESCO World Heritage Centre further developed, and widely 
disseminated, a set of training and guidance materials for a broad range of actors in response to 
the Committee Decision 43 COM 10B (Baku, 2019). 

The UNESCO World Heritage Centre engaged a Periodic Reporting Coordinator to oversee the 
Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting and to ensure a holistic and common approach to the 
implementation of the exercise in all the regions. The UNESCO World Heritage Centre 
established a team of independent experts with balanced expertise in cultural and natural 
heritage to support the Periodic Reporting exercise in Europe and North America and continued 
to keep States Parties informed of progress throughout the exercise through a regular flow of 
letters, information notes and emails. In addition, the UNESCO World Heritage Centre provided 
ongoing desk support to the national focal points designated by each State Party to coordinate 
the exercise at the national level, as well as to the site managers of World Heritage properties on 
the content and technical aspects of the questionnaires. The UNESCO World Heritage Centre 
also maintained communication with the States Parties and assisted respondents with content 
and technical issues related to the completion and submission of the online questionnaires.  

In order to make the results of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting data available as early as 
possible, the UNESCO World Heritage Centre will upload the short summaries of the 
questionnaires in a pdf format submitted by the national focal points in the original language of 
submission, for public access on the World Heritage Convention website after the end of the 

 

2 The total number of World Heritage properties recorded in the datasets for the Europe and North America region is 544, while in 
reality reports were received for 541 properties during the reporting period in this region. This is due to the fact that, by the start of 
the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting in this region, two trans-regional properties ‘Landscapes of Dauria’ and ‘Uvs Nuur Basin’ 
(transnational properties between Mongolia and the Russian Federation) had already completed their questionnaires as part of the 
exercise in the Asia-Pacific region (2020-2021). In addition, the World Heritage Committee, by Decision 45 COM 8B.5 (Riyadh, 2023), 
approved the significant boundary modification the World Heritage property ‘Hyrcanian Forests’ (Islamic Republic of Iran), recognising 
the components ‘Dangyaband’ and ‘İstisuchay Valley’ (Azerbaijan) as part of the property. However, during the Third Cycle of Periodic 
Reporting in the Asia-Pacific region, the Islamic Republic of Iran had submitted its questionnaire for the ‘Hyrcanian Forests’ property, 
and it was therefore automatically included in the statistical data extracted for the Europe and North America region. 
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Third Cycle and after the World Heritage Committee adopts the Action Plan, provided that the 
State Party concerned agrees to their publication. The short summaries can be found on the 
page dedicated to each State Party and World Heritage property under the ‘Documents’ tab.  

In addition, national datasets containing the raw data from the questionnaires will be sent to the 
National Focal Points following the adoption of the Regional Report and Action Plan by the 
Committee. In this way, the data collected during the Periodic Reporting exercise can be 
independently used by all actors in the follow-up to the Third Cycle to enhance the conservation 
and management of World Heritage properties, as well as for policy and decision-making. 
Designated National Focal Points will continue to have access to their own questionnaires in 
read-only mode through the Periodic Reporting platform. 

1.2.3 Methodology 

Periodic Reporting is one of the monitoring mechanisms of the World Heritage Convention, 
applicable to all World Heritage properties – the other being Reactive Monitoring, which only 
includes properties that are threatened by specific factors. As a self-assessment exercise, 
Periodic Reporting reflects the perspectives of national focal points and site managers of World 
Heritage properties on the implementation of the World Heritage Convention at national and 
World Heritage property level, respectively. As such, this type of assessment implies a degree of 
subjectivity. Given the nature and size of the questionnaires, inconsistencies between answers 
to similar questions are to be expected. In addition, the way questions were formulated by 
developers of the questionnaire, and the intentions behind them, may differ from how the 
questions were understood by those answering those questions, and subsequently influence the 
outcomes of the reporting.  

Thirty-three transboundary and serial transnational properties in the Europe and North America 
region participated in the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting. This means that three quarters of 
States Parties had to deal with the added complexity of managing across borders, as these 
transboundary and transnational properties are located in 38 States Parties in the region (75%). 
States Parties sharing these properties were invited to consult with each other and designate one 
site manager and a focal point to oversee the completion of Section II of the questionnaire. The 
other national focal point(s) and site manager(s) collaborated closely with the designated persons 
to complete the questionnaire, and the relevant site managers reported on the fruitful cooperation 
and synergies between them during the exercise. As Periodic Reporting is a State Party-driven 
process, for these types of properties, the States Parties concerned clarified and agreed between 
themselves which State Party would lead and be responsible for completing and submitting the 
relevant questionnaire. Overall, transboundary properties reported that issues specific to these 
types of properties were given enough scope in Section II and could therefore be reported 
appropriately compared to the Second Cycle. However, focal points and site managers reported 
that it was sometimes difficult to provide one single answer to questions, when important 
differences exist between components of a property (this was also reflected by previous regions 
that had undergone the exercise). Therefore, they were bound to choose an option which most 
closely reflected the situation of the property and provided additional comments in spaces 
allocated at the end of each chapter of the questionnaire. Many transboundary properties also 
chose to give a ‘not applicable’ response to questions that were too difficult to apply to their 
complex situations. For these reasons, several focal points in comments provided, under 
Section I, suggested revisions to the questionnaire to better reflect the complexity of protecting 
and managing serial and transboundary properties.  

Within the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting as a whole, Europe and North America is the last 
region to undertake the self-assessment, benefiting from lessons learnt from the application of 
the exercise in other regions. These lessons were particularly helpful in relation to the elaboration 
of the Action Plan covering the whole region. In addition, for the first time, the outcomes of the 
Periodic Reporting exercises in both Europe and in North America are presented in a single report 
and resulted in a joint Action Plan for the whole region. 
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Budgetary constraints made it difficult to hold meetings in person, particularly given the large 
number of World Heritage properties in the region. The Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting started 
in Europe and North America with a two-day kick-off online event (20-21 October 2022) that 
brought together the national focal points for the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention in the region with the aim of providing an overview of the main changes introduced 
with the Third Cycle and detail the expected future roadmap. 

Thanks to the support of the Governments of Ireland and Italy, a two-day consultation and 
capacity-building activity with national focal points from South-East Europe was organised in 
Kotor, Montenegro, in October 2023. The aim of the workshop, which gathered representatives 
from 14 States Parties, was to structure and consolidate the sub-region’s contribution to the draft 
Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America based on a sub-regional analysis of the 
questionnaires submitted as part of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting. 

A consultation workshop for all the States Parties in the Europe and North America region was 
organised from 19 to 21 December 2023, in which 44 out of the 51 States Parties in the region 
participated. Supported by contributions from the Governments of Germany and Ireland and held 
at the UNESCO Headquarters, the workshop aimed to present the preliminary results of the 
analysis of the Periodic Reporting questionnaires and, in particular, to develop the Regional 
Action Plan. 

1.2.4 Data collection and analysis  

Sections I and II of the questionnaires submitted by the national focal points in the Europe and 
North America region serve as the primary source of data for this Regional Periodic Report. The 
focal points were in charge of responding to the Section I of the questionnaire, in consultation 
with other relevant actors, and also validated the input in the Section II for the World Heritage 
properties in the respective countries before their submission. This process aimed to ensure that 
accurate and reliable information was provided regarding national implementation programmes 
and the state of conservation of each World Heritage property. Whenever some discrepancies 
between factual information provided in the two sections of the questionnaire were observed – 
for example, in some cases, a national focal point confirmed that the State Party is not party to a 
convention or a programme in Section I, but in Section II, some site managers responded that 
the World Heritage property is protected under one – the coordination team at the UNESCO 
World Heritage Centre carried out consistency checks and followed up with the States Parties 
concerned, in order to review their answers before the final submission. Nevertheless, other types 
of discrepancies between the two sections of the questionnaire were observed, which are only 
to be expected given the self-assessment nature of the Periodic Reporting exercise and the 
involvement of different actors, with different perspectives in responding to such complex 
questionnaires.  

For analytical purposes, the validity of the data and the conclusions drawn from them must be 
carefully considered. Caution is needed at two levels. First, as a self-assessment exercise, 
Periodic Reporting reflects respondents’ understanding of the questions and their perception of 
a particular issue or situation. Second, the way in which responses are aggregated for statistical 
purposes affects the reliability and validity of the data and the conclusions drawn from them. For 
example, for questions with multiple responses, reporting the results of each rating separately or 
presenting results by aggregating some of the ratings can present different situations. It is one 
thing to report that 76% of States Parties in the region consider their legal framework for the 
conservation and protection of their cultural heritage to be fully adequate; it is another to report 
that 98% of States Parties consider the legal framework to be generally adequate by aggregating 
responses of ‘partially adequate’ and ‘adequate’. 

In order to offset some of the issues relating to the validity, i.e. accuracy and reliability, of the data 
derived from the Periodic Reporting exercise, a conscious effort has been made to consider how 
best to present the data and to draw qualitative analysis from it, in particular by cross-referencing 
questions within the same section where possible. In addition, the conclusions presented make 
use of findings from other sources in the analysis process. Information available at the UNESCO 
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World Heritage Centre, such as regional and sub-regional meeting reports, state of conservation 
reports and reactive monitoring reports, were consulted as appropriate. This was useful not only 
for data analysis, but in particular to inform the drafting of the draft Regional Action Plan, in line 
with the World Heritage Committee’s call for cross-referencing between the state of conservation 
and the Periodic Reports to improve the consistency of reporting mechanisms and to ensure that 
follow-up action is taken where necessary (Decision 29 COM 7B).  

Through these measures and the implementation strategy for the Periodic Reporting exercise in 
the Europe and North America region, the overall reliability and validity of the conclusions 
presented in this report are considered satisfactory. 

Selected graphs and tables are reproduced in the text to illustrate the contents of the report. It 
must be noted that the analysis on which these tables and graphs are based excludes States 
Parties or properties that did not reply to a specific question. The report is essentially a narrative 
one, based on a statistical analysis illustrated from the replies provided. The quantitative 
summaries of the outcomes of Sections I and II can be found in Annexes I and II, providing an 
opportunity to verify the conclusions of the report against the primary statistical data. Therefore, 
the report includes the statistical graphs that were considered essential to support and further 
explain the narrative. 

1.3. Feedback on the Third Cycle 

Overall, the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting was assessed positively. The fact that all States 
Parties completed 100% (51 out of 51) of Section I and World Heritage site managers completed 
99.08% (543 out of 548) of Section II of the Third Cycle questionnaire, was in itself a major 
achievement, which demonstrates the States Parties’ commitment to implement the World 
Heritage Convention. 

National focal points commented positively on the overall exercise, emphasising its usefulness 
as a self-assessment tool, as a reminder of the States Parties’ responsibilities under the World 
Heritage Convention and as a capacity-building activity for all actors involved in the Periodic 
Reporting exercise. A recurring concern expressed by several States Parties relates to the 
limitations of the questionnaire for serial and transboundary World Heritage properties, which 
does not allow to capture the different situations of the component parts.  

Site managers reported an improved understanding of the protection and management 
requirements for World Heritage properties as a result of the Periodic Reporting process. In 
particular, understanding increased in relation to monitoring and reporting (noted by 87% of 
properties) and management effectiveness (81%). It was noted that the data collected in this 
cycle of Periodic Reporting could be used for a range of management activities. In particular, site 
managers of 78% of all properties indicated that they would use it to update management plans, 
76% would use it to raise awareness and 74% would use it to review strategies and policies. 
These results are in line with the responses provided by focal points in Section I, who indicated 
that they intended to use the data generated by the exercise to revise priorities or strategies for 
the protection and management of heritage (88%), to update management plans (80%) and to 
raise awareness (76%).  

1.4. Overview of World Heritage properties in the Europe and North America region  

At the start of the Third Cycle, all 51 countries in the Europe and North America region were 
States Parties to the World Heritage Convention. All States Parties in the region participated in 
the Periodic Reporting and questionnaires were submitted for a total of 543 World Heritage 
properties3 (464 cultural, 69 natural and 11 mixed properties). When compared to 467 in the 
Second Cycle, this number constitutes an increase of almost 16% in the sample of properties 
participating in the exercise.  

 

3 See footnote 3.  
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Since the completion of the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting in 2015, the World Heritage 
Committee has inscribed 80 new properties (72 cultural, seven natural and one mixed) from the 
Europe and North America region on the World Heritage List. At the time of the launch of the 
Third Cycle in 2022, this region had the highest number of properties inscribed on the World 
Heritage List and 85% of the total number of properties were cultural properties. There were more 
cultural properties in Europe and North America alone than in all the other regions combined 
(Africa: 54 cultural properties; Arab States: 80; Asia and the Pacific: 196; Latin America and the 
Caribbean: 101; making a total of 431 cultural properties in the rest of the world compared to the 
464 in Europe and North America). Therefore, the overall trends for all properties in the region 
are largely influenced by the high proportion of cultural properties compared to natural properties. 
In addition, at the time of preparation of this report, the Tentative Lists of States Parties in the 
Europe and North America region currently include 815 sites. 

In addition to collecting and updating basic statutory information, the Third Cycle of Periodic 
Reporting in Europe and North America provided further information on the state of conservation 
of all World Heritage properties in the region inscribed before the end of the exercise, particularly 
those properties whose state of conservation is not regularly examined by the Committee – or, in 
some cases, may never have been reviewed. There is an important link between the Periodic 
Reporting process and the monitoring of the state of conservation of properties by the Committee, 
the Advisory Bodies and the UNESCO World Heritage Centre under the Reactive Monitoring 
process. Periodic Reporting allows for a self-assessment by the national and local authorities 
responsible for a World Heritage property, while the Committee’s monitoring activities and 
reviews provide an external perspective involving international experts, when the properties are 
considered under threat. Together, these two statutory processes complement each other and 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the state of conservation of World Heritage properties 
in Europe and North America. 

On average, the World Heritage Committee examines the state of conservation of some 30-
35 World Heritage properties in Europe and North America each year. Since the completion of 
the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting (2015), 252 reports have been submitted to the 
Committee, covering 91 properties in 35 States Parties in Europe and North America. In other 
words, during the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting, 16% of the properties covered have been 
subject to reactive monitoring at one time or another, concerning 69% of States Parties in the 
region. 

Table 2 compares the main factors negatively affecting properties in the region reported during 
the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting exercise compared with those identified through the state 
of conservation reports between 2016 and 2023 (the year following the completion of the Second 
Cycle for the Europe and North America region and the extended 45th session of the World 
Heritage Committee session, respectively). This comparison shows that the Reactive Monitoring 
process does not address issues related to the conservation of the physical fabric of the cultural 
heritage or environmental conditions that negatively impact on heritage as much as Periodic 
Reporting. 

Table 2. Main factors affecting World Heritage properties in Europe and North America during the Third Cycle of 
Periodic Reporting compared to those mentioned in the state of conservation reports 

Rank Main factors currently affecting World Heritage 
properties negatively, reported during the Third 

Cycle 

Main factors mentioned in SOC reports 

1 Water (rain/water table) (162 properties) Management systems/management plan (184 
reports from 67 properties) 

2 Impacts of tourism/visitation/recreation  
(136 properties) 

Housing (80 reports from 25 properties) 

3 Relative humidity (129 properties) Impacts of tourism/visitor/recreation 
(74 reports from 22 properties) 
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4 Temperature (122 properties) Legal framework (73 reports from 20 
properties) 

5 Storms (119 properties) Ground transport infrastructure (62 reports from 
19 properties) 

6 Ground transport infrastructure (117 properties) Major visitor accommodation and associated 
infrastructure (46 reports from 15 properties) 

7 Deliberate destruction of heritage (116 properties) Water infrastructure (32 reports from 9 
properties) 

8 Wind (109 properties) Mining (31 reports from 10 properties) 

9 Housing (107 properties) Illegal activities (30 reports from 7 properties) 

10 Pests (106 properties) Management activities (26 reports from 11 
properties) 

At the start of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting in 2022, four properties (three cultural and 
one natural) were on the List of World Heritage in Danger:  

- Historic Centre of Vienna (Austria),  
- Roșia Montană Mining Landscape (Romania),  
- Medieval Monuments in Kosovo (Serbia),  
- Everglades National Park (United States of America).  

Since then, three cultural properties in Ukraine have been added to the List of World Heritage in 
Danger by the Committee in 2023: ‘Kyiv: Saint-Sophia Cathedral and Related Monastic Buildings, 
Kyiv-Pechersk Lavra’; ‘L’viv – The Ensemble of the Historic Centre’; and ‘The Historic Centre of 
Odessa’. One cultural property, ‘Liverpool – Maritime Mercantile City’ (United Kingdom) – was 
delisted by the Committee at its 44th session in 2021, before the start of the Third Cycle of 
Periodic Reporting.  
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2. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WORLD HERITAGE CONVENTION BY THE STATES 
PARTIES IN EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA 

This section presents a summary of the implementation of the World Heritage Convention by 
States Parties at the national level. It is based on the analysis and outcomes of Section I of the 
Periodic Reporting questionnaire, which was completed and submitted by the national focal 
points with the assistance of World Heritage site managers of World Heritage properties, 
UNESCO National Commissions and those responsible for other conventions, on behalf of their 
respective States Parties. All 51 States Parties in the Europe and North America region submitted 
a complete questionnaire for Section I.  

The analysis is limited to a short summary and the complete set of statistics is available in Annex I 
to this report. 

2.1. Introduction  

Government institutions led the completion of the questionnaire for Section I of the Periodic 
Reporting. Nevertheless, a significant number of other actors contributed to the process, as 
shown in Figure 1, site managers of World Heritage properties were part of the exercise in 61% 
(31 out of 51 in total) of the States Parties, followed by representatives of National Commissions 
of UNESCO in 55% (28) of the States Parties. focal points were also aided by their counterparts 
responsible for the implementation of other international conventions/programmes in almost half 
the States Parties (25). External experts were involved in 14% (7) of the States Parties. While 
national committees of ICOMOS participated in the exercise in 27% (14) of the States Parties.  

 
Figure 1. Actors acknowledged as contributors to Section I of the Periodic Reporting exercise. 

2.2. Synergies with other conventions, programmes and recommendations for the 
conservation of cultural and natural heritage 

The purpose of the questions in this part of the Periodic Report questionnaire was to gather 
information on existing and potential synergies between the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention and other Multilateral Environmental Agreements, as well as other UNESCO 
Conventions, Programmes and Recommendations. However, it should be noted that the majority 
of the questions mainly sought information on whether the State Party was a party to these 
instruments or participated in certain programmes. Only the questions in Part 2.4 of Section I 
(i.e., ‘Cooperation and synergies between the Conventions and programmes your State is party 
to/is associated with/intends to joint’), which ask about the communication between the World 
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Heritage Convention focal points and their counterparts in other conventions or instruments – as 
well as their involvement in the revision and implementation of national cultural and/or natural 
heritage strategies, policies and action plans, beyond World Heritage-related issues – really allow 
for the collection of information on synergies.  

In terms of Multilateral Environmental Agreements, almost all States Parties are a party to both 
the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat (Ramsar 
Convention) and the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species in Wild Flora and 
Fauna (CITES) (i.e. 98% or 48 out of 51). A large proportion of the States Parties also adhered 
to most of the other Multilateral Environmental Agreements; the least adhered to, but still 
significantly high, is the International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture 
(ITPGRFA), to which 71% (36) of the countries are parties. In addition to the agreements cited 
directly in the questionnaire, many States Parties responded that they have joined or are a party 
to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), the Convention on 
the Conservation of European Wildlife and Natural Habitats (commonly called the Bern 
Convention), and the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East 
Atlantic (the OSPAR Convention). Furthermore, over half (82% or 42) of the States Parties in the 
Europe and North America region participate in the UNESCO Man and the Biosphere Programme 
and 60% (31) in the UNESCO Global Geopark programme.  

There is a high adherence to most cultural heritage related conventions specifically mentioned in 
Section I of the questionnaire; 96% (49) of the States Parties have adhered to the 1954 Hague 
Convention for the Protection of Cultural property in the Event of Armed Conflict and 76% to the 
Second Protocol of this convention. In relation to the latter, seven States Parties reported their 
intention to request Enhanced Protection for some of their World Heritage properties under the 
Second Protocol in the next three years.  

The other conventions have also been accepted or ratified by a high number of States Parties, 
except for the 2001 Convention on the Protection of the Underwater Cultural Heritage – only 39% 
(20) of States Parties are a party to this Convention. Overall, 86% of the States Parties reported 
using the provisions of both the 1972 Recommendation concerning the Protection, at the National 
level, of the Cultural and Natural Heritage – adopted simultaneously with the World Heritage 
Convention to facilitate its implementation at the national level – and the 2011 Recommendation 
on the Historic Urban Landscape. None of the countries in North America report using the latter, 
but most States Parties in Europe do, as shown in Figure 2.  

 

Figure 2. Application by States Parties of the provisions of relevant UNESCO Recommendations. 

States Parties in Europe have also largely joined several of the conventions adopted by the 
Council of Europe, namely the Convention for the Protection of the Architectural Heritage of 
Europe (Granada, 1985), the Convention for the Protection of the Archaeological Heritage of 
Europe (revised) (Valletta, 1992), the European Landscape Convention (Florence, 2000), and 
the Convention on the Value of Cultural Heritage for Society (Faro, 2005). 
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Property in the Event of Armed Conflict, followed by those responsible for the 2003 Convention 
for the Safeguarding of the Intangible Cultural Heritage. This is partly to be expected, given the 
high proportion of cultural World Heritage properties in Europe and North America. Moreover, it 
is important to recall that there is more adherence to certain Multilateral Environmental 
Agreements, as well as to certain UNESCO conventions than others, which helps explain lower 
levels of communication between World Heritage focal points and their counterparts in those 
respective less adhered instruments. Nevertheless, over half (58% or 28 out of 51) of the States 
Parties in the region reported communicating with their counterparts responsible for the Ramsar 
Convention and the Convention on Biological Diversity (54% or 26 States Parties). Furthermore, 
based on the comments provided by some of the States Parties, the level of communication is 
influenced by administrative divisions between cultural and natural heritage, with higher 
communication among focal points and their counterparts, if they are part of a same ministry. 

 

Figure 3. Reported level of communication between World Heritage focal points and their counterparts 
responsible for other conventions and Agreements. 

There is a significant difference between cultural and natural heritage in terms of whether World 
Heritage focal points are involved in the revision and implementation of national strategies, 
policies and action plans beyond specific World Heritage issues. While all 51 States Parties 
reported that focal points are involved in cultural heritage related strategies, policies and action 
plans, only 80% (41) of States Parties reported the same for natural heritage. However, caution 
should be exercised in extrapolating conclusions from this information, since several States 
Parties in the region have no natural properties inscribed on the World Heritage List. 
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Figure 4. Difference between the involvement of World Heritage focal points in the revision and 
implementation of national strategies, policies and action plans related to cultural (left) or natural (right) 
heritage, beyond specific World Heritage issues. 
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2.3. Tentative Lists 

A significant proportion of States Parties reported using ICOMOS thematic studies in the process 
of developing their Tentative Lists. IUCN’s thematic studies are used less, which is somewhat to 
be expected given the heavy focus on cultural heritage in Europe. 71% of the States Parties also 
report to use the UNESCO’s ‘Global Strategy for a representative, balanced and credible World 
Heritage List’. However, it is important to recall that the analysis about the Global Strategy 
commissioned by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre in 20214, in light of Decision 43 COM 8 
of the World Heritage Committee and Resolution 22 GA 9 of the General Assembly of States 
Parties, concluded that the Strategy had not necessarily had an impact on under-representative 
categories of World Heritage properties and that it was critical to look at different measures to 
address the balance and representativity of the List – for example, through the use of the 
Preliminary Assessment process, adopted formally by the Committee that same year, as well as 
through the quality of Tentative Lists. That analysis also highlighted that, at the time, and at the 
global level, Tentative Lists included more sites than those inscribed on the World Heritage List. 
It also showed that, in 2021, States Parties in Europe and North America, represented 26% of 
the total number of States Parties globally but had almost 45% of the total number of properties 
on the World Heritage List.  

 

Figure 5. Tools used in the preparation of the Tentative List. 

Meetings to harmonise Tentative Lists at the regional or sub-regional level were the least used 
tool, with only 29% (15) of States Parties reporting having done so. Paragraph 73 of the 
Operational Guidelines encourages States Parties to harmonise their Tentative Lists at the 
regional and thematic levels, as a means to establishing a fruitful dialogue between States Parties 
and different cultural communities, promoting respect for common heritage and cultural diversity. 
More effective use of this tool is therefore possible, especially as 59% (30) of States Parties in 
the Europe and North America region reported that sites on their Tentative List have the potential 
to generate dialogue and cooperation between competent authorities at the national level and 
communities. 

The adoption by the World Heritage Committee, by Decision 44 COM 12 (Fuzhou/Online, 2021), 
of the Preliminary Assessment as a mandatory stage prior to submitting a nomination dossier to 
the World Heritage List as from 2027 has highlighted the importance of developing robust 
Tentative Lists. The quality and diversity of the Tentative List can be influenced by the range of 
actors involved in its preparation and by the participatory nature of the process. Paragraph 64 of 
the Operational Guidelines encourages States Parties to prepare their Tentative Lists with the 
full, effective and gender-balanced participation of a wide range of actors. However, Figure 6 
shows that the main actors involved in the preparation of the Tentative Lists are national 
government institutions, followed by consultants/experts and site managers/coordinators. 54% of 

 

4 Available at https://whc.unesco.org/document/187906.  
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States Parties reported that gender balance was not explicitly considered or implemented in the 
process of preparing their Tentative Lists.  

While few States Parties (16% or 8 out of 51) have used the Upstream Process to support the 
revision of their Tentative Lists to date, 47% (24) replied that they intend to use it in the future. 
States Parties make different uses of inventories for the identification of cultural, natural and 
mixed heritage sites for their Tentative Lists (see section 2.6 of this report below).  

 

Figure 6. Involvement of different actors in the preparation of the Tentative Lists. 

2.4. Nominations  

Figure 7, which compares the involvement of different actors in the preparation of Tentative Lists 
and in the preparation of nomination dossiers, shows similar trends overall.  

 

Figure 7. Involvement of different actors in the preparation of the Tentative Lists compared to their 
involvement in the preparation of the nomination dossiers. 

Both processes are largely led by national government institutions followed by 
consultants/experts and site managers/coordinators. The involvement of local governments, local 
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nominations, the latter is involved in 25% (13) of the States Parties, a figure only slightly smaller 
than the 31% (16) involvement of local communities/residents. Three countries reported that the 
involvement of Indigenous Peoples in preparing nomination dossiers was considered good or 
fair. This low level of involvement needs to be interpreted in conjunction with the total number of 
States Parties which responded that the involvement of this group of actors was not applicable, 
that is 94% (48).  

Enhanced honour/prestige is considered as the highest perceived benefit of inscribing properties 
on the World Heritage List by most of the States Parties, followed by the improved presentation 
of sites. Other perceived benefits are strengthened protection and conservation of heritage; 
increased number of tourists and visitors; and enhanced conservation practices. 

 

Figure 8. Perceived benefits of inscribing properties on the World Heritage List. 

Only 28% (14 out of 51) of the States Parties felt that inscription has resulted in increased funding. 
This is an interesting finding when read in conjunction with the responses on the contribution of 
World Heritage properties to achieving the objectives of the 2015 World Heritage and Sustainable 
Development Policy and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development in which 55% of the 
States Parties considered that World Heritage properties made a ‘high’ contribution to achieving 
the objectives of these two global policy frameworks through promoting economic investment 
and quality tourism.  

 

Figure 9. Contribution of World Heritage properties to the achievement of the objectives of the 2015 World 
Heritage and Sustainable Development Policy and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
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As shown in Figure 9, World Heritage properties are also perceived to contribute to: protecting 
biological and cultural diversity and ecosystem services and benefits; respecting, consulting and 
involving Indigenous Peoples and local communities; and strengthening resilience to natural 
hazards and climate change. Few States Parties considered that World Heritage properties 
contribute to achieving gender equality, contributing to post-conflict recovery, ensuring conflict 
prevention and promoting conflict resolution. 

2.5. General policy development  

Most of the States Parties in the region considered the legal framework for the identification of 
both their cultural and natural heritage as fully adequate (94% and 92% respectively). All other 
States Parties considered that their legal frameworks are partially adequate. At the sub-regional 
level, the legal framework for natural heritage is considered the least adequate in Eastern Europe 
(83%) and Western Europe reported the lowest rates of adequacy for cultural heritage (88%).  

Legal frameworks were considered slightly less adequate for the conservation and protection of 
cultural heritage than natural heritage (76% and 82% respectively). At the sub-regional level, 30% 
of the States Parties in Northern Europe considered their legal frameworks to be only partially 
adequate for cultural heritage and 22% of those Southern Europe reported the same for natural 
heritage. Only one State Party reported that its legal framework is inadequate for the conservation 
of its cultural heritage.  

 

Figure 10. Adequacy of legal frameworks for heritage identification versus heritage conservation and 
protection. 

Most States Parties considered that there was sufficient capacity to enforce the legal framework 
for cultural heritage and natural heritage. Almost half (23 out of 51) of the States Parties 
considered that existing capacity/resources to enforce the legal framework could be strengthened 
for both cultural and natural heritage. This appears to be a priority for the region, as noted during 
the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting (see section 1.1.2).  

The World Heritage Convention calls for States Parties to adopt general policies to give heritage 
a function in the life of the community. Of the 51 States Parties in Europe and North America, a 
large proportion (41 or 80% for cultural heritage and 39 or 76% for natural heritage) responded 
that they have such policies. However, as shown in Figure 11, there are differences at the sub-
regional level. The examples of the policies provided by the States Parties showcase a wide 
variety of approaches ranging from educational campaigns to financial incentives, to 
rehabilitation schemes, or the inclusion of provisions requiring the engagement of local 
communities in heritage related legislation. 
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Figure 11. Percentage of States Parties with policies to give cultural and natural heritage a function in 
the life of the community. 

When considering the integration of the conservation and protection of heritage as a strategic 
element in national sustainable policies, States Parties identified that heritage is integrated first 
and foremost into the protection of biological and cultural diversity and the provision of ecosystem 
services and benefits, followed by the promotion of economic investment and quality tourism, 
and the enhancement of quality of life and well-being. The least considered aspects were all 
related to conflict and post-conflict: contributing to post-conflict recovery; protecting heritage 
during conflict, promoting conflict resolution and contributing to conflict prevention.  

 

Figure 12. Integration of the conservation and protection of cultural and natural heritage as a strategic 
element in national sustainable development policies and strategies. 

States Parties’ responses to this question differed in some respects from the responses provided 
about the contribution of World Heritage properties to achieving the objectives of the 2015 World 
Heritage and Sustainable Development Policy and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development (see Figure 9 above). While acknowledging that the purpose and content of the 
two questions are slightly different and, therefore, so will be the answers, some disparities can 
still be noted. Whereas the options with the highest and lowest rankings are relatively similar, 
there are elements that diverge significantly. For instance, only 6% of the States Parties 
responded that World Heritage properties contribute to achieving gender equality. However, 31% 
of the States Parties responded that they effectively integrate the conservation and protection of 
cultural and natural heritage as a strategic element in achieving gender equality. Similar 
disparities can be observed in relation to respecting, protecting and promoting human rights as 
well as respecting, consulting and involving Indigenous Peoples and local communities as shown 
in Table 3. 
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Table 3. Responses of States Parties regarding the integration of the conservation and protection of 
cultural and natural heritage as a strategic element in national sustainable development policies and 
strategies, compared to those regarding the contribution of World Heritage properties to the achievement 
of the objectives of the 2015 World Heritage and Sustainable Development Policy and the 2030 Agenda 
for Sustainable Development. 

Rank 

Integration of the conservation and 
protection of cultural and natural 
heritage as a strategic element in 
national sustainable development 

policies and strategies 

Total 

Contribution of World Heritage 
properties to achieving the objectives 

of the 2015 World Heritage and 
Sustainable Development Policy and 

the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development 

Total 

1 Protecting biological and cultural diversity 
and providing ecosystem services and 
benefits 

55% Promoting economic investment and 
quality tourism 

55% 

2 Enhancing the quality of life and well-being 49% Protecting biological and cultural diversity 
and ecosystem services and benefits 

53% 

3 Promoting economic investment and 
quality tourism 

49% Strengthening resilience to natural 
hazards and climate change 

33% 

4 Strengthening resilience to natural 
hazards and climate change 

45% Respecting, consulting and involving 
Indigenous Peoples and local communities 

33% 

5 Respecting, protecting and promoting 
human rights 

43% Enhancing quality of life and well-being 31% 

6 Ensuring growth, employment, income and 
livelihoods 

39% Strengthening capacity-building, 
innovation and local entrepreneurship 

31% 

7 Contributing to inclusion and equality 33% Ensuring growth, employment, income and 
livelihoods 

22% 

8 Respecting, consulting and involving 
Indigenous Peoples and local communities 

31% Protecting heritage during conflict 22% 

9 Achieving gender equality 31% Contributing to inclusion and equity 18% 

10 Strengthening capacity-building, 
innovation and local entrepreneurship 

27% Respecting, protecting and promoting 
human rights 

14% 

11 Protecting heritage during conflict 16% Ensuring conflict prevention 14% 

12 Contributing to post-conflict recovery 16% Promoting conflict resolution 14% 

13 Ensuring conflict prevention 14% Contributing to post-conflict recovery 12% 

14 Promoting conflict resolution 14% Achieving gender equality 6% 

15 Other(s) 0% Other(s) 0% 

A total of 45% of the States Parties in the region reported that they effectively integrate 
conservation and protection of cultural and natural heritage into comprehensive/larger-scale 
planning programmes. In addition, 47% of the States Parties have policies in this regard but 
experience some deficiencies in their implementation. Sub-regional variations are observed: 22% 
of the States Parties in Southern Europe reported not to have specific policies in this regard and 
only 8% of the States Parties in Eastern Europe reported that they have policies that are 
implemented effectively.  
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Figure 13. Existence of policies to integrate the conservation and protection of cultural and natural heritage 
into comprehensive/large-scale planning programmes. 

The 2015 World Heritage Sustainable Development Policy is the most widely used policy across 
the Europe and North America region to set national policies or strategies for the protection of 
cultural and natural heritage (68% of the States Parties). The same can be said at the sub-
regional level for Eastern Europe, Northern Europe and Western Europe. Instead, in Southern 
Europe, the Strategy for Reducing Risks from Disasters at World Heritage properties is the most 
widely used policy. The States Parties in North America reported that they do not use any of the 
policies included in the Periodic Reporting questionnaire because they have specific policies and 
laws that already incorporate the main provisions of the instruments adopted by the World 
Heritage Committee and the General Assembly. 

Over half (59% or 30 out of 51) of the States Parties reported to have adequate coordination and 
integration of the implementation of these multilateral agreements, programmes and World 
Heritage policies and strategies into national policies. Only two States Parties responded that 
there is no coordination and integration in this regard.  

2.6. Inventories/Lists/Registers of cultural and natural heritage 

Most States Parties in the Europe and North America region have well-established 
inventories/lists/registers of cultural and natural heritage at similar levels. Results are generally 
consistent at the sub-regional level for cultural and natural heritage. All States Parties reported 
that their inventories are adequate to capture the diversity of cultural and natural heritage. 
However, inventories are more frequently used to protect natural heritage than cultural heritage: 
96% compared to 90% respectively.  

Most States Parties reported regularly involving communities and Indigenous Peoples in the 
identification of natural and cultural heritage for inclusion in inventories/lists/registers. For the 
Europe and North America region as a whole, there is only a 2% difference in this regard between 
cultural and natural heritage – 90% compared with 88% respectively. However, there are further 
differences at the sub-regional level as show in Figure 14.  
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Figure 14. Involvement of communities and Indigenous Peoples in the identification of natural and 
cultural heritage for inclusion in inventories/lists/registers. 

It is interesting to note the high levels of involvement of communities and Indigenous Peoples in 
the development of inventories compared with the involvement of these same groups of actors 
in Tentative Lists processes, addressed in section 2.3 of this report. Only 16% of the States 
Parties reported involving local communities in the preparation of Tentative Lists. The data 
resulting from the Periodic Reporting exercise is insufficient to understand the considerable 
differences in the responses to these two types of involvement.  

84% (43 of 51) States Parties use inventories/lists/registers for the identification of cultural sites 
for the Tentative List compared with 77% for natural sites and 67% for mixed sites.  

2.7. Status of services for the identification, protection, conservation and presentation 
of natural and cultural heritage 

Inter-institutional collaboration is fundamental for effectively implementing the World Heritage 
Convention at different administrative levels. 59% (30 out of 51) of the States Parties in Europe 
and North America reported that there is effective collaboration between the principal 
agencies/institutions for the identification, protection, conservation and presentation of cultural 
and/or natural heritage. At the sub-regional level, Western Europe and North America reported 
the highest levels of effective cooperation (both 100%), whereas Southern Europe and Northern 
Europe reported that cooperation is only effective in respectively 50% and 40% of the States 
Parties. Only 24% (12) of the States Parties considered that there is effective cooperation with 
other government agencies (e.g. those responsible for tourism, defence, public works, fishery, 
etc.) in the identification, protection, conservation and presentation of cultural and/or natural 
heritage. An additional 67% reported that there is some cooperation but that there are 
deficiencies. Overall, cooperation with other agencies is higher for natural heritage than cultural 
heritage. This trend is also observed at the sub-regional level as shown in Figure 15. 

 

Figure 15. Cooperation between other government agencies and the main agencies/institutions in the 
identification, protection, conservation and presentation of cultural heritage as compared to natural 
heritage. 
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Cooperation between the different levels of government and diverse segments of civil society is 
the same for cultural and natural heritage: 88% of the States Parties in Europe and North America 
reported effective cooperation overall. There are no significant differences in this regard at the 
sub-regional level, with all sub-regions reporting high levels of cooperation between government 
and civil society. 

 
Figure 16. Cooperation between different levels of government and civil society. 

2.8. Financial status and human resources  

For most of the States Parties in Europe and North America the major sources of funding for 
running costs/maintenance are national governments (90% or 46 out of 51) or other levels of 
government, either at the provincial, state, or local levels (55% or 28). 45% (23) of the States 
Parties also receive funding from international multilateral agencies (e.g. World Bank, European 
Union, etc.) and 22% (11) from the private sector.  

Approximately half of the States Parties (53% or 27 out of 51) have a policy to allocate site 
revenues to the conservation and protection of cultural and natural heritage. While there are no 
major differences in this regard between cultural and natural heritage at the sub-regional level, 
there are significant differences between the sub-regions themselves, as shown in Figure 17.  

 

Figure 17. Availability of policies to allocate site revenues to the conservation and protection of cultural 
and natural heritage. 

Few States Parties considered their current budgets for cultural and natural heritage to be 
adequate: 18% (9) and 23% (11) respectively. Four States Parties considered their budget 
inadequate for basic conservation, protection, and presentation of cultural heritage; only one 
State Party reported the same for natural heritage.  
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Figure 18. Adequacy of current budgets for effective conservation, protection and presentation of cultural 
and natural heritage. 

On average, 0.8% of total annual public expenditure is spent on the identification, conservation, 
protection and presentation of heritage. The percentage is the same for cultural and natural 
heritage. It should be noted that a significant number of States Parties did not respond to this 
question: 37% (19) States Parties for cultural heritage and 43% (22) in relation for natural 
heritage. This deserves consideration, as the indicator for target 11.4 of the Sustainable 
Development Goals ‘Strengthen efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and natural 
heritage’ refers to the total per capita expenditure on the protection and conservation of cultural 
and natural heritage.  

In terms of human resources, only 25% (13) of the States Parties felt that they had adequate 
resources for cultural heritage, while 31% (16) responded that they felt the same for natural 
heritage. In addition, four States Parties reported inadequate human resources for cultural 
heritage and one State Party reported the same for natural heritage. It is important to recall that 
in the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, all States Parties considered that human resources 
could be strengthened.  

2.9. Capacity development 

From the 26 options given to the States Parties regarding capacity development needs, the 
highest priorities (combining rankings of ‘medium’ and ‘high’ priority) for both cultural and natural 
heritage are: 

- sustainable development (84%);  
- sustainable resource utilisation and management (82%);  
- conservation and management of heritage sites (76%); 
- impact assessment tools (environmental, heritage and social) (75%); 
- strengthening resilience to natural hazards and climate change: adaptation and 

mitigation (73%); and  
- risk preparedness and disaster risk management (73%).  

When considering capacity development needs for cultural heritage compared with those for 
natural heritage, different results emerge, particularly when considering only the thematic areas 
rated as ‘high priority’, as shown in Figure 19. 
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Figure 19. Capacity development needs identified by States Parties as ‘high priority’ for cultural heritage 
compared to natural heritage needs. 

States Parties use the World Heritage Capacity Building Strategy (2011) for different purposes 
and at different scales. According to responses, 57% (29 out of 51) of the States Parties use it to 
raise awareness about the need to conserve and manage cultural and natural heritage followed 
by 53% (27) for the implementation of capacity-building at the national level. 
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Figure 20. Different uses of the World Heritage Capacity Building Strategy (2011) by States Parties. 

Only 28% of the States Parties in Europe and North America have a national strategy for capacity 
development in the field of heritage conservation, protection, presentation and management that 
is effectively implemented.  

2.10. Policy and resourcing of World Heritage properties  

States Parties in Europe and North America have different levels of capacity within services to 
protect, conserve, present and manage World Heritage properties. 59% of the State Parties 
reported to have adequate capacity whereas 18% considered to have some capacity but 
significant deficiencies remain.  

 

Figure 21. Capacity within services to protect, conserve, present and manage World Heritage properties. 

States Parties encourage and support World Heritage properties to manage and develop 
visitation/tourism sustainably mainly by developing policies and/or requiring sustainable tourism 
strategies (73% or 37 out of 51 States Parties) as well as by providing financial resources and 
incentives for sustainable tourism related activities (61%).  

Impact assessment tools were among the main capacity development needs identified by the 
States Parties in the region. This finding is corroborated by the fact that less than half (47% or 
24 out of 51) of the States Parties considered that they had a regulatory framework requiring the 
use of impact assessments for programmes or development projects that is effectively 
implemented. Four countries do not have such a framework.  
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A significant proportion (61% or 31 out of 51) of the States Parties reported that they do not have 
a national capacity-building strategy for the conservation, protection, presentation and 
management of World Heritage, but that capacity is built on an ad hoc basis. It is important to 
recall here that only 28% of the States Parties have a national strategy for capacity development 
in the field of heritage conservation, protection, presentation and management that is effectively 
implemented, and that 51% have no such strategies. In addition, only 31% (16) of the States 
Parties have effective capacity at the institutional level to conduct research specifically for World 
Heritage issues. Institutional capacity to conduct research could be improved in 53% of the States 
Parties.  

2.11. International cooperation  

One of the main purposes of Periodic Reporting is to provide a mechanism for regional 
cooperation and exchange of information and experiences among States Parties concerning the 
implementation of the World Heritage Convention. Since the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, 
States Parties in Europe and North America have promoted international cooperation and 
established various types of cooperation mechanisms. The most common forms of cooperation 
are through hosting and/or attending international training meetings, bilateral and multilateral 
agreements, sharing expertise for capacity-building and by distributing material/information.  

Less than half (47% or 24 out of 51) of the States Parties have twinning programmes between 
World Heritage properties at the national or international level. Looking at the comments 
provided, a few States Parties reported the importance of serial and transboundary properties as 
a means of promoting cooperation. 

 
Figure 22. Mechanisms used by States Parties to promote international cooperation. 

2.12. Education, information and awareness building  

Only one quarter (25%) of the States Parties have strategies to raise awareness about the 
conservation, protection and presentation of World Heritage that are effectively implemented; 
35% have no such strategies but report to raise awareness on an ad hoc basis.  

States Parties considered that the tourism industry in the Europe and North America region has 
the same level of awareness of World Heritage as the communities living around the properties. 
Awareness of World Heritage is the lowest amongst Indigenous Peoples, but as mentioned in 
other sections of the report, this finding needs to be understood in the light of the large number 
of countries in the region in which this category does not apply. 
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Figure 23. General awareness of World Heritage among different groups. 

Regarding education programmes for children and/or youth that contribute to improving 
understanding of heritage and promoting diversity and fostering intercultural dialogue, only 37% 
(19) of the States Parties responded that there are programmes that are effectively implemented. 
In almost half of the States Parties (47%) there are heritage education programmes but there are 
deficiencies in their implementation. Organised school visits to World Heritage properties or other 
cultural and natural sites are used the most by States Parties to improve understanding of cultural 
and natural heritage, promote diversity and foster intercultural dialogue among children and/or 
youth; this is followed by courses/activities for students within school programmes. However, 
45% of the States Parties responded that they do not participate in UNESCO’s World Heritage in 
Young Hands programme.  

2.13. Individual conclusions of the respondents and recommendations for action 

This part of the Periodic Reporting exercise automatically generates the main conclusions under 
each of the items in Section I, based on the responses provided in the questionnaire. States 
Parties were then asked to select the key issues based on these conclusions. The key issues 
identified collectively for the Europe and North America region are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. Key issues identified by States Parties based on the main conclusions automatically generated from their 
responses to the questions in Section I of the Periodic Reporting Questionnaire. 

Key issues 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe 

Western 
Europe 

North 
America 

Total 

Promotion of international cooperation 
and the establishment of cooperation 
mechanisms for heritage 

92% 90% 94% 88% 100% 92% 

Use of the 2011 Capacity Building 
Strategy 

92% 90% 83% 100% 100% 90% 

Existence and implementation of national 
training/educational strategies to 
strengthen capacity development in the 
field of heritage conservation, protection, 
presentation and management 

62% 90% 56% 75% 100% 69% 

Existence and implementation of national 
capacity-building strategy for World 
Heritage conservation, protection, 
presentation and management 

62% 70% 56% 50% 100% 61% 

Use of the Upstream Process to revise 
Tentative Lists in the future 

15% 60% 56% 75% 50% 49% 

Existence and implementation of 
strategies to raise awareness among 
communities and different stakeholders 

46% 30% 28% 25% 50% 33% 
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Key issues 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe 

Western 
Europe 

North 
America 

Total 

about conservation, protection and 
presentation of World Heritage 

Implementation of multilateral 
agreements, programmes as well as 
World Heritage policies and strategies 
into the development of national policies 
for the conservation, protection and 
presentation of cultural and natural 
heritage 

46% 30% 22% 25% 50% 31% 

Integration of conservation and protection 
of cultural and natural heritage, as a 
strategic element in national sustainable 
development policies and strategies 

31% 40% 17% 38% 50% 29% 

Existence and implementation policies to 
give cultural and natural heritage a 
function in the life of communities 

54% 30% 11% 13% 0% 25% 

Use of inventories/lists/registers for the 
identification of sites for the Tentative List 

15% 20% 28% 25% 0% 22% 

2.14. Good practice in the implementation of the World Heritage Convention at the State 
Party level  

This part of the Periodic reporting provides an opportunity for States Parties to offer examples of 
good practice in World Heritage protection, identification, conservation or management 
implemented at national level. The 39 examples provided vary considerably in terms of scope 
and applicability in other contexts, with several mainly describing management activities being 
undertaken in different World Heritage properties. Nevertheless, there are several that contain 
practical insights for those seeking inspiration on what national governments and heritage 
institutions could do to effectively protect and manage World Heritage properties, but also in 
support of the cultural and natural heritage in general. These examples include: 

- The adoption of legal and regulatory frameworks specific to World Heritage or the 
inclusion of World Heritage terminology into existing legislation for the protection and 
conservation of cultural and natural heritage. 

- The inclusion of provisions from the Operational Guidelines into legal frameworks on how 
to effectively protect and manage Word Heritage properties such as the requirement to 
develop management plans. 

- The creation of funding mechanisms or financial incentives in support of heritage 
conservation. 

- The establishment of networks of site managers mainly at the national level but in a few 
cases at international level as well. 

- The adoption of participatory processes involving a wide range of actors when developing 
Tentative Lists.  

- The integration of georeferenced boundaries of World Heritage properties into territorial 
Geographic Information System (GIS).  

- The creation of national strategies for the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention.  

2.15. Assessment of the Periodic Reporting exercise  

The last part of Section I of the questionnaire provided focal points with the opportunity to 
evaluate the usefulness of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting exercise as well as the clarity of 
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the questions. Over 80% of the State Parties considered that the questionnaire of the Third Cycle 
allowed to adequately assess the implementation of the Convention at the national level, to 
evaluate whether the values of World Heritage properties are being maintained over time as well 
as to record changing circumstances about the state of conservation of the properties. However, 
only 37% (19 out of 51) of the States Parties considered that the Third Cycle provided a 
mechanism for regional cooperation and exchange of information and experiences between 
States Parties about the implementation of the World Heritage Convention, and World Heritage 
conservation (Figure 24).  

Looking ahead, most States Parties plan to use the data resulting from the Periodic Reporting 
exercise for three main purposes: to revise priorities or strategies for heritage protection and 
management; to improve the implementation of the World Heritage Convention; and to update 
management plans. The results of the Periodic Reporting exercise are clearly not perceived as 
an advocacy tool or as a potential fundraising mechanism (Table 5). It would therefore be 
important to understand whether these perceptions are limited to the data generated by the 
completion of the questionnaires themselves, which is the purpose of the question asked, or 
whether they extend to the overall results of the Periodic Reporting exercise, in particular the 
Regional Action Plan. 

 

Figure 24. The adequacy of the current questionnaire in addressing the four objectives of Periodic 
Reporting. 

Table 5. Intentions of States Parties to use Periodic Reporting data at the national level. 

Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe  

Western 
Europe  

North 
America 

Total 

Revision of 
priorities/strategies/policies for 
the protection, management 
and conservation of heritage 

100% 100% 83% 75% 50% 88% 

Improve the States Party 
implementation on the 
Convention 

92% 60% 83% 100% 100% 84% 

Updating management plans 92% 90% 78% 75% 0% 80% 

Awareness raising 77% 90% 78% 63% 50% 76% 

Reporting for other 
Conventions/conservation 
mechanisms 

54% 40% 44% 13% 50% 41% 

Reporting on implementation 
of Sustainable Development 
Goals 

54% 40% 44% 13% 50% 41% 

85% 85%
92%
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89% 89% 89%
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38%

50% 50%

100%

50%

80% 82% 82%

37%
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Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe  

Western 
Europe  

North 
America 

Total 

Advocacy 46% 50% 33% 25% 0% 37% 

Fundraising 31% 10% 6% 0% 0% 12% 

Other(s) 8% 10% 0% 0% 0% 4% 

Almost all focal points (96%) considered they were given adequate time by national authorities 
to gather the necessary information and to fill in the questionnaire. There are marked sub-regional 
differences about the estimated number of working hours to complete Section I of the 
questionnaire. focal points from Eastern Europe reported to have spent on average 143 hours 
gathering data and 58 hours filling in the questionnaire. Similar figures were reported by focal 
points in Southern Europe: 110 hours and 79 hours respectively. These findings contrast 
significantly with the responses of focal points in Western Europe and North America, who 
reported to have spent only 16 hours on average gathering data, in both sub-regions. On the 
other hand, focal points in North America took less time filling in the questionnaire compared with 
their counterparts in Western Europe: 8 hours compared with 21 hours, respectively.  

Gender-balance was only explicitly considered and effectively implemented in the process of 
completing Section I in 29% (15 out of 51) of the States Parties. Similarly, only 27% of the States 
Parties mobilised additional human resources and 22% required additional financial resources. 
67% of the focal points responded that most of the required information to fill in this section of 
the questionnaire was accessible. Few States Parties expressed difficulties using the 
questionnaire or understanding the questions. In addition, 82% of the focal points expressed their 
satisfaction with the support received by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre for the completion 
of the questionnaire. Furthermore, the vast majority (94%) judged the online training resources 
provided by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre adequate. 

Many of the comments provided on ways to improve the questionnaire expressed the States 
Parties’ wishes to better adapt the questions to suit serial and transboundary World Heritage 
properties, but no concrete suggestions were made. Some States Parties also felt that the space 
(or number of characters) provided for responses and comments was insufficient. Several 
comments expressed the need for further consideration of the differences between cultural and 
natural properties to be introduced in the Periodic Reporting questionnaire in the future. In 
addition, some States Parties considered that the questionnaire could be shortened, in particular 
Section I.  

The national focal points commented positively on the overall assessment, highlighting its 
usefulness as a self-assessment tool, as a reminder of the States Parties’ responsibilities under 
the World Heritage Convention, and as a capacity-building activity for all actors involved in the 
Periodic Reporting exercise.  

2.16. Conclusions on Section I  

Overall, there is good communication between national focal points for the implementation of the 
World Heritage Convention and their counterparts responsible for the implementation of other 
international conventions and programmes. Over half (59%) of the States Parties in the region 
reported that collaboration between the principal agencies/institutions for the identification, 
protection, conservation and presentation of cultural and/or natural heritage is effective. However, 
only about a quarter (24%) considered that there is effective cooperation with other government 
agencies (e.g. those responsible for tourism, defence, public works, fishery, etc.). Cooperation 
between different levels of government is slightly higher for natural heritage than for cultural 
heritage: 51% compared with 47% respectively.  

Work on Tentative Lists is considered a priority for the region given the large number of sites 
presently included on those Lists. Meetings to harmonise Tentative Lists at the regional or sub-
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regional level are currently an underused tool – only 29% of the States Parties reported using it. 
The development/revision of Tentative Lists as well as the preparation of nomination dossiers are 
largely led by national government institutions followed by consultants/experts and site 
managers/coordinators. The involvement of local governments, local authorities within or 
adjacent to the site, and landowners in the preparation of nomination dossiers is significantly 
higher, but so is the involvement of the tourism sector. Only 16% of States Parties reported the 
involvement of local communities in the preparation of Tentative Lists. Overall, States Parties 
considered that the tourism industry in the Europe and North America region had the same level 
of awareness of World Heritage as the communities living around the properties. 

Most States Parties in the Europe and North America region have well-established 
inventories/lists/registers of cultural and natural heritage and all States Parties reported that 
those inventories are adequate to capture the diversity of cultural and natural heritage. However, 
inventories are more frequently used to protect natural heritage than cultural heritage: 96% 
compared to 90% respectively.  

The main perceived benefits of inscribing properties on the World Heritage List are enhanced 
honour/prestige followed by the improved presentation of sites, strengthened protection and 
conservation of heritage, increased number of tourists and visitors, and enhanced conservation 
practices. Only 28% of the States Parties considered that inscription led to increased funding. 
Moreover, few States Parties considered their current budgets to be adequate to conserve, 
protect and present cultural and natural heritage effectively: 18% and 23% respectively. Similar 
findings are observed in relation to the adequacy of human resources: 25% and 34% for cultural 
and natural heritage respectively. Overall, only 59% of the State Parties reported to have 
adequate capacity within services to protect, conserve, present and manage World Heritage 
properties.  

About half (55%) States Parties considered that World Heritage properties make a ‘high’ 
contribution to achieving the objectives of the 2015 World Heritage and Sustainable Development 
Policy and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The 2015 Policy is mostly used by 
States Parties in the region to set national policies or strategies for the protection of cultural and 
natural heritage (68%). 

Almost half (45%) of the States Parties reported to effectively integrate conservation and 
protection of cultural and natural heritage into comprehensive/larger-scale planning programmes. 
In addition, 47% of the States Parties have policies in this regard but experience some 
deficiencies in their implementation.  

Most of the States Parties considered the legal framework for the identification of both their 
cultural and natural heritage as fully adequate (94% and 92% respectively). However, in this Third 
Cycle, there was a 20% decrease in the number of States Parties in Northern Europe which 
considered that their legal frameworks were adequate for the conservation of cultural and natural 
heritage compared with the Second Cycle (from 100% to 80%). Legal frameworks were 
considered slightly less adequate for the conservation and protection of cultural heritage than 
natural heritage (76% and 82% respectively). In addition, almost half (45%) of the States Parties 
considered that existing capacity/resources to enforce the legal framework could be 
strengthened both for cultural and natural heritage. This seems to be a priority for the region, that 
had already been noted during the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting.  

Only 37% of the States Parties considered that the Third Cycle provided a mechanism for regional 
cooperation and exchange of information and experiences between States Parties about the 
implementation of the World Heritage Convention, and World Heritage conservation. 
Nonetheless, national focal points commented positively on the overall assessment, emphasizing 
its usefulness as a self-assessment tool, as a reminder of the States Parties’ responsibilities 
under the World Heritage Convention and as a capacity-building activity among all actors 
involved in the Periodic Reporting exercise. 

. 
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3. IMPLEMENTATION OF THE WORLD HERITAGE CONVENTION AT WORLD 
HERITAGE PROPERTIES IN EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA  

This section of the report presents the analysis of Section II of the Periodic Reporting 
questionnaire focused on the implementation of the Convention at the property level. The 
completion of this part of the questionnaire was a process led by World Heritage site 
managers, guaranteeing that the information came from the people who are directly 
responsible for protection and management of the World Heritage properties. National focal 
points were also engaged in validating the responses.  

3.1. World Heritage property data 

Section II of this report includes information from the 544 properties in Europe and North 
America at the time of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting; this total can be divided into 
464 cultural, 69 natural and 11 mixed properties (Table 6).  

Table 6. Number of World Heritage properties in the Europe and North America included in the Third 
Cycle of Periodic Reporting 

Sub-
region/Property/Category 

Cultural Mixed Natural Total 

Europe and North America 464 11 69 544 

Eastern Europe 83 0 18 101 

Northern Europe 65 2 11 78 

Southern Europe 176 7 11 194 

Western Europe 120 0 9 129 

North America 20 2 20 42 

Although the 69 natural World Heritage properties in Europe and North America constituted 
only 12% of the World Heritage in this region, it is significant that they made up approximately 
a third (32%) of the total number of natural properties on the World Heritage List. However, it 
is to be noted that the number of properties alone does not provide information about the 
extension of the areas that the properties cover, which is generally much more extensive in 
the case of natural World Heritage properties. Therefore, considering that this region includes 
some of the largest countries in the world, natural World Heritage properties in the region 
provide a good representation of these sites on the World Heritage List. On the other hand, 
there are more cultural properties in this region alone than in all the other regions combined. 
85% of properties in the region are cultural and fifteen States Parties have only cultural 
properties and no natural or mixed ones. However, it is to be noted that in the North America 
sub-region the number of cultural and natural properties is nearly the same, while the highest 
number of cultural properties are in the Western Europe and Southern Europe sub-regions. 

Of the 39 mixed properties on the World Heritage List, almost a third (11) are located in Europe 
and North America. They are most numerous in Southern Europe: seven of the eleven mixed 
properties (64%) in the region are located in this sub-region. Mixed properties remain 
comparatively rare, with the most recent inscription in the region dating from 2018. 

Since the 2015 report on the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, the World Heritage 
Committee has examined the state of conservation of 67 cultural, 22 natural and two mixed 
properties in the region, under the Reactive Monitoring process. Six cultural properties and 
one natural property have been inscribed at one time or another on the List of World Heritage 
in Danger: Historic Centre of Vienna (Austria), Gelati Monastery (Georgia), Historical 
Monuments of Mtskheta (Georgia), Roșia Montană Mining Landscape (Romania), Medieval 
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Monuments in Kosovo (Serbia), and the Everglades National Park (United States of America). 
One property, Liverpool – Maritime Mercantile City (United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland), was subsequently delisted by the Committee in 2021. More recently, in 
2023, the Committee inscribed three properties on the List of World Heritage in Danger, 
namely Kyiv: Saint-Sophia Cathedral and Related Monastic Buildings (Ukraine), Kyiv-
Pechersk Lavra; L’viv – the Ensemble of the Historic Centre (Ukraine); and The Historic Centre 
of Odesa (Ukraine). As the Third Cycle in Europe and North America draws to a close, the 
region has seven properties in five States Parties on the List of World Heritage in Danger. 

3.2. Other Conventions/Programmes under which the World Heritage property is 
protected 

This section of the report identifies the relationships between the inscription of the World 
Heritage properties with other designations under other conventions and programmes, even 
though World Heritage site managers are sometimes not fully aware of these other initiatives 
that could contribute to the protection to the property (Table 7). Site managers reported their 
national authorities as having very few intentions to designate World Heritage properties as 
part of other cultural and natural conventions over the next three years.  

Table 7. Number of World Heritage properties (in whole or in part) designated and/or protected under other 
conventions/programmes 

Region/Sub-Region International 
Register of 

Cultural 
property under 

Special 
Protection  

(1954 Hague 
Convention for 
the Protection 

of Cultural 
property in the 
Event of Armed 

Conflict) 

List of Cultural 
property under 

Enhanced 
Protection  
(Second 

Protocol to the 
1954 Hague 

Convention for 
the Protection 

of Cultural 
property in the 
Event of Armed 

Conflict) 

The List of 
Wetlands of 
International 
Importance 

(The Ramsar 
List)  

(Convention on 
Wetlands of 
International 
Importance 

(Ramsar 
Convention)) 

World Network 
of Biosphere 

Reserves  
Man and the 
Biosphere 

(MAB) 
Programme 

Global 
Geoparks 
Network  
UNESCO 

Global 
Geoparks 

Europe and North America 30 32 40 54 21 

Eastern Europe 12 15 12 14 3 

Northern Europe 1 1 9 3 1 

Southern Europe 4 10 12 22 13 

Western Europe 13 6 4 6 4 

North America 0 0 3 9 0 

3.2.1 Multilateral Environmental Agreements  

A quarter (25%) of natural World Heritage properties overlap with sites inscribed under the 
Ramsar List of Wetlands of International Importance. These natural properties/Ramsar sites 
are more common in Eastern Europe, which has 7 out of 17 of them, a greater proportion than 
in other sub-regions.  

Only 5% of cultural properties are also on the Ramsar List, however, in real terms this equates 
to 21 cultural properties and is, therefore, a larger number than the natural properties. This 
demonstrates the need to consider synergies not only between natural heritage with 
environmental protection instruments but also with cultural heritage properties, so that the 
benefits of cooperation can be gained more effectively. 
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Two cultural properties and one mixed property answered that their national authorities 
intended to designate some or part of the property for inclusion on the Ramsar List.  

3.2.2 UNESCO Culture Conventions  

It is not a surprise that cultural properties are most likely to be protected under the Hague 
Convention which concerns cultural property, rather than under the nature conventions and 
programmes. However, the numbers are still low with only 6% of cultural World Heritage 
properties on the International Register of Cultural property under Special Protection (1954 
Hague Convention) and 7% on the related List of Cultural property under Enhanced 
Protection. Eighteen cultural properties answered that their national authorities intended to 
request Enhanced Protection under the Second Protocol to the 1954 Hague Convention.  

There is only one transboundary, natural World Heritage property included under the Hague 
Convention and its Second Protocol.  

Site managers from 19% (134) cultural properties, 14% (10) natural properties, and 36% (4) 
of mixed properties were aware that there were elements associated with the property that 
had been inscribed on the Representative List of Intangible Cultural Heritage. There is a 
significantly higher percentage of site managers in Southern Europe who are aware of 
associated elements of intangible cultural heritage at 31% of all properties. 

 

 

Figure 25. Awareness of World Heritage site managers of elements associated with the World 
Heritage property inscribed on the Representative List of Intangible Cultural Heritage. 

3.2.3 UNESCO Programmes 

For natural properties, synergies with the World Network of Biospheres under the Man and 
the Biosphere (MAB) Programme are most frequently reported, with 41% (28 out of 69) of 
natural properties having overlapping designations. This is much more common in Eastern 
Europe (11 properties), North America (8) and Southern Europe (7).  

Interestingly to be noted that World Heritage site managers from 25 cultural properties 
reported that their properties are also designated as Biosphere Reserves. Although this is a 
relatively small percentage of the cultural properties (6%), the relative number of both natural 
and cultural properties that coincide with Biosphere Reserves once again highlights that many 
cultural World Heritage properties are located within and interconnected to places of great 
natural significance, with potential benefits to taking a more holistic approach to their 
management. In fact, there are slightly more cultural properties (3) that reported of their 
intention to join the MAB Programme in the coming years than natural or mixed properties 
(only 1 property for each category). 

Only one mixed property reported both as a Biosphere Reserve and UNESCO Global 
Geopark. Only 16 (4%) cultural, 4 (6%) natural and 1 (9%) mixed properties reported the 
existence of communication between the site manager of the World Heritage property and the 
focal point of the UNESCO Global Geopark. However, the potential synergies between the 
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63%
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Not aware No Yes



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 48 
exercise in Europe and North America 

two are evident, as it is the most frequently cited programme by site managers who intend to 
designate the World Heritage property over the next three years. Of the 14 properties reporting 
that their national authorities intended to designate, in whole or in part, the World Heritage 
property as a UNESCO Global Geopark, the majority (9) are cultural. This demonstrates how 
cultural properties are often interconnected with the natural values of the heritage site. 

There are 43 (9%) cultural properties aware of documentary heritage associated with the 
property that had been listed under the Memory of the World Programme, whereas 
documentary heritage was reported for only one natural property. There is potential to increase 
synergies in this area, in particular, with regard to natural properties. 

3.2.4 Cooperation and synergies between conventions and programmes  

Overall, it is noted that there are very few points of direct contact between World Heritage 
properties and other designations/programmes, with 64% of site managers having no contact 
with their counterparts responsible for other designations/programmes. 

Where cooperation exists, it is more likely to be between natural properties and nature 
conventions and programmes than between cultural properties and culture conventions and 
programmes. The highest levels of collaboration occur between natural properties and the 
MAB Programme, where approximately half of the World Heritage site managers have some 
form of contact with the MAB focal point (19% occasionally, 17% regularly, and 16% joint 
management). Additionally, about a quarter of natural properties also have contact with the 
focal point for the Ramsar Site (13% occasionally, 1% regularly, and 9% joint management). 
In contrast, only 5% of site managers of cultural properties are in contact with the focal point 
of the Ramsar Site, and 6% are in contact with the focal point of the Biosphere Reserve or the 
Global Geopark. However, a higher number – 22% – of cultural World Heritage site managers 
have some form of contact with the focal point of the Hague Convention 

3.2.5 UNESCO Recommendations 

The 2011 UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape is being implemented 
in 31% of the total of the properties, but not in any natural or mixed property. Among the 329 
cultural properties that considered this Recommendation to be relevant, nearly half had not 
used it (49%). A further 40% (130 properties) had made some use of the Recommendation, 
while 11% (37) had fully based their policy for dealing with development proposals on it. 
Specifically, examples were provided where the Recommendation and its principles had been 
considered during the preparation of management plans or urban plans. 

With regard to the ‘2007 World Heritage Policy on Climate Change’, only 7% of all properties 
(37 out of 544) have a climate change policy that is fully based on the agreed World Heritage 
policy, whereas 32% (173) have made some use of it, and a significant 61% have made no 
use of it at all (331). However, comments reveal that in some of these cases there are other 
national climate change policies that are being used instead. Many properties have 
undertaken climate vulnerability assessments and related monitoring indicators are being 
established. 

The Strategy for Reducing Risks from Disasters at World Heritage properties is used at similar 
levels among cultural and natural properties, but unfortunately it is not being implemented in 
61% of properties (Figure 26). Properties in Eastern and Southern Europe are much more 
likely to base their risk management on this strategy than those in other sub-regions. 
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Figure 26. Implementation of the Strategy for Reducing the Risk of Disasters at World Heritage 
properties. 

Environmental education programmes, the establishment of scientific and technical councils, 
water and snow retainer ponds, operational plans and national policies, monitoring, civil 
protection plans, wildfire prevention, and weather emergency action plans are some of the 
strategies implemented to reduce risk from disasters in natural and mixed properties. 

When looking at how properties contribute to the 2015 World Heritage and Sustainable 
Development Policy, significant or full achievement of objectives regarding inclusive economic 
development was reported at 70% of all properties, social inclusion and equity at 68%, human 
rights-based approaches at 64%, gender equality at 57%, conflict prevention/cultural diversity 
at 54% and ecosystem services/benefits at 40%. However, when looking at which objective 
was most fully achieved, the most successful objective was that of integrating human rights-
based approaches, with 37% of site managers reported their property fully achieving their 
objectives. Whereas North America reported greatest levels of contributions to gender 
equality, social inclusion and ecosystem benefits, Eastern Europe is the strongest sub-region 
for supporting inclusive economic development, human rights-based approaches and conflict 
prevention. A good number of World Heritage site managers were able to comment on a 
specific element of their management system that supported these efforts. 

Site managers reported that most of the World Heritage management systems have a full or 
significant contribution to integrating human rights-based approach into the processes of the 
World Heritage Convention. This is the case of 64% of natural and 54% of mixed properties, 
but according to the questionnaire responses, there are 30% of natural and 27% of mixed 
properties where this was considered as non-applicable. 

Approximately half (49%) of site managers stated that there are no relevant Committee 
recommendations for them to implement at their properties (this is particularly acute in North 
America where this reaches 68%). Implementation of Committee recommendations is 
underway at 36% of all properties and has been completed at just 12%. 

3.3. Statement of Outstanding Universal Value 

This part of the Periodic Reporting questionnaire aimed to understand the current condition of 
the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the properties and to provide an assessment of the 
state of conservation of the attributes that convey the OUV. 

Site managers were asked to review their Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (SOUV) 
and, overall, 432 properties (80%) validated their SOUV with 111 properties (20%) requesting 
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updates. The greatest number of updates were related to details in the ‘Protection and 
management requirements’ section which needed to be revised to reflect changing situations 
regarding site management. Other site managers requested factual changes to the SOUV, 
including various changes required due to new information and discoveries resulting from 
recent research. 

Site managers were asked to identify key attributes of OUV and provide an assessment of 
their condition. On the basis of this exercise, it was reported that the attributes are well 
preserved in most properties (Figure 27) and no significant differences were found among the 
five sub-regions or between cultural or natural properties. No attributes were reported as lost 
at any property. 

 

Figure 27. Key attributes underpinning Outstanding Universal Value and an assessment of its condition 

It should be noted, however, that the analysis of the reported attributes reveals a variable level 
of understanding of the concepts of values and attributes, with some properties providing 
incomplete and inaccurate information. This suggests a high level of risk that some attributes 
may not have been identified and therefore not necessarily protected. When asked to 
comment, a significant number of site managers indicated that they were in the process of 
preparing retrospective SOUVs (as 20 retrospective SOUV are still pending for properties in 
the Europe sub-regions) or management plans and expected to better identify attributes during 
this work. As a result, self-assessment of the condition of attributes may not be the only 
reference that can be relied upon to reflect the current reality on many sites. 

3.4. Factors affecting World Heritage properties  

At the heart of the Periodic Reporting exercise was an in-depth series of questions that 
required site managers to reflect on the standard list of primary factors, encompassing each 
a number of secondary factors that affect the World Heritage properties positively and 
negatively, both currently and potentially in the future. Each property faces its own unique set 
of challenges and opportunities; therefore, the following section of the report attempts to 
highlight those issues that are being faced by larger numbers of properties across the region. 
These factors are particularly relevant when considering the issues that need to be addressed 
in the draft Regional Action Plan for the region. 

3.4.1 Factors that negatively affect natural properties 

Site managers from natural properties identified the primary factors that are (either potentially 
or currently) affecting negatively their properties. These five primary factors are related to the 
following five categories:  

- Social/cultural uses of heritage. 

- Other human activities. 

- Climate change and severe weather events. 

93.4%

6.4%

0.2% 0%

95.7%

4.3%

0% 0%

92.5%

6.6%
0.9% 0%

0

20

40

60

80

100

Preserved Compromised Seriously compromised Lost

Culture Mixed Nature



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 51 
exercise in Europe and North America 

- Sudden ecological or geological events. 

- Invasive/alien species or hyper-abundant species.  

While the most commonly reported current and potential major negative factor for natural 
World Heritage properties is climate change and severe weather events, when the more 
specific sub-factors are considered, invasive/alien terrestrial species was the most commonly 
reported current and/or potential negative factor for 58% (40 out of 69) of properties. The 
impact of tourism/visitors/recreation was also a significant concern for natural properties: 52% 
(36) of properties considered this factor as a current negative impact and 54% (37) as a 
potential negative impact.  

Concerning the factor related to climate and severe weather events, for natural properties, this 
is considered a current negative impact in 49% (34 out of 69), and a potential negative impact 
in 54% (37) of the properties. Temperature change was the negative impact considered to 
have the greatest increasing trend. 

Illegal activities were also mentioned as a current negative impact for 48% (33 out of 69) of 
natural properties and in 46% (32), as a potential negative impact. The trend of the impacts of 
illegal activities is decreasing in Eastern Europe and is stable in the other sub-regions.  

Wildfires in natural properties were prioritised as a potential risk in 37 properties. Wildfires, 
tours and recreation, and invasive/alien terrestrial species tend to increase, compared to all 
other factors. 

No significant differences were found between factors that originate from inside and outside 
the properties. Even though the factors mentioned negatively affect all sub-regions, site 
managers of natural World Heritage properties from Eastern Europe and North America 
considered sites as the most impacted (except for tourism and recreation which affects all sub-
regions in a similar way). 

Terrorism, governance, desertification, civil unrest, war, ground transport infrastructure and 
ritual/spiritual/religious and associative uses, modified genetic material and radiation are 
considered as less relevant secondary factors affecting the World Heritage properties in the 
Europe and North America region. 
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Figure 28. Current and potential factors affecting natural World Heritage properties in Europe and North America. 
In red, the number of properties negatively impacted by the factor; in green, the number of properties positively 

impacted. 

3.4.2 Factors that negatively affect cultural properties 

The primary factors that most often negatively affect cultural World Heritage properties are 
related to local conditions impacting the physical fabric. These factors include several 
secondary factors such as water (rain/water table), relative humidity, temperature, dust, 
microorganisms, and pests. Approximately a quarter of cultural properties reported that one 
or more of these secondary factors are (potentially and/or currently) affecting the property. It 
is important to note that this factor appears to be underreported in the state of conservation 
reports prepared under the Reactive Monitoring process.  

Water (rain/water table) is the most commonly cited secondary factor affecting negatively at 
34% (160 out of 464) of cultural properties and, is by far the most frequently reported negative 
factor in Northern Europe at 49% (32 out of 65) and Southern Europe at 40% (71 out of 176).  

Relative humidity is another negative secondary factor at 28% (129 out of 464) of cultural 
properties. It is the most reported factor in Eastern Europe at 39% (32 out of 83) and in 
Southern Europe at 38% (66 out of 176).  

Temperature is impacting negatively at 26% (122 out of 464) of cultural properties, wind at 
23% (109), pests at 23% (106) and micro-organisms at 20% (91). In addition, significant 
numbers of cultural properties across the region report water at 32% (147), temperature at 
27% (127), relative humidity at 21% (99) and wind at 20% (94) as potential negative secondary 
factors. These relate mainly to properties in Eastern Europe. 

With regard to the primary factors related to climate change and severe weather events, which 
include the following secondary factors: changes to oceanic waters, desertification, drought, 
flooding, other climate change impacts, storms, and temperature change, 26% (119 out of 
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464) of cultural properties indicate storms are a current negative factor. Storms are the most 
commonly reported negative factor in North America at 75% (15 out of 20) and affect an above 
average number of properties in Northern Europe at 33% (22 out of 65). Temperature changes 
were reported as a current factor at 22% (101 out of 464) of properties. Higher number of 
properties indicated these and other climate change-related factors as potential negative 
factors for the future: storms were a potential negative factor at 38% (178) of properties, 
temperature change at 31% (146), floods at 31% (144), and drought at 24% (111). 

The negative factor most commonly reported in Western Europe is service infrastructures, 
notably its secondary factor concerning renewable energy facilities, which was indicated by a 
quarter of properties in this sub-region at 26% (31 out of 120). However, other secondary 
factors are relatively uncommon across the other sub-regions. Nevertheless, there is 
recognition that renewable energy is a potential negative factor at 30% (138 out of 464) of 
cultural properties, with particular concern again in Western Europe at 48% (57 out of 120) 
but also in Northern Europe at 43% (28 out of 65). 

Among social/cultural uses of heritage, the impacts of tourism, visitation and recreation are 
negatively affecting the largest number of cultural properties to a greater extent than any other 
factor by far, with approximately a third of all properties reporting current negative impacts at 
29% (136 out of 464). There is a slightly greater number of properties facing this issue in 
Northern Europe (37%) (24 out of 65) and Southern Europe 34% (59 out of 176). Similar 
numbers of properties were concerned about this as a potential factor in the future. 

With regards to transportation infrastructure, ground transport infrastructure is a negative 
factor at 25% (117 out of 464) of cultural properties and the effects arising from the use of 
transportation infrastructure are a negative factor at 22% (104). In both cases this effects 
Northern Europe more than the other sub-regions. There are 17 properties under Reactive 
Monitoring that reported as having been affected by ground transport infrastructure in recent 
years, and another seven by the use of transportation. 

Development projects that affect cultural properties are much more likely to be related to 
housing, which is a negative factor at 23% (107 out of 464) of properties across the region and 
a slightly more frequent problem in Eastern Europe at 30% (25 out of 83). The potential for this 
to be a future negative impact is noted at much larger numbers of properties at 35% (162 out 
of 464); Northern Europe at 54% (35 out of 65) and Eastern Europe at 48% (40 out of 83) in 
particular noted this as a potential factor. 

Among other human activities, the factor most likely to have a negative impact on cultural 
properties is the deliberate destruction of heritage which is reported at 24% (111 out of 464) of 
properties. A similar number of properties reports this as a potential factor and there is greatest 
concern about this in Northern Europe at 43% (28 out of 65) and Eastern Europe at 31% (26 
out of 83). Illegal activities only currently affect 17% (79 out of 464) of properties but there is a 
potential for this to be a negative factor at 20% (91) of cultural properties in the future, with 
Eastern Europe at 30% (25 out of 83) and North America at 21 most likely to be facing this. 

Invasive/alien terrestrial species are a current negative factor at 21% (97 out of 464) of cultural 
properties, in particular at 38% (25 out of 65) of Northern European properties. 

Air pollution affects approximately a fifth of cultural properties at 21% (98 out of 464), with a 
slightly higher number of properties reporting this in Southern Europe at 25% (45 out of 176). 

Sudden ecological or geological events are not factors that currently affect many properties 
across the region. However, it is noted at 39% (179 out of 464) of properties that fire (wildfire) 
is a potential negative factor, with over half (60% = 50 out of 83) of all Eastern European 
properties indicating this as a factor for the future. In addition, 30% (139 out of 464) of 
properties note the potential for earthquakes, with this being a factor reported by 56% (98 out 
of 176) of Southern European properties. Together with the climate change factors noted 
above, these are the factors which were most commonly reported as potential future 
challenges. 
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Management and institutional primary factors were not the most commonly reported negative 
factors, although significant numbers of properties indicate that their property is affected by a 
lack of human resources (19% = 87 out of 464), financial resources (17% = 81) and the lack 
of management system/plan for 16% (74). 

Factors relating to biological resource use and physical resource extraction were reported at 
relatively low numbers of cultural properties. 

Many conclusions can be drawn from this information, but perhaps the most pressing need 
across the region is for climate change adaptation and mitigation. This includes conservation 
responses to environmental conditions that affect the fabric of the property, together with 
disaster risk management for climate change and severe weather events. There is also a need 
to manage the development of tourism, transport infrastructure and housing — as well as the 
new but growing challenge of renewable energy facilities. 

 

Figure 29. Current and potential factors affecting World Heritage properties in Europe and North 
America. In red, the number of properties negatively impacted by the factor; in green, the number of 
properties positively impacted. 

3.4.3 Factors that negatively affect mixed properties 

The main negative factors prioritised in mixed properties included those identified in natural 
properties but also some additional factors regarding water and social approaches. These 10 
main factors are from the following five categories (Figure 30): 

- Pollution 
- Local conditions affecting physical fabric 
- Social/cultural uses of heritage 
- Other human activities 
- Invasive/alien species, or hyper-abundant species 
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Illegal activities were mentioned as a negative current factor in six mixed properties and as a 
potential factor in five properties. Invasive/alien terrestrial species was considered a current 
factor in four properties and a potential factor in five properties. Temperature change, solid 
waste, and changes in traditional ways of life were considered in five properties as a current 
and a potential factor each. Water, identity, social cohesion, changes in local population, and 
tourism/visitation/recreation were considered as current, but mainly, as a potential factor. 
Erosion was a negative current factor. 

The negative impacts of these factors affect all sub-regions, but solid waste and temperature 

changes were mainly identified for Southern Europe. 

No significant differences were found between internal and external negative factors that affect 
the properties. 

The negative effects of invasive/alien terrestrial species, illegal activities, 
tourism/visitation/recreation and changes in traditional ways of life and knowledge system, and 
water, tend to remain stable or to increase slightly. Drought, temperature and identity, social 
cohesion, and changes in local population tend to increase.  

Many of the negative factors affecting cultural properties also affect natural and mixed 
properties, such as the impact of tourism and visitation and ground transport infrastructure. In 
addition, invasive terrestrial species, solid waste, temperature change and illegal activities are 
major concerns for natural properties. Illegal activities and solid waste are also emerging needs 
for mixed properties, along with the impacts of tourism, localised utilities, temperature change 
and changes in traditional ways of life and knowledge systems. 

 

Figure 30. Current and potential factors affecting mixed World Heritage properties in Europe and North 
America. In red, the number of properties negatively impacted by the factor; in green, the number of 
properties positively impacted. 
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3.4.4 Factors that positively affect natural properties 

For the natural properties, site managers identified six main factors related to the management 
and institutional category and one related to the buildings and development category. The main 
positive factors identified were low-impact research/monitoring activities and management 
activities. Both factors were mentioned as current positive factors for 88% (61 out of 69) of the 
natural properties.  

Legal framework, governance, financial resources, and interpretative and visitation facilities 
were identified as positive factors in 75% (52 out of 69) of the natural properties, and as a 
potential positive factor from 35% (24) to 46% (32) of the natural properties.  

Human resources is a factor that currently affects 67% (46 out of 69) properties positively, and 
in 40% (28) properties it is considered as a potential positive factor. 

Low-impact research/monitoring activities were considered a potential positive factor for 45% 
(31 out of 69) of the natural properties and management activities for 42% (29) of the 
properties. 

With regard to natural World Heritage properties, management activities and low impact 
research/monitoring were considered as positive factors in 87% of the natural properties. This 
is followed by the management system/management plan for 81% of the properties. In 
addition, interpretative and visitation facilities are a positive factor for 74% of the properties. 
Legal frameworks, financial resources, and human resources were reported as positive factors 
for 68% of the properties, especially in Eastern Europe and North America. 

The positive effects of the factors were reported mainly as stable and increasing. Human and 
financial resources were the only factors where the positive impacts were decreasing.  

3.4.5 Factors that positively affect cultural properties 

When reviewing the factors that positively affect World Heritage properties, site managers of 
cultural properties were most likely to report management and institutional factors as currently 
having a positive impact. Across the region, management activities were positive at 90% of 
cultural properties (416 out of 464), although this indicates that a concerning 10% of site 
managers do not consider their activities positively affect the heritage. In addition, the legal 
framework was a positive factor at 85% (395 out of 464) of properties, governance at 81% 
(376), low impact research/monitoring activities at 79% (365), management system/plan at 
77% (357), financial resources at 75% (348) and human resources at 72% (335). These same 
factors were also the most likely to be indicated as potential positive factors, with Eastern 
Europe particularly optimistic when considering management factors in the future. 

The other group of factors that were most likely to be reported as positive are related to tourism 
and visitation. 78% (363 out of 464) of the site managers indicated that interpretative and 
visitation facilities are currently a positive factor at their property and 46% (214) predicted that 
they would be a potential positive factor in the future, with higher-than-average results in 
Northern Europe (68% = 44 out of 65) and Eastern Europe (58% = 48 out of 83). The impacts 
of tourism, visitation and recreation were found to be positive in 71% (329 out of 464) of cultural 
properties, in particular in Eastern Europe, and 37% (172) of site managers reported potential 
positive effects in the future. Major visitor accommodation and associated infrastructure were 
found to be currently positive in 30% (139) of properties and future predictions that it will be a 
positive impact at 22% (104) of properties in the future, in particular in Northern Europe. 

Other social/cultural uses of heritage that were often found to be positive across the region 
were the ritual/spiritual/religious and associative uses, which were reported at 64% (298 out of 
464) of properties, and society’s valuing of heritage at 58% (268). Both of these positive factors 
were reported in higher numbers from Southern Europe. The positive impact of identity and 
social cohesion were also identified at 23% (106) of properties. 
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Finally, nearly half of all properties (46% = 214 out of 464) noted that ground transport 
infrastructure currently had a positive effect on the property, with nearly a third (27% = 127) 
predicting future positive impacts in this area. 

It is interesting to note where there have been factors with the potential to affect the World 
Heritage Site both positively and negatively. In particular, the continuing development of 
tourism and related facilities should be accompanied by proactive management and impact 
assessment to ensure that positive impacts are enhanced, and negative impacts avoided. 
Comments from site managers indicate that they are aware of these contradictions and 
challenges. 

3.4.6 Factors that positively affect mixed properties 

Site managers identified management and institutional factors as key to improving positive 
impacts in mixed World Heritage properties. The socio/cultural uses were also mentioned.  

Low impacts of the research/monitoring activities were the main current positive factor reported 
for all the mixed properties and a potential positive factor for 73% of them. 

Management system/management plan, legal framework, and governance were the second 
most important current positive factors for 91% of mixed properties. Ritual/spiritual/religious 
and associative uses, management and institutional factors, finances, and human resources 
were the next most important positive factors identified. 

Positive factors originate mainly inside the natural World Heritage property. 

Positive impacts of ritual/spiritual/religious and associative uses, low-impact 
research/monitoring activities, financial resources, legal framework, and governance factors 
were reported as stable and increasing in mixed properties.  

Human resources, management activities, and management systems were mostly reported as 
stable, with few properties where it is increasing. 

Positive impacts of ritual/spiritual/religious and associative uses were considered decreasing 
in only one property in Southern Europe, and financial resources in two properties of North 
America. 

3.4.7 Prediction of future state of conservation 

In light of considerations of current and potential factors affecting the property, site managers 
were asked to predict what would be the state of conservation of the attributes of OUV in 
approximately six years (i.e., at the time of the next Periodic Reporting exercise). One property 
reported that there would be a loss of at least one attribute of OUV, while 12 other properties 
feared that attributes might be seriously compromised and a further 68 properties predicted 
that the conservation of some attributes would be compromised. 

3.5. Protection and management of the property  

This part of the Periodic Reporting questionnaire aimed to gain information on how properties 
are managed across the region. This overview is of particular interest given the large number 
of site managers who reported management as the factor likely to have both significant 
positive and negative effects on World Heritage. 

3.5.1 Boundaries and buffer zones 

According to the regional data, site managers from Europe and North America considered 
85% of properties to have adequate boundaries to maintain their OUV, while 14% of site 
managers recognised that although the boundaries do not limit the ability to maintain the 
property’s OUV, they could be improved. Of greater concern, the boundaries of 5 properties 
(1%) were defined as inadequate; these were all cultural properties (Figure 31). 
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Figure 31. Adequacy of properties’ boundaries to maintain the Outstanding Universal Value of the 
property. 

It is worth noting that there are differences between the sub-regional results, which closely 
reflect the situation of the cultural properties, and those from natural and mixed properties. 

Regarding only the natural properties, boundaries were reported as adequate in 95% of the 
natural properties in North America, as well as 91% in Northern Europe, 83% in Eastern 
Europe, 78% in Western Europe, and 73% in Southern Europe. Only 73% of site managers 
of mixed properties considered their boundaries to be adequate to maintain the OUV. No 
natural or mixed property reported inadequate boundaries.  

Across Europe and North America, most properties (86%) report that their boundaries are well 
known by management authorities and local communities (Figure 32). For natural and mixed 
properties this percentage varies from 82% to 100% across the sub-regions, except for 
Northern Europe which has a significantly different situation: in half (50%) of all natural 
properties in the sub-region, the property boundaries are known only by site managers. In 
84% of cultural properties (394 out of 464), the boundaries were known to all actors, however, 
in 66 cases (14%) the boundaries were known only by the management authority but not by 
the local communities/landowners. One cultural property reported that the boundaries were 
unknown. 

 

Figure 32. Boundaries known to site managers and local communities/landowners. 
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The adequacy of buffer zones to help maintain the property’s OUV, is lower than that of 
property boundaries, with only 60% of site managers reporting that their buffer zone is fully 
adequate (Figure 33).  

 

Figure 33. Adequacy of buffer zones to maintain the property’s Outstanding Universal Value. 

Significant numbers of properties in North America (67%) and Northern Europe (41%) do not 
have buffer zones, although in the majority of cases there is no perceived need for one 
(Table 8). These percentages are even higher when considering only the natural properties in 
North America (80%). Of greater concern are the 9% of properties without a buffer zone that 
feel the need for one to provide an additional layer of protection to the property; this situation 
is most acute in Western Europe. 

Table 8. Buffer zones of World Heritage properties in the different sub-regions. 

Region/Sub-Region The property 
has no buffer 

zone and 
does not need 

one 

The property 
has no buffer 

zone, but 
there is a 

need for one 

Inadequacies in 
the buffer zones 
make it difficult 
to maintain the 

property’s 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 

The buffer 
zones do not 

limit the 
ability to 

maintain the 
property’s 

Outstanding 
Universal 

Value but they 
could be 
improved 

The buffer 
zones 

are adequate to 
maintain the 
property’s 

Outstanding 
Universal Value 

Europe and North America 14.3% 8.5% 0.6% 16.9% 59.7% 

Eastern Europe 7.9% 6.9% 1.0% 12.9% 71.3% 

Northern Europe 32.9% 7.9% 0.0% 17.1% 42.1% 

Southern Europe 4.7% 7.9% 1.0% 19.9% 66.5% 

Western Europe 7.0% 12.4% 0.0% 20.2% 60.5% 

North America 61.9% 4.8% 0.0% 2.4% 31.0% 

In Europe and North America, 56% of the boundaries of the buffer zones of World Heritage 
properties are known and recognised by management authorities and local communities; this 
means that almost half of all properties do not have a widely recognised buffer zone. In this 
respect, lower percentages of natural and mixed properties have widely known and 
recognised buffer zones (42% for natural and 45% for mixed properties).  

There are potential management challenges for those properties where the buffer zone is 
recognised by the management authority but not by local communities/landowners. This is the 

14%

8%

1%

17%
60%

The property has no buffer zone and does not need one

The property has no buffer zone, but there is a need for one

Inadequacies in the buffer zones make it difficult to maintain the property's
Outstanding Universal Value

The buffer zones do not limit the ability to maintain the property's
Outstanding Universal Value but they could be improved

The buffer zones are adequate to maintain the property's Outstanding
Universal Value



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 60 
exercise in Europe and North America 

case for a fifth (21%) of cultural properties but seems less problematic for natural (9%) and 
mixed (0%) properties.  

Comments by site managers on this subject reveal that States Parties are using a range of 
national tools to provide a layer of added protection to the property, and they often consider 
that this is an alternative to a buffer zone. A number of properties are considering reviewing 
their buffer zone and/or modifying it. 

3.5.2 Protective measures 

When asked to comment on the protective designation for the property, half (270) of the 
managers took the opportunity to update the information available on their legal, regulatory, 
contractual, planning, institutional and/or traditional measures, showing that significant 
attention has been paid to these issues in recent years. In particular, a large number of new 
legislative measures have been indicated, as well as regulatory and planning mechanisms. 
However, it is clear from the details that the concept of traditional measures and their use to 
support the management of World Heritage is not widespread among site managers. 

At the property level, site managers reported that 78% are protected and managed by an 
adequate and effective legal framework that helps maintain the OUV. However, this indicates 
that approximately a fifth of properties (20%) identify deficiencies in their legal framework and 
the need for improvement (Table 9). Site managers at one natural and six cultural properties 
stated that their legal framework was completely inadequate, and one cultural property 
reported not having a legal framework. 

Table 9. Effectiveness of the legal framework 

Region/Sub-Region There is no legal 
framework for 
maintaining the 

Outstanding 
Universal Value 

including conditions 
of Authenticity 

and/or Integrity of 
the World Heritage 

property 

The legal 
framework for 
maintaining the 

Outstanding 
Universal Value 

including conditions 
of Authenticity 

and/or Integrity of 
the World Heritage 

property is 
inadequate 

An adequate legal 
framework for 

maintaining of the 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 
including conditions 

of Authenticity 
and/or Integrity of 
the World Heritage 
property exists but 

there are some 
deficiencies in 
implementation 

The legal 
framework for 

maintaining of the 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 
including conditions 

of Authenticity 
and/or Integrity of 
the World Heritage 

property provides an 
adequate basis for 

effective 
management and 

protection 

Europe and North America 0.2% 1.3% 20.1% 78.4% 

Eastern Europe 0.0% 0.0% 29.7% 70.3% 

Northern Europe 0.0% 3.8% 28.2% 67.9% 

Southern Europe 0.0% 1.6% 16.8% 81.7% 

Western Europe 0.8% 0.0% 16.3% 82.9% 

North America 0.0% 2.4% 9.5% 88.1% 

There was greater confidence in the effectiveness of the legal framework at natural and mixed 
properties, compared to cultural properties: 100% of natural properties considered their legal 
framework effective in North America, 91% in South Europe, 73% in Northern Europe, Eastern 
Europe 78%; with the exception of Western Europe where only half deem their legal 
framework adequate (56%). 

In terms of the legal framework for the buffer zone (and excluding the 116 properties without 
one), 69% of site managers reported that it was adequate to help maintain OUV. (Table 10). 
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Again, this leaves approximately a third of properties where the buffer zone needs 
improvement, because it has some deficiencies (115 = 27%), is inadequate (12 = 3%), or with 
no legal framework for the buffer zone (4 = 1%). 

Table 10. Effectiveness of the legal framework in the buffer zone. 

Region/Sub-Region The property 
has no buffer 

zone 

There is no 
legal 

framework in 
the buffer zone 
for maintaining 
the Outstanding 
Universal Value 

including 
conditions of 
Authenticity 

and/or Integrity 
of the World 

Heritage 
property 

The legal 
framework in 
the buffer zone 
for maintaining 
the Outstanding 
Universal Value 
including conditi

ons of 
Authenticity 

and/or Integrity 
of the World 

Heritage 
property is 
inadequate 

An adequate 
legal 

framework in 
the buffer zone 
for maintaining 
the Outstanding 
Universal Value 
including conditi

ons of 
Authenticity 

and/or Integrity 
of the World 

Heritage 
property exists 
but there are 

some 
deficiencies in 
implementation 

The legal 
framework in 

the buffer zone 
for the 

maintenance of 
the Outstanding 
Universal Value 

including 
conditions of 
Authenticity 

and/or Integrity 
of the World 

Heritage 
property 

provides an 
adequate basis 

for effective 
management 

and protection 

Europe and North America 21.4% 0.7% 2.2% 21.2% 54.4% 

Eastern Europe 13.9% 0.0% 0.0% 29.7% 56.4% 

Northern Europe 40.8% 0.0% 6.6% 19.7% 32.9% 

Southern Europe 12.4% 0.5% 2.1% 20.6% 64.4% 

Western Europe 17.8% 0.8% 2.3% 20.2% 58.9% 

North America 57.1% 4.8% 0.0% 9.5% 28.6% 

The effectiveness of legal framework in buffer zones in natural properties in North America 
and Northern Europe was the lowest compared with other sub-regions. Southern Europe has 
the highest level of effective buffer zones for natural and mixed properties. No effectiveness 
was reported in Northern Europe for mixed properties, as they have no buffer zones. 

Across the region, the effectiveness of the legal framework for the wider setting is considered 
to be more effective than that of the buffer zones, with 77% of site managers reporting that it 
is adequate (Table 11); this is a similar level of adequacy for the legal framework of the World 
Heritage properties themselves. 

Overall, these figures suggest that the legal framework for buffer zones is seen as the greatest 
challenge, with a greater number of properties not having a fully adequate buffer zone. 
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Table 11. Effectiveness of the legal framework in the wider setting. 

Region/Sub-Region There is no legal 
framework for 

controlling use and 
activities in the wider 
setting of the World 
Heritage property 

The legal 
framework for the 
wider setting of the 

World Heritage 
property is 

inadequate to 
ensure the 

maintenance of the 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 
including 

conditions of 
Authenticity and/or 

Integrity of the 
property 

An adequate legal 
framework exists for 

the wider setting of the 
World Heritage 

property, but there are 
some deficiencies in 
implementation which 

undermine the 
maintenance of the 

Outstanding Universal 
Value including 

conditions of 
Authenticity and/or 

Integrity of the property 

The legal 
framework for the 
wider setting of the 

World Heritage 
property provides an 
adequate basis for 

effective 
management and 
protection of the 

property, contributing 
to the maintenance 
of its Outstanding 
Universal Value 

including conditions 
of Authenticity and/or 

Integrity 

Europe and North America 1.5% 2.0% 19.3% 77.2% 

Eastern Europe 3.0% 3.0% 22.8% 71.3% 

Northern Europe 2.6% 2.6% 25.6% 69.2% 

Southern Europe 0.0% 1.5% 17.0% 81.4% 

Western Europe 1.6% 2.3% 17.8% 78.3% 

North America 2.4% 0.0% 14.3% 83.3% 

Site managers reported that 66% (358 out of 544) of World Heritage properties in Europe and 
North America have adequate capacity and resources to enforce legislation. However, this 
leaves a third of the properties (30% = 163) struggling with some deficiencies in enforcement 
and a further 16 properties (3%) with major deficiencies. Of greatest concern are the three 
cultural properties that report no enforcement at all. 

It should be noted that enforcement levels for cultural and natural properties can vary widely. 
For example, Western Europe is the sub-region with the greatest capacity to enforce 
legislation at World Heritage properties in general (91% reporting adequate enforcement), and 
yet when considering the natural properties separately, only half of site managers (56%) are 
confident in adequate enforcement.  

Site managers provided summaries of how the legal framework works in practice and the 
range of answers reflects the diverse situations across the region. However, spatial planning 
and development frameworks emerged as being particularly critical for many properties. Many 
site managers commented on the need to coordinate with a range of institutions across sectors 
and at different levels (from national to local). Some noted the difficulty of working in contexts 
where the commitment to the World Heritage Convention had not been fully domesticated 
within national legislation. 

Overall, the region has seen a slight improvement in legal frameworks for identifying heritage 
since the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, as compared to 90% of properties who stated 
that it was adequate in the previous cycle, there are now 94% of cultural properties with an 
adequate framework. However, the situation is more serious when considering the legal 
framework for the conservation and protection of heritage: whereas 90% of properties reported 
an adequate framework in the Second Cycle, this fell considerably to only 76% of properties 
in the Third Cycle. 



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 63 
exercise in Europe and North America 

3.5.3 Management system/management plan 

In Europe and North America, a third (31%) of World Heritage properties have a public 
management system implemented jointly at national and local levels, while a further 23% have 
public management only at the national level (Table 12). However, there are some very large 
differences between the sub-regions: for example, while half of all North American properties 
are managed at a national level, this is only the case at 5% of Western European properties. 
Furthermore, Eastern, Northern and Western Europe are most likely to have a joint 
national/local management system, whereas this only represents 10% of properties in North 
America. 

Table 12. Management systems. 

Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe  

Western 
Europe  

North 
America 

Total 

Public management system at 
national level 

26.7% 14.3% 30.6% 5.4% 50.0% 23.1% 

Public management system 
at provincial/regional level 

5.0% 5.2% 8.3% 8.5% 16.7% 7.9% 

Public management system joint 
national/local 

39.6% 41.6% 20.7% 38.8% 9.5% 30.6% 

Public management system joint 
regional/local 

4.0% 18.2% 18.7% 24.8% 0.0% 15.9% 

Traditional management system 3.0% 1.3% 1.6% 0.8% 0.0% 1.5% 

Local community management 1.0% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 4.8% 1.5% 

Charitable management (e.g. by 
NGO) 

1.0% 7.8% 0.0% 0.0% 4.8% 1.7% 

Private ownership/management 3.0% 5.2% 4.1% 6.2% 0.0% 4.2% 

Other 16.8% 6.5% 13.5% 15.5% 14.3% 13.7% 

By far the most widespread tool in use is the management plan, which is used at 71% of all 
properties. Other more common tools are the statutory management plan or zoning plan 
(63%), annual work plans or business plans (56%) and other statutory and non-statutory plans 
(53%). Within these general trends, there are some regional differences: management plans 
are more likely to be used in North America, Northern Europe and Western Europe. The other 
most common tools mentioned above are also found much more frequently in North America. 
Codes of practice and frameworks for inclusive development were the least implemented tools 
across all types of World Heritage properties. 

Comments from site managers describing the management system in place at their property 
show a wide range of situations; they also reveal that most attention is given to institutions, 
legislation and management plans, rather than other aspects of the management system. 

A significant number of cultural properties – 44% (242 out of 544 properties) – provided 
updates on the management documents that are currently in force or being approved for the 
property, showing that management planning is an ongoing process across the region. 

When rating the coordination between the various levels of administration involved in 
management, only 54% (290) the properties reported that there is adequate coordination. 
While 42% (225) of site managers note that there is the need for improvements, a further 4% 
(23) note little coordination among administrative bodies (Figure 34). The three properties 
where there is no coordination are all cultural. 
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Figure 34. Coordination between the different levels of administration involved in the management of 
the World Heritage. 

However, there are significant sub-regional differences to this overall picture. For example, all 
natural and mixed properties in North America reported adequate coordination, whereas this 
was the case at only 55% of natural properties in Northern Europe and Southern Europe, 44% 
in Eastern Europe, and 33% in Western Europe. No lack or poor coordination was identified, 
and only one property in Eastern Europe reported low coordination between the various 
administrative bodies involved in the management of the property.  

Similar trends were observed for both the adequacy of the management system/plan to 
maintain OUV and whether it was implemented. Site managers of 72% of all properties 
considered the management system/plan to be adequate (Table 13); 61% reported that it was 
fully implemented and monitored. However, this leaves a worrying number of properties 
without effective management systems. Site managers in North America appear to be more 
confident in the adequacy and implementation of their management system/plan than those 
in other sub-regions. No natural or mixed sites were reported to have an inadequate 
management system/plan in place to maintain the site’s OUV. 

Table 13. Management system/plan adequate to maintain the Outstanding Universal Value of the 
property. 

Region/Sub-Region 

No management 
system/plan is 

currently in place to 
maintain the 
property’s 

Outstanding 
Universal Value 

The management 
system/plan is not 

adequate to maintain 
the property’s 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 

The management 
system/plan is only 

partially adequate to 
maintain the property’s 
Outstanding Universal 

Value 

The management 
system/plan is fully 

adequate to maintain 
the property’s 
Outstanding 

Universal Value 

Europe and North America 2.8% 0.6% 25.0% 71.7% 

Eastern Europe 4.0% 1.0% 26.7% 68.3% 

Northern Europe 0.0% 0.0% 24.7% 75.3% 

Southern Europe 3.1% 0.5% 29.8% 66.5% 

Western Europe 3.9% 0.8% 20.9% 74.4% 

North America 0.0% 0.0% 11.9% 88.1% 

Annual work/action plans exist for 83% of properties in the region, although they are being 
fully implemented at only 30% of them and with a slightly higher implementation rate in 
Western Europe and North America. According to site managers, 17% of the properties do not 

0%

4%

42%
54%

There is no coordination between the range of administrative bodies
involved in the management of the property

There is little coordination between the range of administrative bodies
involved in the management of the property

There is coordination between the range of administrative bodies
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There is adequate coordination between all bodies/levels involved in
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have an action plan; of these, half consider them not to be necessary, but the other half (9%) 
have identified this as an unmet need (Figure 35). 

 

Figure 35. Implementation of the annual work/action plans. 

3.5.4 Participation in management systems 

Although most managers answered that their management systems contributed to fostering 
inclusive local economic development, there is still under-representation of Indigenous 
Peoples, NGOs and landowners in its implementation. When looking at mechanisms and 
procedures to ensure the participation of certain groups, site managers reported that they 
were most likely to ensure that local authorities are involved in management decisions (95%). 
There were also mechanisms to allow the participation of local communities at 86% of 
properties and landowners in 76%.  

When asked about the quality of the cooperation between management teams at World 
Heritage properties with other groups, the most highly rated relationships across the region 
were with local/municipal authorities (rated good or fair by 96% of all properties), and 
researchers (rated good or fair by 94%). Site managers at 90% of all properties reported good 
or fair relationships both with the local community and the tourism industry, although given 
that community engagement is a strategic objective of the World Heritage Convention, 
perhaps a greater investment should be made into the former than the latter. Site managers 
at 100% of all properties in North America report good/fair relationships with their communities; 
in contrast, Eastern Europe has the lowest level of community relationships with 85% of site 
managers reporting that cooperation is good/fair. 

When looking in more detail at cooperation with local communities at cultural properties, 48% 
(222 out of 464) of cultural properties rated their cooperation as good and 42% (193) as fair. 
However, it should be noted that site managers of seven cultural properties rated their 
relationship with local communities as non-existent. 

Regarding groups within the local community, site managers were most likely to report 
good/fair cooperation with youth and children (at 78% of all properties), and comments 
suggest that many have relationships with local schools and educational programmes. Site 
managers also reported good/fair cooperation with local businesses (at 76% of all properties) 
and landowners (72%).  

It was interesting to note that cooperation with both local visitors and national/international 
tourists was at a similar level, with 87% of site managers reporting good/fair relationships, 
indicating that no specific provision is made for visitors from the local area, but they are 
provided with the same services as tourists. 

The participation of local communities and Indigenous Peoples, and the integration of 
traditional knowledge in the management systems occurs only in 1.5% of properties (in this 
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No annual work/action plan exists despite an identified need
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regard, no natural and mixed property was mentioned). Cooperation with Indigenous Peoples 
was reported as not applicable at 85% of cultural properties; reports from the site managers 
of the remaining properties indicate that some guidance may be needed to facilitate a better 
understanding of the role and custodianship of Indigenous Peoples in the context of World 
Heritage. 

Overall, there has been an improvement in management across the region since the Second 
Cycle of Periodic Reporting, with 9% more properties likely to have a management system 
that is fully implemented and monitored. Unfortunately, this is not the case in North America 
or Western Europe which saw a decrease in this area. On the other hand, Eastern Europe, in 
particular, has improved by 23%. In addition, since the Second Cycle, there has been an 
increase by 11% of all properties who reported that the management system/plan was 
adequate to maintain the property’s OUV. Again, when looking at sub-regional trends, North 
America had a slight decrease in this area, whereas Eastern Europe has 19% more properties 
reporting the adequacy of their management system/plan. There have been increases in 
management coordination across the entire region, with an average of 16% more properties 
reporting adequate coordination between all bodies/levels involved in management. Here 
Eastern European properties have achieved an improvement of 37% from their previous 
levels. Reported cooperation has improved dramatically since the Second Cycle, in particular 
with regard cultural properties, where the reported cooperation between different levels of 
government increased from 32% to 96%. 

3.6. Financial and human resources 

3.6.1 Budget and funding 

Site managers (by whom this report means the institution(s) or other type(s) of entity(ies) and 
group(s), as well as the individuals working within them, with legal or customary authority or 
recognised responsibilities for managing the heritage place as a whole or in part, as well as 
rights-holders with recognised responsibilities for managing the heritage place, or heritage 
resources within the place) were asked to provide information on the sources of funding for 
costs related to conservation. Governmental funding projects (national, federal, regional, 
provincial, or from the state) and running cost sources are highly significant for most properties 
compared to other sources, and this is true for natural, cultural and mixed properties. It 
emerged that national/federal government funding accounts for approximately a third (30%) of 
running costs for all properties across the region and this is the most significant funding source. 

However, this varies significantly across sub-regions, for example national/federal spending 
accounts for nearly half of all running costs in North America but only 19% and 26% in Western 
and Northern Europe respectively, where instead local/municipal funding is the largest 
contributor to running costs. The situation is similar with regard to project costs, where 
national/federal governments provide them at 33% of properties across the region. Again, there 
are some sub-regional variations, with 53% of project costs in North America covered by 
federal government but only 27% provided by national governments in Western Europe, where 
instead regional/provincial governments are most likely to provide funding for project costs 
(28%). The least relevant source for the region is the World Heritage Fund (international 
assistance), as in accordance with the Operational Guidelines, priority for international 
assistance is given to least developed countries or low-income economies as defined by the 
United Nations Economic and Social Council’s Committee for Development Policy, or lower-
middle income countries as defined by the World Bank, or Small Island Developing States 
(SIDS), or States Parties in post-conflict situations.  

Many site managers noted the difficulty of providing estimates for properties with complex 
multiple ownership often with a range of variable income streams. A significant number of 
cases mentioned funding that is received from the European Union and its various 
programmes. 
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In some cases, when donations and projects are restricted, additional incomes come from 
individual visitor charges, fees, entrances, and trading activities to support the running costs.  

In Europe and North America, only a quarter (26%) of all site managers state that they have 
an adequate budget for effective management of the World Heritage property, although a 
further 63% rate it as acceptable while noting that it could be further improved (Figure 36). 
There is significant variation across the sub-regions: while 40% of Western Europe and 39% 
of North American properties report adequate budget, only 16% of Eastern European site 
managers can say the same.  

The situation is particularly serious at one natural property and ten cultural properties which 
report no budget available; it may be significant that seven of these are properties of religious 
interest. A further four natural and 46 cultural properties have an inadequate budget. 

 

Figure 36. Current budget allocated to the effective management of the World Heritage property. 

Two thirds of properties in North America (68%) stated that they have secured funding over 
the mid- and long-term, as do half (54%) of properties in Western Europe; in comparison, the 
other sub-regions only reported to have secured mid-term funding at most properties.  

3.6.2 Human resources 

The distribution of men and women involved in the management, conservation and 
interpretation of cultural World Heritage properties are almost equal whether they are from 
local communities or from elsewhere (Figure 37), and no significant differences were found 
among sub-regions.  

 

Figure 37. Distribution of men and women involved in the management, conservation and interpretation 
of the World Heritage properties and the extent to which they are represented. 

However, there are differences among categories. In natural properties, Southern Europe has 
the lowest participation of women (34% from local communities and 39% from elsewhere), and 
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consequently one of the highest participation rates of men (66% from local communities and 
61% from elsewhere). Northern Europe and North America have the highest participation of 
women, greater than or equal to men. In mixed sites, the participation of women is significantly 
lower than the men across the whole region. 

Overall, in the region, less than half (42%) of properties have adequate human resources, 
although there are higher levels in Western Europe (58%) and North America (60%). 
Approximately half (51%) of the managers at all properties noted that their human resources 
only partly meet the needs to manage the World Heritage property effectively (Figure 38). The 
most problematic situations are the two natural and three cultural properties which report no 
human resources dedicated to managing the property despite an identified need. 

 

Figure 38. Adequacy of human resources for the management of World Heritage properties 
(by percentage of properties) 

Confidence was highest in finding available professionals with administrative skills (92%), 
conservation skills (91%) and visitor management/tourism experience (88%). In contrast, fewer 
site managers felt there were professionals available in the areas of risk preparedness (72%), 
environmental sustainability (75%) or community involvement (75%). Existing training 
opportunities reflect this situation, with greater availability of training in administration, 
conservation and visitor management/tourism leading to a greater number of professionals; 
there is an equal and opposite pattern for the least available training, reflecting a lack of 
available professionals in these areas. 

A fifth of the region’s properties have no site-based capacity-building programme. At the other 
end of the spectrum, 43% of properties have site-based capacity-building where skills are 
transferred to local site managers, but there are significant sub-regional differences, for 
example 62% of properties in North America achieve these more effective capacity-building 
programmes, but only 35% of properties in Eastern and Southern Europe have such plans in 
place. Very few properties have fully based their training on the World Heritage Strategy for 
Capacity Building (only 8%), although 36% have made some use of it. 

In 70% of World Heritage properties, knowledge of values and attributes was reported to be 
adequate due to the implementation of site-based capacity-building programmes (highlighted 
by North America). However, site managers felt that knowledge and technical skills were being 
transferred in only 43% of properties (Figure 39). 
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Figure 39. Existence of site-specific capacity-building plans or programmes that develop local 
expertise and that contribute to the transfer of skills for the conservation and management of the 
World Heritage property 

Site managers highlighted the existing barriers to capacity-building due to the gap between the 
ideas embedded in the World Heritage Convention and its implementation on the ground, as 
well as between human resources capacities of federal/national and regional/provincial 
authorities.  

Other barriers included a substantial budget decrease for staff training and the lack of integral 
plans for capacity-building (most of the existing plans cover only specific areas). Alliances with 
local communities and Indigenous Peoples, universities, and local educational centres are 
some of the strategies implemented to solve this. 

Since the COVID-19 pandemic, more virtual training opportunities have become available to 
site managers. In conjunction, efforts have been made to enhance employee internet 
connectivity and increase professional development. 

3.7. Scientific studies and research projects 

If, as noted above, the majority of properties (70%) have managers with sufficient knowledge 
of values and attributes to ensure the maintenance of OUV, this means that there are about a 
third of properties in the region where there are gaps or insufficient knowledge, which is 
perhaps reflected in the analysis of attributes reported above (see 3.3). Overall, Western 
Europe has the highest level of confidence in this area (80% consider knowledge adequate) 
and Northern Europe the lowest (only 64% consider having adequate knowledge). While this 
situation mirrors that of cultural assets, only 51% of natural asset managers and 55% of mixed 
asset managers consider their knowledge of values and attributes adequate. 

About half of all properties (48%) have a comprehensive, integrated programme of research 
which is relevant to management needs and/or improving understanding of OUV; a further third 
of properties (35%) report considerable research but it is not directed towards the property’s 
protection and management needs. There are seven cultural properties which state that there 
is no research taking place, despite an identified need. Only half of properties (48%) share 
their research results widely with active outreach and just another third (37%) share results 
locally and with national agencies. 
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Figure 40. Existence of a planned programme of research on the property that addresses 
management needs and/or enhances understanding of the Outstanding Universal Value of the 
property. 

In natural and mixed properties, there is more scientific research being developed than the 
overall regional trends. 58% of natural and 60% of mixed properties have a comprehensive 
integrated program of research that is relevant to the management needs, and this is more 
often implemented in Southern Europe and North America than in the other sub-regions. In 
Western Europe and North America, these programmes are more widely available and 
disseminated to local communities.  

Alliances with universities, scientific institutions and the private sector, and the establishment 
of research advisory groups and scientific committees are some of the strategies used to 
develop, monitor and disseminate scientific research. The results are published on the 
properties’ and institutions’ websites, in peer-reviewed scientific journals, annual reports and 
other publications. However, site managers identified some concerns with this, e.g. there are 
some cases where scientists do not cooperate with site managers and thus do not provide an 
opportunity to disseminate information and results. Knowledge management is poorly 
organised and can lead to loss of research and monitoring records. Many additional desired 
research topics remain unfunded.  

3.8. Education, information and awareness building  

At the regional level, site managers report that researchers, local/municipal authorities, the 
tourism industry, and national/international tourists are mostly aware of the justification for the 
inscription of World Heritage properties, but this is not the situation of Indigenous Peoples and 
women considered by site managers to have poor understanding of these procedures.  

Site managers rated the levels of awareness of why the property was inscribed as World 
Heritage among different groups. Researchers were considered to have greatest awareness 
across the region, with good/fair knowledge at 96% of properties, followed closely by 
local/municipal authorities (94%), the tourism industry (90%) and national/international tourists 
(90%). Although local communities (at 86% of properties) and local visitors (87%) were both 
considered to have good/fair knowledge of the World Heritage inscription, when looking at 
different sections of those communities, the level of awareness fell significantly: landowners 
(69%), local businesses (71%), and youth/children (78%). This means that there are some 
sections of local communities where up to a third of people have poor or non-existent 
understanding of why there is a World Heritage property. NGOs are the least prioritised 
audiences. 

Less than half – only 43% – of properties have a planned and effective education and 
awareness programme for children/youth that contributes to the protection of World Heritage. 
There are sub-regional differences, with North American properties more likely to have an 

1%

16%

35%

48%

There is no research taking place in the World Heritage property
despite an identified need

There is a small amount of research, but it is not planned

There is considerable research but it is not directed towards
management needs and/or improving understanding of Outstanding
Universal Value

There is a comprehensive, integrated programme of research, which is
relevant to management needs and/or improving understanding of
Outstanding Universal Value



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 71 
exercise in Europe and North America 

educational programme for children/youth (62%) than Northern Europe (31%). This overall 
picture is of concern considering the clear stance taken in the World Heritage Convention 
regarding education and the commitment to future generations.  

Looking more closely at who the target audiences are for education and awareness 
programmes, children/youth were considered a priority on 93% of properties, followed by the 
local community (87%) and local visitors (81%). It also appears that women are considered a 
target audience in 38% of properties and landowners in 39% of properties. However, it is 
difficult to assess the situation with regard to Indigenous Peoples from this dataset. 

Site managers were asked to rate the adequacy of the visitor facilities that they provide at the 
property. Across the region, highest ratings were given to guided tours and online information, 
for which 90% were rated good/fair. Nearly as many properties provide good/fair printed 
materials (88%). Properties in North American were significantly more likely to provide 
good/fair visitor facilities and services overall. Site managers identified stronger education 
programmes and facilities, and awareness campaigns were developed also through its visitor 
centres. However, some of these programmes faced limitations in financing and human 
resources (e.g., infrastructure, staff). 

Guided tours, online information services, and printed information materials are provided in 
most of the World Heritage properties. Transportation facilities and information booths are the 
least offered. 

3.9. Visitor management  

Comments in this part of the questionnaire reflect the wide range of experiences of tourism, 
which vary dramatically depending on the location and type of heritage. 

The data provided by site managers for the annual visitor numbers to their properties over the 
last five years is difficult to analyse due to methodological differences in data collection and 
major gaps in the dataset. For example, most properties (75%) use entry tickets as a method 
for collecting visitor statistics but this has limitations on how much it captures visitation 
throughout a property and is not applicable to all heritage typologies. However, one general 
observation that can be made is that only a third of all properties report that visitor numbers 
have returned to the pre-Covid-19 levels. 

Entry tickets are the main information sources to register visitor statistics (Table 14). This 
source is used in 89% of natural properties in Eastern Europe and 80% in North America, but 
only 64% in Southern Europe, 55% in Northern Europe, and 44% in Western Europe.   

However, entry tickets do not provide any further information to allow a detailed 
characterisation or to understand the motivation of visitors. Visitor surveys (prioritised in 
second place) are probably the more adequate tool for this, and they are more implemented 
in natural properties of Western Europe (56%), Eastern Europe (50%), and North America 
(50%). 

Table 14. Information sources used to collect visitor statistics (by number of properties). 

Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe 

Western 
Europe 

North 
America 

Total 

Entry tickets and registries 84 53 148 93 33 411 

Accommodation establishments 36 23 74 36 6 175 

Transportation services 18 18 20 15 6 77 

Tourism industry 42 34 53 49 10 188 
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Visitor surveys 39 41 59 51 18 208 

Other 18 30 46 40 14 148 

There are also difficulties with analysing the data gathered on the average length of visitor stay 
at a World Heritage property, however, site managers across the region have the impression 
that the approximately two thirds of their visitors stay for a maximum of one day, i.e., they do 
not stay overnight in the local area and, therefore, are contributing minimally to the local 
economy (Figure 41).  

 

Figure 41. Average length of stay of a visitor to the World Heritage property. 

However, there are some differences between regional data, which reflects the cultural 
properties, and the situation at natural and mixed properties. In 18% of natural and 18% of 
mixed properties people spend more than four overnight stays (more frequent in Western 
Europe).  

Considering the overall regional data, in 23% of World Heritage properties the visitor/tourism 
revenue (e.g. entry charges, permits) contributes to its management, but this contribution is a 
little higher in natural properties (31%) and mixed properties (27%). Despite this, in 33% of 
natural properties and 18% of mixed properties this potential revenue is not collected.   

Site managers reported that in around 77% of the properties, the benefits from tourism were 
shared with local communities and no differences were found among the sub-regions or 
between natural, cultural and mixed properties.  

Despite the lack of visitor data, 78% of site managers from all properties state that they have 
a visitor management strategy, although only half of these are planned and effective. Among 
the cultural properties, there are 70 properties which report that there is no strategy and 
another 38 which have a strategy that is not implemented.  

The implications of this can be seen in the fact that only half (52%) of all properties consider 
visitation to be effectively managed so that it does not negatively impact OUV. Almost all the 
other properties (46%) have some level of visitor management but acknowledge the need for 
improvements. There are 11 cultural properties which note that visitation is not managed 
despite an identified need. 

The effectiveness of tourism management is monitored in 61% of all properties, although only 
6% of these use the UNESCO Tourism Management Assessment Tool. Site managers 
cooperate well with the tourism industry at 57% of properties and have some limited 
cooperation at a further 26%. There are 11 cultural properties that report no contact between 
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those responsible for the World Heritage property and the tourism industry, including examples 
of properties with very high levels of tourism. Other challenges identified included: the urgent 
need to facilitate a comparative analysis of visitor data in properties located in two or more 
countries with different mechanisms for collecting this information; the need to have an 
effective mechanism for registering visitor entry in properties with three or more entrances and 
in those properties that are uninhabited and have no formal visitor statistics.   

With regards to the presentation and interpretation of OUV, only 44% of site managers state 
that it is adequate. A further 49% of site managers note that while their property’s 
presentation/interpretation is acceptable they would like improvements.  

Visitor/tourism revenue makes a substantial contribution to the management of only a quarter 
of World Heritage properties (23%); tourism makes some contribution at a further 44% of 
properties. Tourism revenue makes a greater contribution to management of properties in 
North America (38%) but is more limited in Western Europe (17%).  

There are locally driven sustainable tourism initiatives at 65% of properties and these are more 
likely to occur in North America (74%) and Northern Europe (71%). Regarding sharing the 
benefits of tourism with local communities, 77% of properties reported that this was taking 
place. However, there are 45 cultural properties where benefits could be shared but this does 
not currently happen. It is of note that 14% of site managers do not believe that such local 
sustainable tourism is applicable to their property and 13% do not find that tourism benefits for 
the local community are applicable. This situation is worse than that reported in the Second 
Cycle of Periodic Reporting, as previously 87% of properties indicated that local communities 
shared the benefits of tourism, whereas only 77% of properties could state that in the Third 
Cycle. 

3.10. Monitoring 

Only half (53%) of all properties report that they have a comprehensive, integrated monitoring 
programme which is relevant to management needs. A further third (31%) of all properties have 
considerable monitoring in place but it is not directed towards management needs. When 
compared to these overall regional results, there is an above average percentage of natural 
properties – 65% – that have a comprehensive, integrated programme of monitoring.  

 

Figure 42. Existence of a monitoring programme at the property for management needs and/or to 
improve understanding of the Outstanding Universal Value (by percentage of properties) 

Site managers reported that 6% of natural properties do not have a monitoring system. There 
are ten cultural properties with no monitoring taking place despite an identified need and 
another four which do not have information to be able to define indicators.  
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It should be noted that there are more properties with monitoring programmes than those 
where the indicators are considered adequate, showing that some monitoring programmes 
taking place are not entirely effective. Only 39% of properties state that they have adequate 
and key indicators used in monitoring the state of conservation and to assess whether OUV is 
maintained. Another 60% of properties need to define or improve their indicators. 

Table 15. Actors involved in monitoring (number of properties). 

Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe  

Western 
Europe  

North 
America 

Total 

World Heritage site managers/coordinators 
and staff 

90 72 182 125 34 503 

Local/municipal authorities 69 62 140 118 28 417 

Local communities 53 42 83 80 26 284 

Indigenous Peoples 13 6 14 5 25 63 

Landowners 36 43 52 75 20 226 

Women 64 36 73 56 33 262 

Researchers 91 56 147 100 37 431 

Tourism industry 51 50 98 87 21 307 

Local businesses and industries 22 31 60 44 15 172 

NGOs 48 43 61 51 27 230 

Other specific groups 7 5 21 12 8 53 

Properties are most likely to have indicators for monitoring the state of conservation, which 
exist at 85% of all properties. Indicators for management effectiveness exist at 70% of 
properties and governance at 60%. A number of properties note that the definition of indicators 
takes place within their management planning processes. 

When assessing the level of involvement of different groups in monitoring, site managers and 
staff have a much higher level of involvement than any other group (fair/good involvement in 
92% of properties). Researchers have fair/good involvement in 79% of properties and 
local/municipal authorities in 77%. In comparison, the local community is involved in monitoring 
on only half of the properties. Indigenous Peoples, landowners and NGOs are least involved 
in these processes (Table 15). 

Across the region, there has been a slight improvement in monitoring since the Second Cycle 
of Periodic Reporting, with 2% more properties with a formal monitoring programme. However, 
it should be noted that while Northern and Southern Europe are slightly worse off than before, 
Eastern Europe has 11% more properties with monitoring programmes. 

3.11. Identification of priority management needs   

When identifying priority management needs, climate change was indicated as the most 
important issue that needs addressing across the region with 68% of all properties selecting 
this; there is a particular urgency to address this at 93% of properties in North America.  

Disaster risk management is also a priority at 63% of properties, with particular concern to 
address this in North America (79%) and Western Europe (72%). 

While capacity-building is a management need identified at 59% of all properties, there is a 
higher-than-average need reported in North America (83%) and Western Europe (68%). 
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Tackling the issue of human resources is a need at 51% of properties but particularly in Eastern 
Europe (64%) and Southern Europe (61%). 

Finally, budget issues are the most important priority in properties in Eastern Europe (68%) 
and at half of all properties across the region (50%). 

3.12. Summary and conclusions 

Overall, 95% of site managers report that the authenticity of their World Heritage properties 
has been maintained. Thirteen properties report that authenticity has been compromised and 
two that it has been seriously compromised. The concept of authenticity is not well understood 
by some site managers. Among the managers of natural properties, 28 (40%) evaluated the 
conditions of authenticity, even though it only applies to cultural and mixed properties, 
indicating the need to improve the understanding of this concept and its application. 

According to regional data, integrity is considered mostly intact (93%) in World Heritage 
properties of Europe and North America (Figure 43). The cultural properties reflect this overall 
trend, although site managers reported that integrity has been compromised at 6% of cultural 
properties; seriously compromised at one property and lost at another one. In 86% of natural 
properties, the integrity was considered intact, 11% compromised, and 3% seriously 
compromised. No natural or mixed property reported integrity as lost. 

 

Figure 43. The current state of integrity of World Heritage properties. 

In Europe and North America, 91% of site managers considered that the World Heritage 
property’s OUV has been maintained, and 8% has been impacted but threats are being 
addressed (Figure 44). None reported that OUV has been lost. 
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The Integrity of the World Heritage property is intact

The Integrity of the World Heritage property has been compromised by
factors described in this report

The Integrity of the World Heritage property has been seriously
compromised by factors described in this report

The Integrity of the World Heritage property has been lost
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Figure 44. The current state of the Outstanding Universal Value of World Heritage properties 

Site managers of five World Heritage property reported that their OUV is seriously impacted 
by factors, but these situations are currently being addressed.  

World Heritage properties also include other important conservation and heritage values in 
addition to the OUV. Considering the overall regional data, 83% of properties report that the 
other important values are intact, although 16% note they have been partially degraded but 
without significant impacts on its state of conservation (Figure 45). 

 

Figure 45.The current state of other values of World Heritage properties 

In 55% of mixed properties, the other values are considered to be maintained, and in 45% are 
partially degraded but according to the managers, with no significant impact on their state of 
conservation. This situation is significantly different from the regional trends and indicates a 
vulnerability of mixed properties. 

Wildfires, climate change, invasive species and increased visitation have been identified as 
the main factors affecting OUV and other values in natural and mixed properties. Monitoring, 
adaptive management, land restoration and collaboration with institutions and research 
centres are some of the strategies being implemented to address management challenges. 

In comparison to the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, there are very minimal changes to 
the answers provided for this question on the state of OUV. 
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3.13. Impacts of World Heritage status  

Site managers considered the state of conservation of the property, the social recognition and 
political support of its benefits, the research and monitoring programmes implementation, 
education, and the management effectiveness mostly impacted positively the status of the 
World Heritage. Some of the positive effects identified were related to the improvement of the 
image of the territory, the increase of development and economic opportunities for local 
communities, and the protection of ecosystem benefits.  

World Heritage status is seen to have the greatest impact on conservation, where is it 
considered to have a positive/very positive impact on 97% of properties. There are also 
positive/very positive impacts on the research and monitoring of 92% of properties, 
management effectiveness of 91% and education of 90%. 

There is recognition of the positive impact of World Heritage on a range of social issues too, 
with the quality of life for local communities considered to be positively/very positively impacted 
at 69% of properties. Other positive impacts are seen on inclusive local economic development 
at 72% of properties; social inclusion and equity at 54%, and the provision of ecosystem 
services/benefits to local communities at 51%. In this regard, some of the recommendations 
given by site managers are related to the urgent need to increase awareness of local 
communities on the contribution of World Heritage to local well-being and development. 

3.14. Good practice in the implementation of the Convention at World Heritage property 
level  

There were 327 site managers (60%) happy to provide examples of good practice in the 
implementation of the Convention. Good practices in the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention are mainly on the state of conservation and management, but also on synergies, 
management, governance, and capacity-building. Properties overall were more likely to 
provide an example of good practice related to state of conservation (63% of all properties), 
management (58%) and sustainable development (46%). Site managers shared many good 
practices that demonstrate outstanding implementation of the World Heritage Convention. 

3.15. Assessment of the Third Cycle Periodic Reporting exercise  

Many site managers reported improved understanding of World Heritage as a result of the 
Periodic Reporting process. Understanding increased, in particular, in relation to monitoring 
and reporting (noted by 87% of properties) and management effectiveness (81%). 

It was noted that the data recorded in this cycle of Periodic Reporting could be used at 
properties for a range of management activities. In particular, 78% of all properties stated that 
they would use it when updating management plans, 76% would use it for awareness raising 
and 74% for the revision of strategies and policies. 

Actors involved in the follow-up to conclusions and recommendations from previous Periodic 
Reporting were primarily States Parties and site managers, the UNESCO World Heritage 
Centre, and the least, the Advisory Bodies (ICOMOS, IUCN, and ICCROM). 

On the Third Periodic Reporting, the authorities in charge of the property, plan to use the data 
recorded from this cycle of Periodic Reporting to update management plans, awareness 
raising, and revision of priorities and strategies. Fundraising and advocacy were the least 
prioritised.  

The entities involved in completing the Periodic Reporting exercise were largely the 
managers/coordinators at World Heritage properties (at 95% of properties) and governmental 
institutions with responsibility for heritage (85%). At a much lower level, local communities were 
involved in 22% of properties, as were staff from other properties (22%) and those responsible 
for other conventions (21%). Advisory Bodies and Indigenous Peoples were the least likely to 
be involved in the process (Table 16). 
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Table 16. Entities involved in filling in the online questionnaire (by number of properties) 

Region/Sub-Region 
Eastern 
Europe 

Northern 
Europe 

Southern 
Europe  

Western 
Europe  

North 
America 

Total 

Governmental institutions 
responsible for cultural and natural 
heritage 

89 69 160 114 33 465 

Site Manager/Coordinator World 
Heritage property staff 

92 75 185 129 41 522 

Focal points of other international 
conventions/programmes 

33 12 43 21 3 112 

Responsible persons for local 
designated sites under other 
international 
conventions/programmes 

23 9 28 16 5 81 

Staff from other World Heritage 
properties 

23 32 37 23 3 118 

UNESCO National Commission 26 7 50 18 1 102 

Local communities 23 21 47 25 6 122 

Indigenous Peoples 4 2 2 0 8 16 

Other specific groups 5 9 17 11 1 43 

Non-Governmental Organizations 10 16 14 13 2 55 

ICOMOS International 6 0 1 3 0 10 

ICOMOS national/regional 9 4 31 17 0 61 

IUCN International 0 1 0 0 0 1 

IUCN national/regional 1 0 0 1 0 2 

ICCROM International/regional 0 0 2 5 0 7 

External experts 15 18 38 24 0 95 

Donors 3 0 1 0 0 4 

Other 3 8 6 8 0 25 

Regarding the implementation of gender balance and participation in the completion of Section 
II of the questionnaire, gender balance was not explicitly considered in 48% of the properties 
and was effectively implemented in 44%. Site managers emphasise that staff are recruited on 
the basis of qualifications and experience rather than gender. 

Considering 497 properties (91% of the total), site managers estimated they invested 
considerable time gathering the data for this questionnaire. The total average per property in 
data collection was 101 hours (around 12 working days), in filling in the questionnaire 64 hours 
(around 8 working days), and in stakeholder consultation 39 hours (around 5 working days). 
This is a total of 25 working days per property to prepare and submit property information to 
UNESCO for the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting questionnaire.  
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The majority of properties (88%) felt that ten months was an adequate amount of time to gather 
the information necessary to complete the questionnaire. In 59% of properties, most of the 
information needed was accessible and in 27% all the information was available. Only 
approximately a third of all properties (27%) found that they had access to all the information 
required for the Periodic Reporting exercise; 59% had most of the required information. Sub-
regions that had greatest problems because there was little of the required information were 
Eastern Europe (5%) and North America (5%). Properties in Eastern Europe, in particular, were 
more likely to be in need of more time. 

Human resources were indicated as the most important additional resource required to fill out 
the questionnaires. Across the region 53% of properties mobilised additional human resources 
in order to fill out this question and 17% mobilised additional financial resources for organising 
meetings and training. 

The greatest support in terms of backstopping was provided by the UNESCO World Heritage 
Centre, which gave good/fair support to 72% of properties, and UNESCO National 
Commissions, which gave good/fair support to 43%. Support for completing the questionnaire 
was given largely by the focal points in 93% of cases, in addition to the UNESCO World 
Heritage Centre helping 58% of properties. Approximately two thirds (66%) of site managers 
reported using the online training resources prepared by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre 
regarding Periodic Reporting, with nearly all those who used them (93%) stating that they were 
adequate for their needs. 

Overall, 84% of all respondents felt that the questionnaire was easy or very easy to use, 
although the clarity of questions was considered to be easy or very easy by only 55%. 
Comments show that it was difficult to provide information on properties because of the 
complexity of their management and that greater understanding of the intention behind the 
questions would allow site managers to choose between multiple options more easily and 
understand the differences between seemingly similar questions. Site managers’ comments 
on the questionnaire focused on the difficulty of including detailed, highly specific issues and 
of understanding and responding appropriately to the questions, as they felt that the response 
options did not fully reflect their situation. Site managers reported that they spent most of their 
time trying to understand and interpret the questions about the property. 

Of particular note are the requests for adjustments to the needs of serial properties and for 
those with complex management systems/governance. This issue is reflected in the number 
of questions where transboundary and serial properties in particular did not provide answers. 

Some other recommendations were: 

- Rather than simply including women in a range of other categories, more explanation is 
needed on gender issues. 

- Combine many redundant questions. 

- Review those questions with several statements together that aren't mutually exclusive.  

- Provide all site managers (mainly those in complex and serial properties) with opportunities 
to directly contribute to the forms. 

- Synchronise the questionnaire with national reporting standards. 

- Include answers from the last Periodic Report to facilitate the comparative analysis. 

- Include an option "not relevant" because in some cases this is a correct response. 

- Due to the high number of questions, focus the next Periodic Report exercise on essential 
questions regarding the state of OUV, and in case problems are reported, send follow-up 
questions to determine why problems persist.  

3.16. Conclusions on Section II 

Europe and North America as a region has the highest number of World Heritage properties. 
While the majority of these are cultural properties, the region also has the lowest percentage 
of States Parties with no natural or mixed properties.  
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According to site managers, the integrity and attributes that underpin the OUV of natural and 
mixed World Heritage properties in Europe and North America are well preserved, and the 
boundaries of the properties and the legal framework are considered to be mostly effective and 
adequate to maintain the OUV.  

Cooperation with other international protected area designations could help to protect the 
integrity and attributes that underpin the OUV of World Heritage properties. However, at the 
local level, strengthening cooperation with other conventions is not seen as a priority action for 
the next three years.  

The coordination between different levels of the administration is considered adequate for the 
implementation of the management systems and education programmes, but Indigenous 
Peoples, NGOs and landowners are under-represented actors in its implementation.  

This situation is similar considering the capacity-building programmes. Despite, the 
implementation of these programmes being considered adequate, the knowledge and skills 
obtained are being transferred from authorities to civil society only in less than 50% of 
properties.  

Participation of local communities and civil society around World Heritage sites as beneficiaries 
of tourism activities and monitoring systems in natural and mixed properties are two of the 
strengths identified to address management needs, increase resilience to climate change, 
implement effective risk management measures, implement capacity-building programmes 
and improve human resources. 

The complexity of managing serial properties, in particular, transboundary ones, was 
highlighted by the fact that managers experienced difficulty in even reporting their situations at 
such properties. Recognition of this needs to be included in future World Heritage initiatives 
and further provision is needed to support them. 
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4. MONITORING INDICATORS FOR EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA  

The World Heritage Committee agreed at its 41st session (Krakow, 2017) to include Monitoring 
Indicators to assess progress by States Parties towards executing the implementation of the 
World Heritage Convention at the national level as well as to assess whether World Heritage 
properties are effectively protected.  

The 42 indicators identified are directly linked to the objectives of Periodic Reporting and are 
grouped into six thematic areas as shown in Table 17.  

Table 17. World Heritage monitoring indicators linked to Periodic Reporting objectives 

Thematic areas Description of indicators 
N° of 

indicators 

Periodic 
Reporting 
Objectives 

I State of 
conservation 
of World 
Heritage 

properties 

Indicators to assess whether the OUV of World 
heritage properties is being maintained as well 
as to assess trends on the factors affecting their 
state of conservation. 

5 2 and 3 

II Management Indicators to assess management effectiveness 
of by examining the adequacy of financial and 
human resources, the existence of management 
plans and the extent of their implementation as 
well as the existing and use of monitoring 
programmes.  

7 1,2,3 and 4 

III Governance Indicators to measure the adequacy of the legal 
frameworks and their enforcement, the level of 
involvement of different actors in decision-
making and management processes, and the 
adequacy of action plans to promote heritage 
conservation. 

4 1,2,3 and 4 

IV Synergies Indicators to measure the existence of synergies 
with other cultural and environmental related 
conventions, recommendations and 
programmes to ensure appropriate coordination 
and information-sharing between all these 
various instruments. This is a new theme for 
Periodic Reporting and the Third Cycle will 
establish the baseline for measuring the extent 
of these synergies in the future. 

5 1 and 4 

V Sustainable 
development 

Indicators to measure whether the application of 
the Convention is contributing to environmental 
sustainability, inclusive social development, and 
inclusive economic development, as well as the 
fostering of peace and security. This cycle will 
set the baseline to measure the extent of such 
contributions in the future.  

13 1,2 and 3 

VI Capacity 
development 

Indicators to measure the existence and 
effectiveness of capacity-building strategies and 
programmes.  

8 1 and 4 

4.1. Methodology  

There are many different forms of monitoring indicators. The results are presented in tabular 
form appropriate to each question, and with a brief narrative commentary. As far as possible, 



 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 82 
exercise in Europe and North America 

the narrative in this summary has been consolidated into a conclusion for each thematic area. 
Many questions required a simple ‘yes’ or ‘no’ response but many of them offered a range of 
options, from which the national focal points (for Section I) and the site managers of the World 
Heritage properties (for Section II) chose the most appropriate. 

Several questions required separate replies for many aspects of each World Heritage property. 
In these cases, it has been judged necessary to only record properties as fulfilling an indicator 
when they have reached the required standard in every aspect. In future Periodic Reporting 
cycles, each indicator will be compared to its baseline in the current Third Cycle. Further details 
are available in the annexes attached to the report: Annex I provide information on the 
outcomes of the questionnaire related to quantitative data on the national level, Annex II on 
the property level and Annex III includes the results of the Monitoring Indicators. The focus of 
these analyses is on the percentage difference obtained when comparing the indicators from 
the Second to the Third Cycle, in order to identify trends over the period, as well as 
improvements or deteriorations. 

Concerning Annex III, each indicator is presented in tabular form, after its written description. 
Results presented in the form x/y indicate that x States Parties/properties out of y reporting 
have met the required level. When an indicator has been used in both the Second and Third 
Cycles, the percentage change between the two cycles is normally noted. The percentage of 
States Parties/properties meeting each indicator is calculated according to the number of 
States Parties/properties reporting in each cycle. The percentage difference is that between 
the respective percentages of States Parties/properties meeting the indicator in the Second 
and Third Cycles. 

4.2. Main results 

State of Conservation of World Heritage properties 

Overall, there has been only a minimal increase in the percentage of properties where the OUV 
has been maintained: 90.1% of properties in the Second Cycle had maintained OUV, which 
only increased to 90.8% in the Third Cycle. In addition, the percentage properties where OUV 
has been seriously impacted rose from 0.4% in the Second Cycle to 0.9% in the Third Cycle. 
The percentage of properties where integrity and authenticity have been seriously 
compromised went from 0.0% in the Second Cycle to 0.6% in the Third Cycle. 

These changes over time are at best only minimally positive and more often negative; this 
points to the need to evaluate the efficacy of management efforts in recent years. 

Management 

Figures from the Second Cycle on the adequacy of the available World Heritage budget to 
meet current conservation, protection and presentation needs are not directly comparable with 
those of the Third Cycle, as in the latter the question was asked separately for cultural and 
natural heritage. This challenge is valid for other monitoring indicators. Nonetheless, it is clear 
that the proportion of States Parties considering that they have adequate budgets has 
increased significantly in the case of States Parties in Western Europe but decreased in 
Northern Europe.  

Overall, there has been an improvement in management across the region since the Second 
Cycle of Periodic Reporting, with 9.3% more properties on the whole likely to have a 
management system that is fully implemented and monitored. In addition, since the Second 
Cycle there has been an increase by 10.7% of all properties who reported that the 
management system/plan was adequate to maintain the property’s OUV. There have been 
increases in management coordination across the entire region, with an average of 15.8% 
more properties reporting adequate coordination between all bodies/levels involved in 
management.  

The percentage of properties with formal monitoring programmes increased by 2.3% from the 
Second to the Third Cycle. However, this improvement still leaves about half of the properties 
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without any monitoring provisions (only 52.5% of the properties in the Third Cycle have a 
monitoring programme). 

Governance 

In Western Europe, there was an overall increase in the number of States Parties that 
considered their legal framework adequate for the identification of cultural and natural heritage. 
The responses from the other sub-regions remained essentially the same. A smaller number 
of States Parties in Northern Europe considered that their legal framework was adequate for 
the protection of cultural and natural heritage.  

At the property level, the region as a whole has seen a slight improvement in the legal 
framework for heritage identification since the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting: compared 
to 90% of properties with an adequate framework in the previous cycle, there are now 92% of 
natural properties and 94% of cultural properties with an adequate framework. However, the 
situation is more serious when considering the legal framework for the conservation and 
protection of heritage: whereas 90% of properties reported an adequate framework in the 
Second Cycle, this fell considerably to only 82% of natural properties and 76% of cultural 
properties in the Third Cycle.  

Overall, cooperation mechanisms between different actors improved since the Second Cycle, 
especially between different levels of government, from 32% (for all properties) to 96.1% for 
cultural heritage and 95.9% for natural heritage. 

Sustainable development 

Overall, fewer States Parties reported to effectively involve local communities and Indigenous 
Peoples in Tentative Lists and nominations processes compared with the Second Cyle: there 
is a 9% decrease in relation to Tentative Lists and a 7% decrease for nomination processes.  

Regarding the benefits of tourism, during the Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting, 87.3% of 
properties indicated that local communities shared the benefits of tourism, however, the 
situation worsened during the Third Cycle as only 77.3% of properties now state that. The 
percentage of properties with a management plan that has a formal framework for community 
participation has slightly declined from the Second Cycle, when 96.8% of properties reported 
this to 96.3% in the Third Cycle. 

The results of the Periodic Reporting Monitoring Indicators for the Europe and North America 
region in the framework of the Third Cycle are available at: whc.unesco.org/document/206666. 

This link is also presented in Annex III of this document. 
  

https://whc.unesco.org/document/206666


 

Report on the Third Cycle of the Periodic Reporting  WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, p. 84 
exercise in Europe and North America 

5. CONCLUSION  

The findings of the Third Cycle of Periodic reporting present overall a satisfactory picture of 
the implementation of the World Heritage Convention at the national and property levels. 
However, there is still much room for improvement, and the self-reporting nature of the exercise 
may also skew the results compared to the actual situation on the ground – especially 
considering that 91 properties in the region have been under the Reactive Monitoring process 
since the completion of Second Cycle of Periodic Reporting in 2015. 

Despite the overall perception that legal frameworks are adequate, almost half of the States 
Parties considered that existing capacity/resources to enforce the legal framework could be 
strengthened both for cultural and natural heritage. Illegal activities were mentioned as a 
current negative factor for 48% (33) of natural properties and for 17% (79) of the cultural 
properties. The legal framework for buffer zones is considered to be the greater challenge. 
Issues related to legal frameworks were the fourth main factor negatively affecting World 
Heritage properties mentioned in State of Conservation reports, produced as part of the 
Reactive Monitoring process, since 2015.  

Spatial planning and development frameworks emerged as being particularly critical for 
many properties. Many World Heritage site managers commented on the need to coordinate 
with a range of institutions across sectors and at different levels (from national to local). 
Some noted the difficulty of working in contexts where the commitment to the World Heritage 
Convention had not been fully domesticated within national legislation. 

Approximately half of properties lack monitoring programmes. In a further third of all 
properties, the monitoring in place is not directed towards management needs. 

Less than a fourth of the States Parties considered their current budgets to be adequate to 
conserve, protect and present cultural and natural heritage effectively. Similarly, only 
approximately a third of the States Parties considered human resources adequate. At the 
property level, only a quarter of all site managers stated that they have an adequate budget 
for effective management of the World Heritage property, although a further 63% rate it as 
acceptable while noting that it could be further improved. Human resources were judged as 
adequate in less than half of properties.  

Wildfires, climate change, invasive species, and the increase in visitation were identified as 
the main factors affecting natural and mixed properties. Site managers at cultural properties 
are most concerned about the conservation of the fabric of the heritage. In light of the climate 
emergency, more efforts are needed to ensure that cultural heritage is in robust conditions so 
is more resilient as environmental factors intensify over the coming years. This suggests that 
conservation and maintenance need to be of central importance in disaster risk and climate 
change adaptation and mitigation efforts.  

Disaster risk management is considered a priority both at the national and property levels. 
Sustainable development and sustainable resource utilisation and management are the 
highest priorities in terms of capacity development, at the national level. Climate change was 
indicated as the most important issue that needs addressing for all properties across the 
region. In addition, there is a need to manage factors related to the development of tourism, 
transport infrastructure, housing and renewable energy facilities, using impact assessments to 
ensure that the perceived positive benefits are genuinely gained while avoiding any negative 
impact on OUV. 

Tentative Lists of States Parties in the Europe and North America region currently include 
over 500 sites and are therefore an important focus area for the coming years. Ensuring the 
quality of these Lists is both a challenge and an opportunity. Harmonisation is an excellent tool 
for improving the quality of Tentative Lists and to encourage regional cooperation and fruitful 
dialogue among States Parties, as well as government authorities, heritage institutions and 
local communities. So far, the development/revision of Tentative Lists as well as the 
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preparation of nomination dossiers are largely led by national government institutions followed 
by consultants/experts and site managers/coordinators. Less than a fifth of the States Parties 
reported involving local communities in the preparation of Tentative Lists. 
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PART II – FRAMEWORK ACTION PLAN AND PROCESS  

6. ACTION PLAN FOR EUROPE AND NORTH AMERICA 

6.1. Implementation strategy and appropriation of the Regional Action Plan by States 
Parties  

This draft of the Action Plan for Europe and North America has been developed based on: 

a) the outcomes of the Third Cycle Periodic Reports submitted by the States Parties in 
the region through the completion of the online questionnaires;  

b) the results of the three-day consultation workshop with States Parties of the region, 
held from 19 to 21 December 2023, at UNESCO Headquarters, thanks to the support 
of the governments of Germany and Ireland5; 

c) Comments received from 18 States Parties on a pre-final draft.  

Designed as a framework for all States Parties in the region, the proposed Regional Action 
Plan responds to the needs most frequently expressed at the national level and seeks to reflect 
the priorities at the regional level. Thus, while the strategic objectives and expected results are 
intended to be relevant to all States Parties in the region, the means of achieving them (the 
proposed activities) provide a “menu” from which to choose, based on parameters such as 
existing management frameworks and financial and human resources.  

The full implementation of the Regional Action Plan can only be achieved through the collective 
efforts of global, regional, national and local actors involved in the protection and management 
of World Heritage properties. Therefore, multilateral and subregional implementation 
frameworks may also be established by the States Parties, with the support of UNESCO and 
the Advisory Bodies as appropriate. National Focal Points, along with their relevant national 
authorities, play a key role in the adoption, dissemination and implementation of the Regional 
Action Plan. They should work with the managers of World Heritage properties to translate, 
where appropriate, the expected results and actions included in the Regional Action Plan into 
the management planning tools of their World Heritage properties. In this joint endeavour, 
partnerships with academia (and in particular UNESCO Chairs), non-governmental and civil 
society organizations and others are encouraged.   

States Parties shall develop (or update, where they exist) national action plans that identify the 
actions that are most relevant to them and the level of priority that can be given to each of 
them, according to national, subnational or local priorities, contexts and capacities. In doing 
so, States Parties are strongly encouraged to undertake stakeholder mapping to identify who 
should be responsible for the implementation of each relevant action and to ensure that 
dedicated budgets and adequate human resources are allocated at the appropriate levels for 
their implementation.  

The Regional Action Plan should be understood and implemented in accordance with the 
following guiding principles:  

Cultural and natural heritage are interconnected  

The Regional Action Plan provides a framework for all World Heritage properties, whether they 
are inscribed on the World Heritage List as ‘cultural’, ‘natural’ or ‘mixed’. It also recognises the 
interconnectedness of cultural and natural heritage, noting that most World Heritage properties 
are the result of deeply intertwined social and ecological dynamics over time. As such, the 
Regional Action Plan promotes a holistic approach to their protection and management, 
emphasising the importance of maintaining their Outstanding Universal Value, but also 

 

5 44 out of the 51 States Parties in the Europe and North America region were represented and participated in the event. 
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recognising their overall heritage significance, which is determined by the combination and 
interaction of their different cultural and natural values.  

World Heritage is used as a catalyst for broader heritage conservation  

While the focus of the Action Plan is on World Heritage properties, it promotes a holistic 
approach to heritage conservation, using World Heritage as a source of inspiration for all 
heritage places. Despite their international recognition, World Heritage properties are subject 
to similar threats and pressures as other cultural and natural heritage sites. As places 
considered of Outstanding Universal Value, World Heritage properties should set standards 
for exemplary practice in rights-based conservation and management, and be used as learning 
laboratories to catalyse global action. 

The 5Cs – conservation, credibility, communities, capacity building and 
communication – are interdependent  

The Action Plan addresses all five Strategic Objectives adopted by the World Heritage 
Committee as inseparable and interdependent cross-cutting themes.  

Conservation is at the core of the implementation of the World Heritage Convention and 
underpins the entire content of the Action Plan.  

Credibility is understood in relation to all aspects of the implementation of the Convention, 
although the credibility of the List as a representative and geographically balanced testimony 
of cultural and natural properties of outstanding universal value remains critical for a region 
that accounts for almost half of the total number of properties inscribed. 

The Action Plan also recognises that the full involvement of local communities and/or 
Indigenous Peoples in the management of World Heritage properties and respect for diversity, 
gender equality, and human rights are a fundamental to the equitable implementation of the 
Convention and the Action Plan itself.  

Capacity-building and communication are considered enablers in their own right to support the 
implementation of the Action Plan. Building the capacity of different actors – whether they are 
heritage practitioners, governmental authorities, other types of institutions, or local 
communities’ representatives - is fundamental to achieving the expected results of the Action 
Plan. Therefore, the Action Plan sets overall priorities for capacity-building in the region, which 
can be further elaborated in local, regional and national capacity-building strategies. Such 
strategies should also contribute to strengthening people’s appreciation of World Heritage 
properties through education, participation, and information programmes. Communicating the 
benefits of protecting World Heritage properties to communities and society at large is key to 
garnering and maintaining public support for their conservation.  
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Figure 46. Diagram showing the interdependence of the 5Cs and their relationship to the strategic 
objectives of the Action Plan. 

Protecting World Heritage properties requires collective action  

This is an Action Plan for all levels of government responsible for the implementation of the 
World Heritage Convention: from regional, to national and local levels. Its success requires 
political will and institutional cooperation between national heritage authorities and (site) 
managers responsible for the day-to-day protection of World Heritage properties, as well as 
between heritage institutions and other sectors (e.g. education, energy, tourism, transport, 
agriculture).  

Recognising the urgency of finding sustainable solutions to societal challenges such as climate 
change, biodiversity loss or social inequality, the Action Plan may also be used as an advocacy 
tool by heritage professionals to seek much needed support from decision-makers to 
effectively protect World Heritage properties for future generations. In particular, in line with the 
2023 Policy Document on Climate Action for World Heritage, the Action Plan advocates for 
enhancing the protection and conservation of heritage of Outstanding Universal Value through 
comprehensive adoption of climate action measures, including climate adaptation, mitigation, 
resilience building, innovation and research, taking advantage of synergies between the 
objectives and processes of the World Heritage Convention and those of the UNFCCC, the 
Paris Agreement adopted under the UNFCCC and other multilateral agreements, frameworks, 
processes and instruments, including but not limited to the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development, the 2015 Sendai Framework on Disaster Risk Reduction, the 2016 New Urban 
Agenda, the Convention on Biological Diversity and its Kunming-Montreal Global Biodiversity 
Framework. 

6.2. Monitoring process 

The final version of the Action Plan will be widely disseminated after its presentation and 
endorsement by the World Heritage Committee at its 46th session, 21-31 July 2024 in New 
Delhi, India. The World Heritage Centre and States Parties will monitor the implementation of 
the Regional Action Plan using, as far as possible, a clear set of monitoring indicators 
developed in consultation with States Parties. A mid-cycle review is foreseen approximately 
three years after adoption. Against this background, indicators for assessing the 
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implementation of the Regional Action Plan are proposed in the present document at the level 
of strategic objectives, but they remain indicative, and they will be refined before the mid-term 
review.  

In the detailed version of the Action Plan (section 6.4), two types of indicators are proposed in 
order to maximise the use of Periodic Reporting as a tool for monitoring the implementation of 
the Regional Action Plan. Thus, for each strategic objective, the existing monitoring indicators 
(used in the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting) that can be used to monitor the implementation 
of the Regional Action Plan are listed together with, where possible, the baseline resulting from 
the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting, and additional indicators are proposed to complete the 
monitoring of the implementation of the Action Plan at the national and World Heritage property 
levels. 

 

Figure 47. Diagram showing a provisional timeline for the next phases of the Regional Action Plan 
resulting from the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting.  

Regular (sub)regional meetings of Focal Points can help to refine this monitoring framework, 
while providing an opportunity for exchange and mutual learning. In adapting the Regional Plan 
of Action to the national level, States Parties are also encouraged to develop appropriate 
mechanisms to monitor its implementation. 

2024 2027 From 2030 

Adoption of the 
Regional Action Plan by 

the World Heritage 
Committee (46COM) 

Mid-cycle review of the 
implementation of the 
Regional Action Plan 

Final review of the 
implementation of the 
Regional Action Plan 
and preparation of a 
new Regional Action 

Plan based on the 
Fourth Cycle of Periodic 

Reporting 
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6.3. Draft Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America (2024-2031) – Synthetic version 
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Strengthen policy, legal and regulatory 
frameworks to ensure the protection of 
Outstanding Universal Value, through 

good governance, and effective 
management of World Heritage 

properties 

 

Improve management planning and 
monitoring processes to ensure the long-
term protection and conservation of World 

Heritage properties 

 

Position resilience thinking, 
emergency preparedness, disaster 

risk management and climate change 
mitigation and adaptation at the heart 

of conservation and management 
efforts 

 

Harness the full potential of World 
Heritage properties as drivers for 
sustainable development and as a 

means to achieving human well-being 
within planetary boundaries 

 

Strengthen the credibility of the World 
Heritage List by identifying and 

protecting cultural and natural heritage 
of potential Outstanding Universal 

Value through structured, participatory 
and transparent processes 
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 1.1. Natural and cultural heritage 
protection is appropriately 
adequately prioritised in public 
policies, goals and agendas and is 
promoted as a means to promote 
sustained, inclusive and sustainable 
economic growth, and decent work.   

1.2. Legal and regulatory frameworks 
reflect the main provisions of the 
World Heritage Convention and the 
Operational Guidelines and are 
effectively implemented and 
enforced. 

1.3. Legal and regulatory frameworks 
enable managers to implement an 
integrated management approach 
that extends beyond the boundaries 
of the World Heritage property to 
include any existing buffer zone(s) as 
well as the wider setting. 

1.4. Collaboration between national, sub-
national and local heritage authorities 
as well as with other sectors (e.g. 
education, energy, tourism, 
transports, marine, agriculture) is 
strengthened. 

1.5. Synergies between various 
international Conventions, 
recommendations and other 
programmes, as well as regional 
conventions, are reinforced and 
result in more effective 
implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention.  

1.6. Impact assessments, including 
Strategic Environmental 
Assessment, are used as a tool to 
identify potential impacts of proposed 
projects to World Heritage properties 
and are undertaken through 
independent, participatory and 
transparent processes. 

 
2.1. World Heritage properties have, time-

bound and formally recognised 
management plans (or similar primary 
planning instruments) focused on the 
protection of the Outstanding Universal 
Value and the attributes that convey it. 

2.2. Management plans are developed through 
rigorous and participatory planning 
processes, including participation from 
local communities and/or Indigenous 
Peoples as well as other relevant 
stakeholders.  

2.3. Management plans are well integrated into 
broader planning instruments (e.g., 
territorial plans, master plans, spatial plans 
and local plans) and clearly articulated 
with other (subsidiary) plans used to 
manage World Heritage properties (e.g. 
disaster risk management plan, visitor 
management plan, invasive species plan). 

2.4. The implementation, monitoring and 
evaluation of management plans and other 
management processes is ensured 
through adequate funding and human 
resources (including by funding schemes 
to supplement core funding sources), as 
well as through effective governance 
arrangements. 

2.5. Monitoring programmes for the state of 
conservation of the property are 
developed and revised based on a 
thorough understanding of the attributes 
conveying the Outstanding Universal 
Value of the property and the factors 
affecting them.  

2.6. Regional, sub-regional and national 
networks of World Heritage managers are 
strengthened and used as platforms for 
the exchange of good practices and for 
planning responses to common 
management challenges. 

 
3.1. Disaster risk management plans, 

climate change mitigation and 
adaptation strategies are developed 
based on best available data, 
information, and knowledge 
(including local and/or indigenous 
knowledge, detailed assessments 
of climate risks and vulnerabilities) 
and are integrated into broader 
disaster risk and climate change 
related plans and strategies. 

3.2. Emergency preparedness 
procedures for World Heritage 
properties are developed and 
regularly updated with the active 
involvement of local communities 
and other relevant actors and are 
included in disaster risk 
management plans, as part of their 
management system.  

3.3. Recovery, rehabilitation, and 
restoration of the affected World 
Heritage properties is driven by the 
protection of the Outstanding 
Universal Value and based on 
internationally agreed conservation 
principles. 

3.4. National adaptation plans 
incorporate precautionary 
approaches for World Heritage 
properties to ensure that climate 
change mitigation and adaptations 
measures (including energy 
transition efforts) within and around 
them are balanced with the need to 
maintain their Outstanding 
Universal Value.  

 
4.1. The contribution of World Heritage 

properties to achieving Sustainable 
Development Goals is harnessed 
and supported by evidence.  

4.2. Meaningful participation of Iocal 
communities and/or Indigenous 
Peoples in decision-making 
processes about the sustainable 
management of World Heritage 
properties is ensured. 

4.3. World Heritage properties have 
well-developed visitor 
management, presentation and 
interpretation and/or public 
engagement plans integrated into 
their management systems.  

4.4. World Heritage properties have 
well-developed communication 
strategies and education 
programmes.   

4.5. Heritage institutions are involved in 
the development of sustainable 
tourism strategies and related 
decision-making processes that 
help generate benefits for local 
communities as well as resources 
for heritage conservation. 

 
5.1. Tentative List processes are informed 

by comprehensive assessments of 
thematic studies, international tools 
and databases, national inventories, 
gap analyses, and by extensive and 
transdisciplinary consultations. 

5.2. Local communities and/or Indigenous 
Peoples’ role as custodians of heritage 
and partners in its conservation is 
recognised, and their full and effective 
participation in the revision of 
Tentative Lists, in the management of 
candidate sites and in the preparation 
of nominations is ensured. 

5.3. Tentative Lists are harmonised, at the 
regional and/or sub-regional level, as 
appropriate, and used as instruments 
for cooperation. 

5.4. Tentative lists are used within existing 
protection or conservation regimes, 
where candidate sites are considered 
for their potential to help address the 
current threats posed by the 
biodiversity and climate crises in 
accordance with international 
standards. 

5.5. States Parties make use of the 
existing advisory processes under the 
World Heritage Convention to inform 
decision making and to assist in the 
identification of Tentative Lists and the 
preparation of nominations.  
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6.4. Draft Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America (2024-2031) – Detailed version  

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 1: 

STRENGTHEN POLICY, LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS TO ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE, GOOD GOVERNANCE, AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF WORLD 
HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected Results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

1.1. Heritage protection is 
adequately prioritised in 
public policies, goals and 
agendas and is promoted as 
a means to promote 
sustained, inclusive and 
sustainable economic 
growth, and decent work.  

1.1.1. Establish and/or strengthen inter-institutional agreements requiring that national Focal Points and 
(site) managers are involved and/or consulted in the development or revision of strategies, 
policies and action plans, at different levels, that can influence the protection and management of 
World Heritage properties (cross-reference with Activity 1.4.2).   

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that Focal 
Points are involved in the revision and 
implementation of national natural heritage 
strategies, policies and action plans, beyond 
specific issues related to World Heritage. 
(Section I – Q.2.4.3)  
Baseline: 41/51 [80%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that Focal 
Points are involved in the revision and 
implementation of national cultural heritage 
strategies, policies and action plans, beyond 
specific issues related to World Heritage. 
(Section I – Q.2.4.4) 
Baseline: 51/51 [100%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to integrate 
cultural and heritage protection as a strategic 
element in national sustainable development 
policies and strategies in relation to:  

a) Contributing to inclusion and equality.  
Baseline: 32/51 [63%] 

b) Enhancing the quality of life and well-
being. 
Baseline: 45/51 [88%] 

c) Achieving gender equality. 
Baseline: 32/51 [63%] 

d) Ensuring growth, employment, income 
and livelihoods. 
Baseline: 39/51 [76%] 

e) Promoting economic investment and 
quality tourism.  
Baseline: 45/51 [88%] 

(Section I – Q.5.11.1) 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that all 
principal agencies/institutions for the 
identification, protection, conservation and 
presentation of cultural and/or natural heritage 
are effectively cooperating with other 
government agencies. 
(Section I – Q.7.2) 
Baseline: 12/51 [24%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that here is 
adequate coordination and integration of the 
implementation of these multilateral 
agreements, Programmes and World Heritage 
policies and strategies into national policies. 
(Section I – Q.5.14.2) 
Baseline: 30/51 [59%] 

▪ Number of national, sub-national and/or local 
policies, strategies and agendas including 
references to and/or provisions for heritage 
protection. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of coordination events (per year) 
between the Focal Point(s) and their 
counterparts in other Conventions/ 
Programmes 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of illegal activities detected and 
officially reported within the World Heritage 
property and in the buffer zone. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of meetings and/or coordination 
events (per year) between the managers of 
the World Heritage property and 
representatives of other sectors. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of impact assessments leading to 
changes or rejection of a proposed 
intervention compared to the total number of 
impact assessments undertaken (over a five-
year period) 
Baseline: N/A 

1.1.2. Establish partnerships between government agencies, universities, research institutions and 
NGOs to access existing information and data on the ways in which heritage contributes to 
sustainable economic growth, to advocate for greater support from decision-makers for heritage 
protection and management (cross reference to Activities 4.1.3 and 4.1.4). 

1.1.3. Develop and promote inclusive and equitable economic investments in and around World 
Heritage properties that make use of local resources and skills, preserve local knowledge 
systems and infrastructure, and make local communities the primary beneficiaries of these 
investments (cross reference to Activities 4.1.3 and 4.1.4).  

1.2. Legal and regulatory 
frameworks reflect the main 
provisions of the World 
Heritage Convention and the 
Operational Guidelines and 
are effectively implemented 
and enforced.    

1.2.1. Translate the World Heritage Convention and, where possible, relevant aspects of the 
Operational Guidelines into national languages; disseminate both documents as complementary 
tools to existing laws and regulations at the national, sub-national/regional and local levels. 

1.2.2. Ensure that the commitments made upon signing the World Heritage Convention, and detailed in 
its Operational Guidelines, are reflected in national legal and regulatory frameworks and take 
action to address any identified gaps, including in terms of specific terminology. 

1.2.3. Ensure the dissemination of applicable laws and regulations within the World Heritage property 
and any existing buffer zone(s) to different audiences, through appropriate means (e.g. events, 
publications, online platforms and social media) to promote compliance.  

1.2.4. Assess the application of existing sanctions and penalties for non-compliance and illegal 
activities, clarify responsibilities for their implementation and adopt necessary measures to 
ensure adequate enforcement powers and capacity of the responsible authorities to implement 
the legal and regulatory frameworks (at the national, sub-national/regional, and/or local levels).   

1.2.5. Establish clear and simple administrative procedures for collaboration between heritage 
institutions and regulatory authorities. 

1.3. Legal and regulatory 
frameworks enable 
managers to implement 
an integrated 
management approach 
that extends beyond the 
boundaries of the World 
Heritage property to 
include any existing 
buffer zone(s) as well as 
the wider setting. 

1.3.1. Ensure that legal and regulatory frameworks recognise World Heritage properties, as well as the 
concepts of ‘buffer zone’ and ‘wider setting’, through provisions appropriate to the national context 
(cross-reference to Activity 1.2.2).   

1.3.2. Assess the adequacy of existing legal, regulatory and planning instruments to guide use and 
development in buffer zones. 

1.3.3. Evaluate whether the existing mandate and legal capacity of the institutions responsible for the 
management of World Heritage properties grant them agency on all issues affecting World 
Heritage, including those arising in the buffer zone(s) and wider setting, and take necessary 
measures to address gaps and challenges.  

1.3.4. Adopt policies and, where possible, regulatory measures requiring that management plans for 
World Heritage properties adopt an integrated approach to management that recognises the 
interactions between the property, the buffer zone(s) and the wider setting (cross-reference to 
Activity 2.1.2).     

1.4. Collaboration between 
national, sub-national and 
local heritage authorities 

1.4.1. Clearly define the roles and responsibilities of national, sub-national/regional and/or local 
authorities for the protection and management of World Heritage properties and document 
governance arrangements to facilitate collaboration between them. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 1: 

STRENGTHEN POLICY, LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS TO ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE, GOOD GOVERNANCE, AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF WORLD 
HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected Results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

as well as with other 
sectors (e.g. education, 
energy, tourism, 
transports, marine, 
agriculture) is 
strengthened. 

1.4.2. Identify the most important areas of collaboration between heritage authorities and their 
counterparts in other sectors, and establish processes and procedures for facilitating information 
sharing and joint action.   

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that there 
is effective cooperation between principal 
agencies/institutions for the identification, 
protection, conservation and presentation of 
cultural and/or natural heritage. 
(Section I – Q.7.1) 
Baseline: 30/51 [59%] 

▪ Number of States Parties considering that the 
legal framework is fully adequate. 
(Section I – Q.5.6.1) 
Baseline: 38/51 CLT [74%] ; 41/51 NAT [80%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties reporting 
that the legal framework for maintaining of the 
Outstanding Universal Value including 
conditions of including conditions of 
Authenticity and/or Integrity provides an 
adequate basis for effective management and 
protection. 
(Section II – Q.5.2.3) 
Baseline: 424/544 [78%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties reporting 
that the legal framework in the buffer zone for 
the maintenance of the Outstanding Universal 
Value including conditions of Authenticity 
and/or Integrity of the World Heritage property 
provides an adequate basis for effective 
management and protection. 
(Section II – Q.5.2.4) 
Baseline: 295/544 [54%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties reporting 
that the legal framework for the wider setting 
of the World Heritage property provides an 
adequate basis for effective management and 
protection of the property, contributing to the 
maintenance of its Outstanding Universal 
Value including conditions of Authenticity 
and/or Integrity. 
(Section II – Q.5.2.5) 
Baseline: 420/544 [77%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
adequate capacity/resources to implement the 
legal framework. 
(Section I – Q.5.7.1)  
Baseline: 51/51 [100%]   

▪ Number of World Heritage properties reporting 
that there is adequate capacity/resources to 
enforce legislation and/or regulation in the 
World Heritage property. 
(Section II – Q.5.2.6)  
Baseline: 358/543 [66%] 

1.5. Synergies between 
various international 
Conventions, 
recommendations and 
other programmes, as 
well as regional 
conventions, are 
reinforced and result in 
more effective 
implementation of the 
World Heritage 
Convention. 

1.5.1. Develop and implement a national strategy for the implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention, including how it relates to the implementation of other international Conventions, 
recommendations and programmes as well as regional Conventions. 

1.5.2. Convene meetings between the Focal Points and their counterparts from different international 
conventions, recommendations and programmes to promote exchanges, articulate work 
programmes and facilitate reporting requirements.  

1.5.3. Publish regular reports or otherwise exchange information at the national level on efforts to 
implement various international conventions, recommendations and programmes.  

1.6. Impact assessments, 
including Strategic 
Environmental 
Assessment, are used as a 
tool to identify potential 
impacts of proposed 
projects to World Heritage 
properties and are 
undertaken through 
independent, participatory 
and transparent 
processes. 

1.6.1. Strengthen legal and regulatory frameworks to incorporate the principles and key provisions of 
the Guidance and Toolkit for Impact Assessments in a World Heritage Context and to specify: 

a) when impact assessments are required and/or advisable; 

b) what principles must be respected; 

c) what processes should be followed; and 

d) who needs to be involved.  

1.6.2. Where necessary revise EIA/SEA legislation to ensure that the necessary requirements for the 
assessment of potential impacts on World Heritage properties are included, particularly at the 
screening and scoping stages for triggering an impact assessment. 

1.6.3. Identify potential obstacles to the proper use of impact assessments and identify ways to 
overcome them (e.g. reducing administrative burdens, streamlining procedures).    

1.6.4. Guarantee independence and transparency of impact assessment processes and outcomes by 
involving, where appropriate, third party, neutral oversight.  

1.6.5. Encourage and support the participation of (site) managers in capacity building activities on how 
to undertake and review World Heritage related impact assessments, bringing together heritage 
managers and other practitioners (e.g., planners, architects, developers, etc.). 

1.6.6. Provide examples of good practice in carrying out Impact Assessments, make them available on 
websites showcasing heritage-enabled solutions and share them via World Heritage (site) 
managers’ networks. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 1: 

STRENGTHEN POLICY, LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORKS TO ENSURE THE PROTECTION OF OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE, GOOD GOVERNANCE, AND EFFECTIVE MANAGEMENT OF WORLD 
HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected Results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
negatively affected by:  

a) Illegal activities 
(Section II – Q.4.9.1) 
Baseline: N/A 

b) Deliberate destruction of heritage 
(Section II – Q.4.9.2) 
Baseline: N/A 

c) Legal framework 
(Section II – Q.4.13.2) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that there 
is there is adequate coordination and 
integration of the implementation of 
multilateral agreements, programmes and 
World Heritage policies and strategies into 
national policies.  
(Section I – Q.5.14.2) 
Baseline: 30/51 [58.80%] 

 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 2:  

IMPROVE MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND MONITORING PROCESSES TO ENSURE THE LONG-TERM PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

2.1. World Heritage properties 
have, time-bound and 
formally recognised 
management plans (or 
similar primary planning 
instruments) focused on 
the protection of the 
Outstanding Universal 
Value and the attributes 
that convey it. 

2.1.1. Determine the duration of the management plan (or similar planning instrument) on the basis of a 
well-established cycle of planning, implementation, monitoring, evaluation and feedback, 
appropriate to the context of each World Heritage property.  

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that have a management plan (or 
integrated management plan combining 
World Heritage and any other designations).  
(Section II – Q.5.3.2) 
Baseline: 
- Management plans: 386/544 [70%] 
- Integrated management plans: 131/544 
[24%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that the management system/plan 
is fully adequate to maintain the property’s 
Outstanding Universal Value. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.14) 
Baseline: 161/544 [29%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that knowledge about the values 
and attributes of the World Heritage property 
is adequate (to support planning, 

▪ Percentage of World Heritage properties with 
management plans that are formally 
recognised. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of management plans with a clear 
description of how the plan is integrated into 
broader planning frameworks. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of management plans with a 
clearly defined programme of actions, 
detailing the financial and human resources 
required for effective implementation. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of actions effectively implemented 
per year out of the total number of actions 
included in the management plan for the 
same time period. 
Baseline: N/A 

2.1.2. Require that the management plan has legal status or is officially recognised by government 
authorities and reflects a commitment by (site) managers as to how and when management actions 
are to be implemented over the duration of the plan (cross reference to Activities 1.3.4 and 2.4.2).  

2.1.3. Ensure that management plans for World Heritage properties are based on a clear understanding 
of their OUV and their attributes and of factors affecting their state of conservation; that they are 
also based on a clear definition of the boundaries and any existing buffer zone(s) (cross-reference 
to Activity 2.4.1), and an understanding of their wider-setting; and that they include a well-defined 
programme of actions to be undertaken over the period of the plan.  

2.1.4. Share the management plan of World Heritage properties with the World Heritage Centre for 
inclusion as part of the documents available about the respective properties on the Centre’s 
website.   

2.2. Management plans are 
developed through rigorous 
and participatory planning 

2.2.1. Strengthen legal and administrative requirements to ensure the participation of rights-holders in 
management planning processes and to ensure that their concerns and contributions are identified, 
considered, and respected (cross-reference to Activity 1.2.2). 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 2:  

IMPROVE MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND MONITORING PROCESSES TO ENSURE THE LONG-TERM PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

processes, including 
participation from local 
communities and/or 
Indigenous Peoples. 

2.2.2. Provide (site) managers with the necessary resources to adequately develop or revise the 
management plan, in particular to ensure the participation of rights-holders in the management 
planning processes. 

management and decision-making to ensure 
that Outstanding Universal Value is 
maintained).  
(Section II – Q.7.1) 
Baseline: 367/544 [70%]  

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that the management system 
includes mechanisms and procedures that 
ensure direct or transformative participation 
of local communities and Indigenous Peoples 
in management decisions. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.15)  
Baseline: 
- Local communities: 470/544 [86%] 
- Indigenous people 89/544 [16%] 

▪ Number of States Parties using the 
provisions of the 2011 Recommendation on 
the Historic Urban Landscape to set policies 
or strategies for the protection of their cultural 
and natural heritage. 
(Section I – Q.2.5.1)             
Baseline: 44/51 [86%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to use the 2011 Recommendation 
on the Historic Urban Landscape in 
developing policies and best practices for the 
protection of the property. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.5) 
Baseline: 181/544 [33%]  

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
fully adequate policies to integrate heritage 
into comprehensive/larger scale planning 
programmes. 
(Section I – Q.5.13.1)    
Baseline: 23/51 [45%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be currently negatively affected 
by (lack) of financial resources. 
(Section II – Q.4.13.5) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be currently negatively affected 
by (lack) of human resources. 
(Section II – Q.4.13.6) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that the available budget is 
adequate for effective management. 
(Section II – Q.6.1.3) 
Baseline: 138/544 [25%] 

▪ Percentage of total available budget used to 
cover staff costs compared to 
operations/activities costs. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of monitoring indicators regularly 
used to inform decisions on management 
actions required. 
Baseline: N/A 

2.3. Management plans are 
well integrated into 
broader planning 
instruments (e.g., 
territorial plans, master 
plans, spatial plans and 
local plans) and clearly 
articulated with other 
(subsidiary) plans used to 
manage World Heritage 
properties (e.g. disaster 
risk management plan, 
visitor management plan, 
invasive species plan). 

 

2.3.1. Use available open access GIS data to clearly identify areas protected under the World Heritage 
Convention and share the data between agencies and within the various relevant databases and 
planning tools, as well as with the World Heritage Centre, to complement retrospective inventory 
requirements where appropriate. 

2.3.2. For large and/or complex World Heritage properties (i.e. historic settlements, cultural landscapes or 
natural areas), reinforce legal and planning frameworks to require the integration of management 
plans into broader planning instruments and to establish clear rules as to which provisions shall 
prevail in case of discrepancies between instruments (cross-reference to Activities 1.3.4 and 2.1.2).  

2.3.3. Ensure that any (subsidiary) plans or strategies at the property level are well-articulated with the 
provisions of the management plan and that their timeframes are complementary.   

2.4. The implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation 
of management plans and 
other management 
processes is ensured 
through adequate funding 
and human resources 
(including by funding 
schemes to supplement 
core funding sources) and 
well as through effective 
governance arrangements. 

2.4.1. Ensure that the management plan includes a well-defined programme of actions, with as much 
detail as possible on who is responsible for their implementation, the financial resources required 
and a clear timetable for their implementation of the actions (cross-reference to Activity 2.1.3). 

2.4.2. Monitor the implementation of the programme of actions contained in the management plan (or, 
alternatively, in a work plan) on an annual or biennial basis, especially where different institutions 
are responsible for implementation. 

2.4.3. Carry out management effectiveness assessments (States Parties are encouraged to use the 
Enhancing our Heritage Toolkit 2.0) prior to the development/review of the next management plan 
to identify what has been achieved, and what should remain a priority in the future and what may 
no longer be relevant.  

2.4.4. Link funding to the programme of action included in the management plan and with a clear 
identification of financial and human resources needed to respond to the factors affecting the World 
Heritage property.  

2.4.5. Public expenditure of the management of the World Heritage property is included in publicly 
available annual reports providing an overview of the management activities undertaken.  

2.4.6. Develop innovative funding mechanisms dedicated to heritage conservation and management and 
designed to harness economic revenues generated by the conservation of World Heritage 
properties. 

2.5. Monitoring programmes 
for the state of 
conservation of the 
property are developed 
and revised based on a 
thorough understanding of 
the attributes conveying 
the Outstanding Universal 
Value of the property and 
the factors affecting them.  

2.5.1. Identify and map (to the extent possible) the attributes underlying the Outstanding Universal Value 
of the World Heritage property and assess whether existing monitoring indicators are adequate to 
assess the condition of the attributes and to understand the impact of the factors affecting the 
property on these attributes.  

2.5.2. Develop effective data management systems based on clear baselines and monitoring protocols on 
how data for each indicator is to be collected (including from multiple agencies and information 
sources) and how it will inform management decisions. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 2:  

IMPROVE MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND MONITORING PROCESSES TO ENSURE THE LONG-TERM PROTECTION AND CONSERVATION OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

2.6. Regional, sub-regional and 
national networks of World 
Heritage managers are 
strengthened and used as 
platforms for exchange of 
good practices as and for 
planning responses to 
common management 
challenges.   

2.6.1. Bring together (site) managers of World Heritage properties on a regular basis to share experiences 
and use them as opportunities to undertake capacity-building activities to address common 
management needs.   

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that existing sources of funding are 
secure over both the medium- and long-term. 
(Section II – Q.6.1.4) 
Baseline:  246/544 [45%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that existing human resources are 
fully adequate for management needs. 
(Section II – Q.6.1.7) 
Baseline: 227/544 [41% 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have a comprehensive, 
integrated programme of monitoring, which is 
relevant to management needs and/or 
improving understanding of the Outstanding 
Universal Value. 
(Section II – Q.10.1) 
Baseline: 285/544 [52%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that information on the values of the 
World Heritage property is adequate and key 
indicators have been defined for measuring 
the state of conservation and are being used 
in monitoring of how the Outstanding 
Universal value of the property is being 
maintained. 
(Section II – Q.10.2) 
Baseline: 209/544 [39%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that there are key indicators defined 
and in place for assessing the state of 
conservation of the property. 
(Section II – Q.10.3) 
Baseline: 465/544 [85%] 

2.6.2. Use digital technologies to increase communication and cooperation among World Heritage (site) 
managers.  

2.6.3. Ensure effective and coordinated management of serial, transboundary and transnational World 
Heritage properties, through appropriate governance arrangements and management planning 
processes at international, national, sub-national/regional and local levels.   

 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3:  

POSITION RESILIENCE THINKING, EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, DISASTER RISK MANAGEMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE MITIGATION AND ADAPTATION AT THE HEART OF CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
EFFORTS 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

3.1. Disaster risk 
management plans, 
climate change mitigation 
and adaptation strategies 
are developed based on 
best available data, 
information, and 

3.1.1. Conduct detailed assessments of the condition of the attributes of the World Heritage property and 
document the state of conservation and the main conservation interventions and/or objectives 
(cross reference to Activities 2.5.1. and 2.5.2). 

▪ Number of States Parties using the Strategy 
for Reducing Risks from Disasters at World 
Heritage Properties to set national policies or 
strategies for the protection of their cultural 
and natural heritage. 
(Section I – Q.5.14.1) 
Baseline: 31/51 [62%]  

▪ Percentage of World Heritage properties with 
disaster risk management plans. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of World Heritage properties with 
climate change mitigation and adaptation 
strategies or plans, either as a separate 
instrument or as part of disaster risk 

3.1.2. Establish partnerships with government agencies, universities, research institutions and NGOs to 
access and contribute to existing reliable datasets from different sectors to inform risk and 
vulnerability assessments (including gathering information on slow changes and the cumulative 
impact of factors affecting the property).   
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3:  

POSITION RESILIENCE THINKING, EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, DISASTER RISK MANAGEMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE MITIGATION AND ADAPTATION AT THE HEART OF CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
EFFORTS 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

knowledge (including 
local and/or indigenous 
knowledge, detailed 
assessments of climate 
risks and vulnerabilities) 
and are integrated into 
broader disaster risk and 
climate change related 
plans and strategies. 

 

3.1.3. Assess how the current and potential factors affecting the World Heritage property might be 
exacerbated by the effects of climate change and, where appropriate, take the necessary 
management measures to respond to the findings. 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have used the Strategy for 
Reducing Risks from Disasters. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.9) 
Baseline: 53/544 [9%] 

▪ Number of States Parties using Policy 
Document on the Impacts of Climate Change 
on World Heritage Properties to set national 
policies or strategies for the protection of 
their cultural and natural heritage. 
(Section I – Q.5.14.1) 
Baseline: 34/51 [68%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have used Policy Document on 
the Impacts of Climate Change. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.7) 
Baseline: 37/544 [6%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be negatively affected by climate 
change and severe weather events. 
(Section II – Q.4.10) 
Baseline: CLT: 206/544 [38%] ; NAT: 52/544 
[10%] ; MIX: 6/544 [1%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be negatively affected by sudden 
ecological or geological events. 
(Section II – Q.4.11) 
Baseline: CLT: 129/544 [24%] ; NAT: 41/544 
[8%] ; MIX: 7/544 [1%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be negatively affected by 
invasive/alien species. 
(Section II – Q.4.12) 
Baseline: CLT: 118/544 [21%] ; NAT: 43/544 
[8%] ; MIX: 5/544 [1%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be negatively affected by 
renewable energy facilities. 
(Section II – Q.4.3.2) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
effective capacity at the institutional level to 
conduct research specifically for World 
Heritage issues. 
(Section I – Q.10.9) 
Baseline: 16/51 [31%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that there is a comprehensive, 
integrated programme of research, which is 

management plans. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of management actions implemented 
(per year) related to climate change mitigation 
and adaptation, including precautionary or 
research-related measures. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of monitoring indicators informing 
the assessment of the condition of the 
attributes in relation to (current and potential) 
climate change impacts. 
Baseline: N/A 

3.1.4. Research and document how Iocal and/or indigenous knowledge and traditional practices 
contribute to risk reduction and resilience in World Heritage properties.  

3.1.5. Identify actions needed to tackle invasive alien species in World Heritage properties and enhance 
biodiversity conservation.  

3.1.6. Develop disaster risk management plans, including emergency preparedness and climate change 
mitigation and adaptation measures, and ensure their integration into the management plan of the 
World Heritage property (cross-reference to Activities 3.1.1 to 3.1.4, 3.2.1 and 3.3.2) 

3.1.7. Use, disseminate and contribute to case studies and best practices available through existing 
platforms that promote solutions to management challenges related to disaster risk and climate 
change (e.g. Panorama Solutions and World Heritage Canopy)  

3.2. Emergency preparedness 
procedures for World 
Heritage properties are 
prepared and regularly 
updated with the active 
involvement of local 
communities and other 
relevant actors and are 
included in disaster risk 
management plans, as part 
of their management 
system. 

3.2.1. Ensure that emergency preparedness measures are in place, updated to respond to current threats 
(including civil unrest and armed conflict as appropriate) and integrated into the disaster risk 
management plans and overall management plans of the World Heritage properties (cross 
reference to Activity 3.1.5)  

3.2.2. Develop coordination mechanisms between the heritage sector and emergency responders.  

3.2.3. Encourage the participation of (site) managers in capacity building activities related to disaster risk 
management and emergency preparedness.   

3.3. Recovery, rehabilitation 
and restoration of the 
affected World Heritage 
properties is driven by the 
protection of the OUV and 
based on internationally 
agreed conservation 
principles. 

3.3.1. Ensure that disaster risk management plans or specific measures are developed based on a good 
understanding of the OUV and attributes of World Heritage properties, and that risk prevention and 
mitigation measures do not have unintended impacts on attributes (cross-reference to 
Activity 3.1.6).     

3.3.2. Translate, as far as possible, resource manuals and similar materials related to disaster risk 
management and climate change mitigation and adaptation into the languages used in World 
Heritage properties and ensure their wide dissemination and accessibility.    

3.4. National adaptation plans 
and other planning 
instruments incorporate 
precautionary approaches 
for World Heritage 
properties to ensure that 
climate change mitigation 
and adaptations measures 
(including energy transition 
efforts) within and around 
them are balanced with the 
need to maintain their OUV.  

3.4.1. Develop national climate change mitigation and adaption frameworks for cultural and natural 
heritage to be integrated into national adaptation plans as appropriate.  

3.4.2. Translate, disseminate, and implement the Policy Document on Climate Action for World Heritage 
(2023) and integrate its main provisions into national policies and guidance materials for the 
conservation and management of cultural and natural heritage.   

3.4.3. Promote World Heritage properties as climate change observatories to support climate science and 
understanding of short and long-term environmental change (cross-reference to Activities 3.1.2 and 
4.1.3).  

3.4.4. Research and disseminate information on local and indigenous knowledge and practices that can 
support climate action. 

3.4.5. Build capacity in futures thinking and scenario planning methodologies to inform and develop long-
term planning strategies for World Heritage properties.   
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 3:  

POSITION RESILIENCE THINKING, EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, DISASTER RISK MANAGEMENT AND CLIMATE CHANGE MITIGATION AND ADAPTATION AT THE HEART OF CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT 
EFFORTS 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

3.4.6. Integrate climate action (mitigation and adaptation measures) into disaster risk management plans 
and/or the management plans of World Heritage properties, based on robust assessments of 
climate risks and vulnerabilities at the property level (cross reference to Activity 3.1.5).  

relevant to management needs and/or 
improving understanding of Outstanding 
Universal Value. 
(Section II – Q.7.2) 
Baseline: 251/544 [47%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have a disaster, climate or 
conflict risk management plan. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.2) 
Baseline: 161/544 [29%] 

3.4.7. Use existing guidance on renewable energy in a World Heritage context when planning and 
making decisions about renewable energy installations that may impact on World Heritage 
properties. 

3.4.8. Assess, on a case by case basis, the vulnerability of World Heritage properties to renewable 
energy projects, as well as to other infrastructure projects related to climate change mitigation and 
adaptation and map sensitive areas within the World Heritage property, any existing buffer zone(s) 
and, where feasible, the wider setting as a proactive measure to identify areas unsuitable for such 
types of development (cross-reference to Activities 3.1.2 and 3.4.5).  

 

STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 4: 

HARNESS THE FULL POTENTIAL OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES AS DRIVERS FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT POLICIES AND AS A MEANS TO ACHIEVING HUMAN WELL-BEING WITHIN PLANETARY 
BOUNDARIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

4.1. The contribution of World 
Heritage properties to 
achieving Sustainable 
Development Goals is 
harnessed and supported 
by evidence.   

4.1.1. Use and adapt existing tools and methodologies to identify and assess ecosystem services and 
other benefits generated by World Heritage properties. 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that the 
inscription of properties on the World 
Heritage List contributes to achieving 
different objectives of the 2015 World 
Heritage and Sustainable Development 
Policy and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development. 
(Section I – Q.4.4) 
Baseline: 39/51 [76%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting how they 
integrate the conservation and protection of 
cultural and natural heritage as a strategic 
element in national sustainable development 
policies and strategies in relation to defined 
aspects in the questionnaire. 
(Section I – Q.5.11.1) 
Baseline: 31/51 [61%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
effective capacity at the institutional level to 
conduct research specifically for World 
Heritage issues. 
(Section I – Q.10.9) 
Baseline: 16/51 [31%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that there is a comprehensive, 
integrated programme of research, which is 

▪ Number of studies and/or publications 
produced allowing to assess whether World 
Heritage properties contribute to sustainable 
development, over a five-year period. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of World Heritage properties with 
visitor management plans or strategies, either 
as separate instruments or as part of the 
management plan. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of World Heritage properties with 
clearly defined monitoring indicators to assess 
(current and potential) effects of 
visitation/tourism. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of financial resources invested in 
research (or similar activities) to assess the 
services and benefits generated by the 
protection of the World Heritage property and 
its contribution to sustainable development, 
over a five-year period. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of annual revenues generated by 
the site used for the protection and 

4.1.2. Identify and promote opportunities for public and private investment in sustainable development 
projects that foster local creative industries and safeguard the intangible cultural heritage 
associated with World Heritage properties. 

4.1.3. Use World Heritage properties as laboratories for the implementation of research agendas 
combining societal and scientific priority areas with conservation needs identified by (site) 
managers (e.g. climate change mitigation and adaptation, biodiversity loss, food security, social 
inequality, gender equality, alternatives to mainstream growth theories) (cross-reference to 
Activities 3.1.2 and 3.4.3). 

4.1.4. Establish systematic data collection on total per capita public expenditure on the protection and 
conservation of World Heritage properties compared to the economic investment and revenues 
generated, and use it as a means to strengthen support for heritage protection. 

4.1.5. Seek opportunities to promote the multiple contributions to society of protecting World Heritage 
properties and to increase exposure of their global significance at public and private events. 

4.2. Meaningful participation 
of Iocal communities 
and/or Indigenous 
Peoples in decision-
making processes about 
the sustainable 
management of World 
Heritage properties is 
ensured. 

4.2.1. Meaningful participation of Iocal communities and/or Indigenous Peoples in decision-making 
processes about the sustainable management of World Heritage properties is ensured. 

4.2.2. Promote efforts to ensure meaningful participation of younger generations in consultation and 
decision-making processes on the sustainable development of World Heritage properties, 
including the most appropriate measures to address the impacts of climate change, as a means 
of ensuring intergenerational equity. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 4: 

HARNESS THE FULL POTENTIAL OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES AS DRIVERS FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT POLICIES AND AS A MEANS TO ACHIEVING HUMAN WELL-BEING WITHIN PLANETARY 
BOUNDARIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

4.3. World Heritage properties 
have well-developed 
visitor management, 
presentation and 
interpretation and/or 
public engagement plans 
integrated into their 
management systems.  

4.3.1. Adopt appropriate tourism and visitor management planning, compatible with the conservation 
needs of the World Heritage property and that encourages sustainable tourism in and around 
World Heritage properties.  

relevant to management needs and/or 
improving understanding of Outstanding 
Universal Value. 
(Section II – Q.7.2) 
Baseline: 251/544 [47%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting the management system 
contributes towards achieving the objectives 
of the World Heritage Committee’s Policy for 
the Integration of a Sustainable 
Development Perspective in relation to 
defined aspects in the questionnaire. 
(Section I – Q.5.3.17) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have a visitor/visitation 
management plan. 
(Section II – Q.5.3.2) 
Baseline: 197/544 [36%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to have a planned and effective 
strategy to manage visitors, tourism activity 
and its derived impacts. 
(Section II – Q.9.7) 
Baseline: 215/544 [38%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that visitor use is effectively 
managed and does not impact the 
Outstanding Universal Value. 
(Section II – Q.9.9) 
Baseline: 279/544 [51%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that the effectiveness of tourism 
management is regularly monitored. 
(Section II – Q.9.10) 
Baseline: 333/544 [61%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to 
support World Heritage properties to 
manage and develop visitation/tourism 
sustainably by: 

a) developing policies and/or requiring 
sustainable tourism strategies to be 
developed. 
Baseline: 37/51 [72%] 

b) facilitating network cooperation and 
stakeholder engagement through 
the development of governance 
structures or other mechanisms for 
cooperation. 
Baseline: 29/51 [57%] 

management of the World Heritage property. 
Baseline: N/A 

4.3.2. Ensure appropriate presentation and interpretation of World Heritage properties, incorporating 
both their OUV and other important heritage values, as a mean to improve visitor experience. 

4.3.3. Develop educational programmes and communication strategies related to World Heritage in 
general and to specific properties to promote understanding of their natural and cultural 
significance, to raise public awareness of the shared responsibility for their protection and of their 
contribution to education for global citizenship and appreciation of cultural diversity and culture’s 
contribution to sustainable development. 

4.3.4. Ensure the participation of (site) managers in the development of educational programmes and 
communication strategies and in the planning of capacity building activities related to heritage 
interpretation and education for sustainable development. 

4.3.5. Provide the necessary funding for education and outreach programmes. 

4.4. World Heritage properties 
have well-developed 
visitor management, 
presentation and 
interpretation and/or 
public engagement plans 
integrated into their 
management systems. 

4.4.1. Adopt appropriate tourism and visitor management planning, compatible with the conservation 
needs of the World Heritage property and that encourages sustainable tourism in and around 
World Heritage properties. 

4.4.2. Ensure appropriate presentation and interpretation of World Heritage properties, incorporating 
both their OUV and other important heritage values, as a mean to improve visitor experience. 

4.5. Heritage institutions are 
involved in the 
development of 
sustainable tourism 
strategies and related 
decision-making 
processes, that help 
generate benefits for local 
communities as well as 
resources for heritage 
conservation.  

4.5.1. Promote collaboration and mutually beneficial partnerships between heritage institutions and 
relevant tourism related actors.   

4.5.2. Conduct cost-benefit analyses of the (potential) revenues generated by World Heritage properties 
in relation to public expenditure, as a means of stimulating reinvestment of part of the revenues in 
their conservation and management (cross reference to Activity 4.1.4). 

4.5.3. Work to identify incentives and subsidies that have a negative impact on heritage conservation, 
either directly or indirectly, and ensure that they are evaluated, and where appropriate, phased 
out in the light of these impacts. 

4.5.4. Develop initiatives to generate innovative funding mechanisms for heritage protection.   

4.5.5. Ensure that the development of World Heritage-related tourism strategies is informed by 
independent studies on how the strategies will:  

a) help generate benefits for local communities; 

b) ensure a balance between tourism and non-tourism activities; 

c) complement other sources of sustainable economic growth; 

d) address potential negative impacts of increased visitation on the attributes of the World 
Heritage property as well as on community well-being.  

4.5.6. Provide opportunities and incentives for indigenous and local communities to participate in 
information exchange within the World Heritage system, through inter alia face-to-face exchanges 
or virtual networks for learning and development, exchanging ideas, fostering dialogue between 
socio-cultural regions and sharing sustainable heritage management practices. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 4: 

HARNESS THE FULL POTENTIAL OF WORLD HERITAGE PROPERTIES AS DRIVERS FOR SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT POLICIES AND AS A MEANS TO ACHIEVING HUMAN WELL-BEING WITHIN PLANETARY 
BOUNDARIES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

(Section I – Q.10.4) 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting to be negatively affected by the 
impacts of tourism/visitation/recreation. 
(Section II – Q.4.8.6) 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
policies to allocate site revenues for the 
conservation and protection of cultural and 
natural heritage. 
(Section I – Q.8.2) 
Baseline: CLT: 27/51 [53%] ; NAT: 27/51 
[53%]  

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that there is good cooperation 
between those responsible for the World 
Heritage property and the tourism industry to 
present the Outstanding Universal Value 
and increase appreciation. 
(Section II – Q.9.11) 
Baseline: 309/544 [57%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that the Outstanding Universal 
Value of the property is adequately 
presented and interpreted. 
(Section II – Q.9.12) 
Baseline: 239/543 [44%] 

▪ Number of World Heritage properties 
reporting that fees are collected and make a 
some or a substantial contribution to the 
management of the World Heritage property. 
(Section II – Q.9.14) 
Baseline: 
- some: 237/544 [43%] 
- substantial: 124/544 [22%] 
- total: 361/544 [66%] 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 5: 

STRENGTHEN THE CREDIBILITY OF THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST BY IDENTIFYING AND PROTECTING CULTURAL AND NATURAL HERITAGE OF POTENTIAL OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE THROUGH 
STRUCTURED, PARTICIPATORY AND TRANSPARENT PROCESSES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

5.1. Tentative List processes 
are informed by 
comprehensive 
assessments of thematic 
studies, international tools 
and databases, national 
inventories, gap analyses, 
and by extensive and 
transdisciplinary 
consultations. 

5.1.1 Establish national policies and/or procedures for updating Tentative Lists in accordance with the 
Guidance on Developing and Revising World Heritage Tentative Lists, and determining: 

a) Who is to be involved and who has the right to be engaged and/or consulted in the 
process;  

b) How the identification and selection process will be carried out and documented; 

c) How the results of the process will be communicated and made publicly accessible. 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to use the 
following tools to make a preliminary 
assessment of the potential Outstanding 
Universal Value of a site:  

a) ICOMOS thematic Studies 
Baseline: 38/51 [74%] 

b) IUCN thematic Studies 
Baseline: 30/51 [59%] 

c) Other global comparative analyses 
(Section I – Q.3.1.) 
Baseline: 12/51 [23%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that 
inventories/lists/registers are frequently used 
for the identification of sites for inclusion on 
the Tentative List. 
(Section I – Q.6.5.) 
Baseline: CLT: 43/51 [84%] ; NAT: 37/51 
[77%] ; MIX: 29/51 [67%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that 
inventories/lists/registers capture the full 
diversity of heritage. 
(Section I – Q.6.2) 
Baseline: CLT: 50/51 [100%] ; NAT: 49/51 
[100%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to involve 
local communities/residents and Indigenous 
Peoples in the preparation of the Tentative 
List. 
(Section I – Q.3.6) 
Baseline: 48/51 [94%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting that there 
is a good level of involvement local 
communities/residents and Indigenous 
Peoples in the preparation of the most recent 
nomination dossiers. 
(Section I – Q.4.1) 
Baseline: 49/51 [96%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to 
regularly involve communities and Indigenous 
Peoples in the identification sites of natural 
and/or cultural heritage for inclusion in their 
inventories/lists/registers. 
(Section I – Q.6.4) 
Baseline: CLT: 45/51 [90%] ; NAT: 43/51 
[87%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to use 
meetings to harmonize Tentative Lists within 
their region. 

▪ Average time between the inscription of a site 
on the Tentative List and its subsequent 
nomination to the World Heritage List. 
Baseline: N/A 

▪ Percentage of sites included on the Tentative 
List that are included in existing 
inventories/lists/registers. 
Baseline: N/A 5.1.2 Use available thematic studies and similar scientific materials and tools to conduct regional gap 

analyses with the aim of identifying and selecting under-represented categories of cultural, 
natural and mixed heritage to be considered for inclusion to national Tentative Lists, contributing 
to increased typological representation and balance, at both national and global level.  

5.1.3 Identify potential extensions of properties already inscribed on the World Heritage List to 
enhance their integrity and to minimize new inclusions of over-represented typologies in 
Tentative Lists.  

5.1.4 Ensure adequate consideration of different types of designations (e.g. Ramsar, Man and 
Biosphere, Geoparks, Natura 2000, Creative Cities, Intangible Cultural Heritage of Humanity, 
European Heritage Label sites) before deciding on a World Heritage nomination. 

5.2. Local communities’ and/or 
Indigenous Peoples’ role as 
custodians of heritage and 
partners in its conservation 
is recognised, and their full 
and effective participation 
in the revision of Tentative 
Lists, in the management of 
candidate sites and in the 
preparation of nominations 
is ensured. 

5.2.1 dentify Indigenous Peoples and rights-holders groups who have the right to give or withhold their 
consent (including the need for free, prior, and informed consent) to the potential inclusion of a 
candidate site on the Tentative List, and ensure their participation in the identification and 
selection process. 

5.2.2 Give careful attention to the different values that local communities and/or Indigenous Peoples 
may hold regarding a potential candidate site, including how these values may differ from, but be 
interconnected with, the site’s potential OUV.  

5.2.3 Ensure meaningful and timely participation throughout the Tentative List process, using 
culturally appropriate and sensitive methods to involve local communities and Indigenous 
Peoples.   

5.2.4 Ensure that local authorities and local communities understand the purpose, benefits, and 
potential costs (including potential restrictions on use and development) of proposing a 
candidate site for inclusion in the Tentative List, and that their views are respected before any 
political and administrative decisions are made in this regard.  

5.3. Tentative Lists are 
harmonised at the regional 
and/or sub-regional level, 
as appropriate, and used as 
instruments for 
cooperation.   

5.3.1 Well-represented States Parties give priority to making World Heritage properties in their 
territories examples of good practice for optimal protection and management, and to assisting 
States Parties with fewer properties on the World Heritage List, including those in under-
represented regions, both in the Tentative List and in the nomination process. 

5.3.2 Reinforce collaboration mechanisms, promote information exchange and adopt partnership 
programmes to identify regional (and sub-regional) priorities to balance the representativeness 
and credibility of the World Heritage List in Europe and North America. 

5.3.3 Identify sites that may only meet conditions of integrity if conceived as transboundary or 
transnational (serial) sites, as appropriate. 

5.3.4 Strengthen inter-institutional cooperation for the identification of candidate sites that may 
demonstrate potential OUV through a combination of cultural and natural values. 

5.4. Tentative lists are used 
within existing protection 
or conservation regimes, 

5.4.1 Reinforce, wherever necessary, the legal, regulatory and planning mechanisms of candidate 
sites based on a clear understanding of their potential OUV and of the factors affecting their 
state of conservation, both currently and potentially. 
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STRATEGIC OBJECTIVE 5: 

STRENGTHEN THE CREDIBILITY OF THE WORLD HERITAGE LIST BY IDENTIFYING AND PROTECTING CULTURAL AND NATURAL HERITAGE OF POTENTIAL OUTSTANDING UNIVERSAL VALUE THROUGH 
STRUCTURED, PARTICIPATORY AND TRANSPARENT PROCESSES 

Expected results Proposed activities 

Proposed indicators 

Derived from Periodic Reporting process 
Additional proposals to support monitoring of 
implementation at national and property level 

where candidate sites are 
considered for their 
potential to help address 
the current threats posed 
by the biodiversity and 
climate crises in 
accordance with 
international standards. 

5.4.2 Identify the specific protection and management needs of candidate sites at an early stage to 
ensure that their management systems are fully aligned with the requirements of the Operational 
Guidelines before a full nomination for inscription on the World Heritage List is prepared and 
submitted.  

(Section I – Q.3.1) 
Baseline: 15/51 [29%] 

▪ Number of States Parties reporting to have 
used the Upstream Process in the revision of 
their Tentative Lists. 
(Section I – Q.3.2) 
Baseline: 8/51 [16%] 

5.4.3 Promote the use of sensitivity mapping and impact assessments (including SEAs) to identify 
(potential) adverse impacts of development, which may limit the possibility of nominating the 
candidate site in the future, and to consider ways of dealing with them. 

5.4.4 Identify how management challenges arising from the combination of multiple designations will 
be addressed through well-established governance arrangements. 

5.5. States Parties make use of 
the existing advisory 
processes under the World 
Heritage Convention to 
inform decision making 
and to assist in the 
identification of Tentative 
Lists and the preparation of 
nominations. 

5.5.1 Use the Upstream Process to develop a sound process for selecting candidate sites with clear 
OUV potential and to assist in determining the feasibility of potential nominations.  

5.5.2 Use the World Heritage Preliminary Assessment process as an opportunity to gather information 
and advice on the strengths and weaknesses of a potential nomination and to reduce the risks of 
preparing nominations that may be unlikely to succeed. 
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DRAFT DECISION 

Draft Decision: 46 COM 10A  

The World Heritage Committee, 

1. Having examined Document WHC/24/46.COM/10A.Rev, 

2. Recalling Decisions 41 COM 10A, 43 COM 10B, 44 COM 10C.5 and 45 COM 10D.3 
adopted at its 41st (Krakow, 2017), 43rd (Baku, 2019), extended 44th (Fuzhou/online, 2021) 
and extended 45th (Riyadh, 2023) sessions respectively,  

3. Commends the efforts of all the States Parties in Europe and North America to fulfil their 
periodic reporting obligations, including through the completion and submission of Section I 
by all States Parties and a very high level of completion and submission of Section II of the 
Periodic Reporting questionnaire, and thanks the Secretariat and the Advisory Bodies for 
their assistance in the Periodic Reporting process; 

4. Also thanks the generosity of the States Parties of Ireland and Italy and the hospitality of the 
State Party of Montenegro for providing financial support and hosting a consultation and 
capacity-building activity with national Focal Points responsible for the implementation of the 
World Heritage Convention and the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting in South-East Europe 
in Kotor (Montenegro); 

5. Further expresses its gratitude for the generosity and commitment of the States Parties of 
Ireland and Germany in providing financial support for the organisation of a three-day 
consultation workshop with States Parties from across the region, held in December 2023, 
to discuss the preliminary results of the Third Cycle of Periodic Reporting and to develop the 
draft regional action plan; 

6. Welcomes with satisfaction the Third Cycle Regional Report in Europe and North America 
and encourages the States Parties to disseminate it widely among all relevant stakeholders 
in the region; 

7. Endorses the Third Cycle Regional Action Plan for Europe and North America developed in 
cooperation with all States Parties in the region, further encourages the States Parties in 
Europe and North America to integrate the Regional Action Plan into their national and 
subregional heritage strategies and policies, including through the development of National 
World Heritage Action Plans, and invites States Parties to provide voluntary contributions to 
support its publication in a user-friendly format in order to facilitate its adoption and 
implementation by all States Parties; 

8. Encourages States Parties in Europe and North America to initiate regular meetings at the 
regional and/or subregional level to ensure a continuous exchange of knowledge and 
experience in the implementation of the Regional Action Plan and to monitor overall progress 
in its implementation, including the adaptation of monitoring indicators, and invites States 
Parties to host such meetings and to provide voluntary contributions to enable the 
Secretariat to facilitate them; 
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9. Finally requests the World Heritage Centre to undertake a mid-cycle assessment of the 
implementation of the Regional Action Plan in 2027 and to prepare a report to be submitted 
to the World Heritage Committee at its session in 2028. 
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ANNEXES 

ANNEX 1 Quantitative Summary of the Outcomes for Section I 

ANNEX 2 Quantitative Summary of the Outcomes for Section II 

ANNEX 3 Summary of the Outcomes of the Monitoring Indicators 

 

https://whc.unesco.org/document/207590
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