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Executive Summary  

 
 The UNESCO World Heritage Committee encourages the States Parties to harmonize their Tenta-
tive Lists of potential World Heritage Sites at the regional and thematic level. Consequently, this Working 
Group was mandated by the Alpine Ministers to contribute to the harmonization of the National Tentative 
Lists with the objective to increase the potential of success for Alpine sites and to improve the representa-
tion of the Alps on the World Heritage List. This Working Group mainly focuses on transboundary and serial 
transnational sites and represents an example of fruitful collaboration between two international conven-
tions. 
 

This background study aims at collecting and updating the analyses on the feasibility of potential 
transboundary and serial transnational nominations. Its main findings can be summarized in the following 
manner: 

- Optimal forum.  The Alpine Convention is the optimal forum to support and facilitate Alpine 
nominations to the World Heritage List. 

- Well documented.  The Alpine Heritage is well documented through existing contributions 
from, in particular, UNESCO, UNEP/WCMC, IUCN, ICOMOS, ALPARC and EURAC. The contents of 
these materials are synthesized, updated and presented in this study. 

- Official sources.  Only official sources, made publicly available by the World Heritage Centre, 
were used in this study. The Tentative Lists are not always completely updated or comparable 
and some entries await to be completed or revised. 

- Universal values.  Sites must possess outstanding value not only at the local, national, Alpine or 
European levels, but also from a universal perspective. Identifying the most valuable sites at the 
Alpine level is a good strategy before engaging in global evaluations. 

- Criteria selection.  Outstanding universal value must me established for at least one criterion, 
which can be natural or cultural. While several criteria are often indicated, it is advisable to 
focus efforts on the strongest one. Mixed natural and cultural sites can be procedurally 
complicated. 

- Joint management.  Several instruments are available for the joint management of 
transboundary and serial transnational sites, from the EGTC to the Madrid Convention and 
from ad hoc commissions to public-private partnerships.  

- Transboundary sites.  There are several potential sites in the Alps: for instance, Alpi Marittime 
Mercantour, the Mont Blanc and the Monte San Giorgio. 

- Serial properties.  The nomination procedure and joint management can be complicated and 
requires a chapeau motivating the serial nomination and informing the entire process. The 
whole property, not necessarily the single components, must be of outstanding universal value. 

- Global strategy.  There is a limit of two nominations per year per State Party, so Alpine sites 
must compete with other nominations at the national level. Unlike European and mountain 
sites in general, Alpine natural sites and cultural landscapes are not over-represented in the 
World Heritage List. 

- Alpine inscriptions.  They represent only 2% of world sites. They represent more than 50% of 
nominations only in Slovenia and Switzerland. Slovenia and Austria have few recent 
inscriptions, while Switzerland and Italy count several. There is a predominance of cultural sites. 

- Tentative lists.  More than 50% of the sites present on the Tentative Lists of Slovenia, 
Switzerland and Austria are in the Alps. While Slovenia includes cultural sites alone, only Austria 
presents cultural landscapes. Instead, France and Italy are the only countries to include mixed 
sites. There is a predominance of cultural sites, reflecting the strong anthropization of the Alps. 
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- Criteria gaps.  Traditional vulnerable practices (v), natural habitats (x) and traces of ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ 
history (ix) are rare, suggesting a possible demand for Alpine values on the World Heritage List. 
Most French entries do not specify the proposed criteria. 

- Inscription process.  It requires at least two years and considerable investment in resources 
and expertise. There also are alternative recognitions, such as the UNESCO/MAB Biosphere 
Reserves and the European Diploma of Protected Areas. 

- Specific recommendations.  The Working Group recommended to cluster Alpine sites 
thematically. The themes that have emerged so far are, for example, protected areas, biological 
diversity, fossils, monasteries and prehistoric sites. It also signalled themes not fully 
represented such as, for example, alpinism and historical routes. These recommendations were 
formally adopted by the Alpine Ministers. 



Alpine Convention 
WG UNESCO World Heritage 

Background study 
 

Final version  Page 4 of 46 

 
Table of Contents 

 
Alpine Sites and the UNESCO World Heritage .......................................................................................... 1 

Summary for Policymakers ............................................................................................................................2 

The Working Group .......................................................................................................................................5 

A Methodological Premise ............................................................................................................................7 

The World Heritage Convention* ..................................................................................................................9 

The Concept of Outstanding Universal Value .............................................................................................9 

The Criteria of Selection .......................................................................................................................... 10 

The Criteria of Authenticity and Integrity ............................................................................................... 12 

Protection and Management .................................................................................................................. 13 

The Typology of Properties ...................................................................................................................... 14 

The Evolution of the World Heritage List* .................................................................................................. 18 

The Global Strategy ................................................................................................................................. 18 

The Harmonization Process ..................................................................................................................... 20 

Some Analyses on Alpine Sites* .................................................................................................................. 23 

Alpine Sites in the World Heritage List .................................................................................................... 23 

Alpine Sites Present at the Moment in the Tentative Lists ..................................................................... 27 

The Criteria for Alpine Properties ............................................................................................................ 30 

The Inscription Process* ............................................................................................................................. 32 

The Bodies of the World Heritage Convention ........................................................................................ 32 

The Advisory Bodies ................................................................................................................................ 32 

The Inscription Procedure ....................................................................................................................... 33 

Some Further Analyses* ............................................................................................................................. 38 

Selected Bibliography ................................................................................................................................. 39 

Annex 1 ............................................................................................................................................... 40 

Recommendations to the Alpine States ................................................................................................... 40 

Annex 2 ............................................................................................................................................... 41 

Additional maps ......................................................................................................................................... 41 

Annex 3 ............................................................................................................................................... 43 

Matrix of the Alpine sites inscribed in the UNESCO World Heritage List ................................................ 43 

Annex 4 ............................................................................................................................................... 44 

Matrix of the Alpine sites included in the National Tentative Lists ......................................................... 44 

Annex 5 ............................................................................................................................................... 46 

Experts that participated in the works of the Group ............................................................................... 46 

 



Alpine Convention 
WG UNESCO World Heritage 

Background study 
 

Final version  Page 5 of 46 

 
The Working Group 

 
 At the end of 2006, Italy called the attention of the Contracting Parties and Observers to the 
Permanent Committee of the Alpine Convention on the issue of Alpine nominations to the UNESCO World 
Heritage List as a useful instrument for the protection and valorization of the Alps. The Permanent 
Committee affirmed that the Alpine Convention was the optimal forum to support and facilitate 
nominations from the Alpine Arc to the World Heritage List and asked Italy to organize an expert meeting 
to define the mandate of a Working Group under the Alpine Convention1.  
 
 This preparatory meeting took place in Bolzano, Italy, on 15 March 2007, and produced a draft 
mandate establishing general and specific objectives, proposing reference documents and outlining the 
composition of the Working Group. In order to better appraise the strengths and weaknesses of potential 
Alpine sites, especially transboundary ones, the participants agreed on the importance of collecting and 
updating the existing documentation and of sharing experience and exchanging information on, for 
instance, potential nominations, management structures or legal issues. Furthermore, in order to support 
and facilitate transboundary and serial transnational nominations, the participants to the meeting agreed 
that the working group should contribute to the harmonization of the National Tentative Lists of the 
Contracting Parties and should produce recommendations aimed at favoring the success of transboundary 
and serial transnational Alpine sites to the World Heritage List2. 
 
 The mandate of the Working Group was formally approved by the Permanent Committee at its 35th 
meeting on 2-4 May 2007 in Lanslebourg, France. The Working Group thus met for the first time on 8-9 
November 2007 in Saltrio, Italy, a mountain village close to the Swiss border on the foothills of the Italian 
side of Monte San Giorgio (a transboundary site between Italy and Switzerland), while the second meeting 
took place on 8-9 March 2008 at the Forte di Bard, Italy, in the heart of the Western Alps. These meetings 
were organized by the Italian Ministry for the Environment and hosted by the local communities3. At these 
meetings the Contracting Parties analyzed the status and outlook of the respective National Tentative Lists 
and laid down a common understanding on the identification of joint nominations. 
 
 This background study was produced pursuant to the mandate of the Working Group and 
especially of the activity άŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ǳǇŘŀǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ƻǾŜǊƭƻƻƪέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊƪ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ4. This study was 
prepared on the basis of the existing documentation, which was integrated upon request of the 
Presidency of the Working Group. It was presented at the first meeting of the Working Group, and its 
structure and core contents were approved at the second meeting. This study was then further revised 
by the members of the Working Group and finalized electronically.  
 
 On the basis of this background study, in the framework of its first mandate, the Working Group 
produced a synthesis and some further analyses of the Alpine sites within the respective National Tentative 
Lists, producing some recommendations to the Alpine States (see Annex 1). These recommendations were 
adopted by the Ministerial Conference of the Alpine Convention, held in Evian, France, on 12 March 2009, 
which also approved a second mandate of the Working Group, as well as the publication and dissemination 
of this study5.  
                                                           
1
 See Decision 33/19 and 34/17 of the Permanent Committee of the Alpine Convention and the annexed 

documentation (2006). 
2
 See Decision 35/9 with annexes (2007). 

3
 See Decisions 36/9 and 37/10 with annexes (2008). 

4
 See Annex 2 to Document 36/9 (2008). 

5
 This study was presented at UNESCO on 18 January 2010, during a meeting between the World Heritage Centre and 

the Permanent Secretariat of the Alpine Convention, together with the Presidency of the Working Group. 
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Map of the scope of application of the Alpine Convention pursuant to art. 2(1) of the Convention for the Protection of the Alps 
 

The objectives of the second mandate (2009-2011) build on the results of the first phase: to further 
contribute to the harmonization of the National Tentative Lists; to identify Alpine values of universal 
standing; to promote the development of nomination proposals of transboundary and serial transnational 
Alpine sites; to disseminate de results of the Group through the website of the Alpine Convention and 
through specific publications; to share the experience of the Group with other similar initiatives; and to 
represent the results of the Group to the UNESCO World Heritage Committee. 

 

From www.alpconv.org 

 

The Alpine Convention 

 
On 7 November 1991, the Alpine States  signed the Convention on the Protection of the Alps, recognizing the Alps 
as a unique, common area which needs a common development and preservation Policy. The Alpine Convention 
reflects a global awareness of the importance of mountains, defines our responsibility for the Alpine world and 
draws our attention to the potentials and challenges for the development of the natural, cultural and social 
patrimony. 
 
Its goal is to develop the common heritage of the Alps and preserve it for future generations through transnational 
cooperation between the Alpine countries, the regions and the local authorities and with the involvement of the 
scientific community, the private sector and the civil society. With this approach, the Alpine Convention is an 
example for other mountain regions and similar cooperation initiatives, such as the Carpathian Convention. 
 
Its Contracting Parties are: Austria, France, Germany, Italy, Liechtenstein, Monaco, Slovenia, Switzerland and the 
European Communities. 

http://www.alpconv.org/
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A Methodological Premise 

 
 CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ά¦b9{/h ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ƭǇƛƴŜ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ 
held in Saltrio, Italy, on 12-13 November 2007, the European Academy of Bolzano prepared upon request 
of the Italian Ministry for the Environment, Land and Sea the study An Analysis of the Alpine Sites Inscribed 
in the UNESCO World Heritage List and Present in the National Tentative Lists of the States Parties of the 
Alpine Convention. This analysis contained an overview on the existing documentation; it then presented 
the global strategy of the World Heritage Committee and the harmonization process of National Tentative 
Lists; it finally proposed some analyses of the Alpine sites inscribed in the UNESCO World Heritage List and 
present in the National Tentative Lists. This study was aimed at the States Parties of the Alpine Convention 
and some maps and synoptic tables are also included.  
 

 In 2006, ALPARC, the Alpine Network of Protected Areas, coordinated by the Task Force άProtected 
Areasέ6, collected and analyzed, in the context of its 2006 Framework Program, the existing documentation 
on the natural World Heritage in the Alps. The Task Force then published a feasibility study to support the 
nomination of the Alpine protected areas. This study contained an overview on the World Heritage Conven-
tion; it then presented a description of the inscription process and of its development; it finally recom-
mended some strategies aimed at Alpine protected areas, so that the nominations they submit have better 
chances of being actually inscribed in the World Heritage List. This study Gathering and analysis of existing 
documentation on natural World Heritage in the Alps by the Task FoǊŎŜ άtǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ !ǊŜŀǎέ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ 
one of the most recent analysis of the Alpine natural World Heritage and is available both in English and 
CǊŜƴŎƘΦ CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ά¦b9{/h ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǊǘƛƴƎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ǘƻ Ŧǳr-
ther develop the issue of the nomination of Alpine sites to the World Heritage List.  

 
 The EURAC analysis complemented the ALPARC study and presented the updates and integrations 

ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ά¦b9{/h ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ 
the EURAC analysis included also cultural and mixed sites (including cultural landscapes), while the ALPARC 
analysis was limited only to natural ones.  

 
 The present overview represents a fusion and an update of the two studies mentioned above and 
ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƪƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ά¦b9{/h ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ !ƭǇƛƴŜ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 
instrument aims at providing the Alpine States with a detailed, updated and well documented overview on 
the Alpine sites and the UNESCO World Heritage. 
 
 In order to draft the present overview, the main documents produced by the UNESCO World Herit-
age Centre have been considered. All documents are available on the website of the World Heritage Cen-
tre: 

¶ World Heritage Convention (1972); 
¶ Cairns, Suzhou, Christchurch, Quebec City, Seville, etc. Decisions by the World Heritage Committee 

(2000, 2004, 2007, 2008, 2009);  
¶ Report of the Expert Meeting on European Cultural Landscapes of Outstanding Universal Value held 

in Vienna (1996); 
¶ Report of the Regional Thematic Expert Meeting on Potential Natural World Heritage Sites in the 

Alps held in Hallstatt (2000); 
¶ Report of the Meeting of States Parties on the Alpine Arc held in Turin (2001)7; 

                                                           
6
 Integrated in the Permanent Secretariat of the Alpine Convention since 1 June 2006. 

7
 Document presented at the 25

th
 session of the World Heritage Committee. 
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¶ Operational Guidelines for the implementation of the World Heritage Convention by the World 
Heritage Centre (2008)8; 

¶ Periodic reporting for the European Region and action plan by the World Heritage Centre (2007)9; 
¶ World Heritage List (last update: 22 January 2010); 
¶ National Tentative Lists (last update: 22 January 2010). 

 
 The main gap studies by the Advisory Bodies of the World Heritage Convention were also analyzed, 
the one by IUCN for natural sites (2004, 2006) and the other by ICOMOS for cultural, mixed sites and cul-
tural landscapes (2005). Finally, the contribution of UNEP/WCMC to the Global Theme Study of World Her-
itage Natural Sites dedicated to mountains (2002) was also considered. 
 

                                                           
8
 Document WHC-08/01. 

9
 World Heritage papers n. 20. 
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The World Heritage Convention* 

 
 The Convention concerning the Protection of the World [Cultural and Natural] Heritage was 
adopted on 16 November 1972 by the General Conference of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO); it entered into force in 1975. Later, a World Heritage Fund and a World 
Heritage Committee were created. With this international tool, the States Parties committed to protect 
ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ άƻǳǘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜέ (preamble, art. 1 and 2). The properties 
are identified, protected and preserved for future generations. This is done by putting all World Heritage 
sites together on a list. The Convention requires, for all these properties, protective measures and man-
agement of the highest standards. 
 
 At present, 185 States have signed the Convention, making it one of the most important tools at 
global level for the protection of natural and cultural heritage. States Parties commit to carry out several 
actions in their domestic policies, in order to give an important role to heritage: in particular, to take it into 
account in planning, to protect it and to allow scientific studies. States also have to set up lists of properties 
(Tentative Lists) potentially suitable for inscription on the World Heritage List. An effort on communication 
and education, aiming at raising public awareness on natural and cultural heritage, is also required from 
States Parties. They are expected to assist other States in the implementation of the Convention, when 
their assistance is requested. 
 
The Concept of Outstanding Universal Value 
 
 The key condition for inscription of a property on the World Heritage List is its outstanding univer-
sal value (OUV). Its value should stand out at a worldwide level and be important for present but also fu-
ture generations; its protection must be essential for the whole international community; its destruction or 
disappearance would be a considerable loss for humanity in general. 
 
 The potential of a property for OUV is assessed by comparing its values to the values of other simi-
lar properties at a worldwide scale (comparative analysis). This is an essential component of any nomi-
nation. The site must be globally representative for the values it possesses. As of 1994, the World Heritage 
Committee launched the Global Strategy for a representative, balanced and credible World Heritage List, 
aiming at filling existing gaps in the List. Following this strategy, IUCN (The World Conservation Union) and 
ICOMOS (International Council on Monuments and Sites) respectively prepared and presented at the 30th 
session of the World Heritage Committee two papers on the application of the concept of outstanding uni-
versal value with respect to the nomination of World Heritage properties10. In 2008, both Advisory Bodies 
published a compendium on standards related to OUV11. 
 
 In order to assess outstanding universal value, the Committee created a set of criteria. A property 
must correspond to at least one criterion to be considered of OUV, and meet the conditions of authenticity 
and integrity. Put together, all these conditions define outstanding universal value. IUCN has often re-
minded, in thematic studies, that sites should not be the most representative of every ecosystem or geo-
graphical unit, but should have a universal, exceptional importance. The World Heritage List does not aim 
at being evenly distributed across the World, but at preserving sites of great importance for humanity and 
future generations. 

                                                           
* 
¢Ƙƛǎ ǇŀǊǘ ǊŜǇǊƻŘǳŎŜǎ ŀ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ![t!w/Ωǎ ǎǘǳŘȅ όнллсύΣ ǿƛǘƘ ƳƛƴƻǊ ŜŘƛǘƛƴƎΦ 

10
 Document WHC-06/30.COM/ INF.9.  

11
 IUCN 2008 Outstanding Universal Value: Standards for Natural World Heritage; ICOMOS 2008 What is OUV? 

Defining the Outstanding Universal Value of Cultural World Heritage Properties. 
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The Criteria of Selection 
 
 The World Heritage Committee adopted 10 criteria defining cultural and natural values of proper-
ties. This chapter is based on documents published by IUCN on the subject of outstanding universal value 
(IUCN, 2005, Special Expert Meeting of the World Heritage Convention: The concept of outstanding univer-
sal value; UICN, 2006, The World Heritage List: Guidance and future priorities for identifying natural herit-
age of potential outstanding universal value) and describes natural value according to each criterion. We 
will also give examples of properties (considered to be of OUV by the World Heritage Committee, for each 
natural criterion) that can be compared to alpine properties. 
 
Criteria defining cultural value ς (i)-(vi) ς (§ 77, Operational Guidelines, 2008) 
 

(i) Representing a masterpiece of human creative genius; 
(ii) Exhibiting an important interchange of human values, over a span of time or within a cultural area 

of the world, on developments in architecture or technology, monumental arts, town-planning or 
landscape design; 

(iii) Bearing a unique or at least exceptional testimony to a cultural tradition or to a civilization which is 
living or which has disappeared; 

(iv) Being an outstanding example of a type of building, architectural or technological ensemble or 
landscape which illustrates (a) significant stage(s) in human history; 

(v) Being an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, land-use, or sea-use which is rep-
resentative of a culture (or cultures), or human interaction with the environment especially when it 
has become vulnerable under the impact of irreversible change; 

(vi) Being directly or tangibly associated with events or living traditions, with ideas, or with beliefs, with 
artistic and literary works of outstanding universal significance12. 

 
Criteria defining natural value ς (vii)-(x) ς (§ 77, Operational Guidelines, 2008) 
 
Criterion (vii): containing superlative natural phenomena or areas of exceptional natural beauty and aes-
thetic importance 
 
 Two ideas are embodied in this criterion: 

¶ Superlative natural phenomena: they can be quantified and therefore more easily compared and 
considered outstanding. An example of this is given in the IUCN evaluation of the Jungfrau-Aletsch-
Bietschhorn nomination (JAB): IUCN writes in the statement of significance ǘƘŀǘ άǘƘŜ Jungfrau-
Aletsch-Bietschhorn area is the most glaciated part of the Alps: it encompasses the Aletsch glacier 
ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻƴƎŜǎǘ ŀƴŘ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜȄǘŜƴǎƛǾŜ ƎƭŀŎƛŜǊ ƛƴ ²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ 9ǳǊŀǎƛŀέΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ Jungfrau-
Aletsch-Bietschhorn, the comparison with the World Heritage property ά²ŜǎǘŜǊƴ /ŀǳŎŀǎǳǎέ Ŏŀƴ be 
done by showing that it does not include such extensive glaciers or such high summits; with the 
Khumbu-Everest area, the relative altitudinal gradient over short distances can be compared, to 
show that it is greater in the Aletsch area. 

¶ Natural beauty and aesthetic importance: it is not easily measured by quantitative data. Often, it is 
assessed by experts who base themselves on several qualitative arguments. The statement of signi-
ficance of the Jungfrau-Aletsch-.ƛŜǘǎŎƘƘƻǊƴ ǎƛǘŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΥ ά¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇǊessive landscape of the 
Jungfrau-Aletsch-Bietschhorn region has played an important role in European literature, art, 
mountaineering and Alpine tourism. The aesthetics of the area have attracted an international 
clientele and it is globally recognized as one of the most spectacular mountain regions to visit. The 
impressive north wall of the High Alps, centered on the Eiger/Mönch/Jungfrau and extending 20km 
ƛƴ ƭŜƴƎǘƘΣ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǳǇŜǊƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎŎŜƴƛŎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭŀƴŘǎŎŀǇŜ ƛǎ analyzed to show its importance for Eu-
ropean populations and its international importance. In this case comparisons become more diffi-

                                                           
12

 The Committee considers that this criterion should preferably be used in conjunction with other criteria. 
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cult. A set of indicators on exceptional landscape beauty would be useful to standardize these 
comparisons. 

 
Criterion (viii): being outstanding examples reprŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ǎǘŀƎŜǎ ƻŦ ŜŀǊǘƘΩǎ ƘƛǎǘƻǊȅΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 
record of life, significant on-going geological processes in the development of landforms, or significant 
geomorphic or physiographic features 
 
In this criterion, several elements are grouped: 

¶ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ history. This contains geological phenomena bearing evidence of the development of our 
planet in the past13. They can be evidence of plate tectonics, like the genesis of a mountain, or evi-
dence of meteorite impacts or glacial dynamics in the past. Outstanding universal value is defined 
basing on elements of the site and on the sequence of geological associations, which must have 
global importance. 

¶ The record of life. This contains the paleontological properties of a site. Monte San Giorgio was in-
scribed on the World Heritage List in 2003 on the basis of this criterion. Long-studied and excep-
tionally intact fossils, as well as a good management of the site, contribute to its being a reference 
at world level. In comparison with other sites, Monte San Giorgio is the most important for Triassic 
marine fauna. 

¶ The record of significant on-going ecological processes in the development of landforms. This ele-
ment is linked with processes occurring at present and having an effect on land morphology. It 
represents sites having an outstanding universal value for processes such as desertification, glaci-
ations, volcanic activity, landmass movement, fluvial and deltaic processes and coastal and marine 
processes. 

¶ Significant geomorphic or physiographic features. This part includes landscapes that are the result 
of current or past geomorphologic processes. Outstanding universal value is defined, in this case, 
according to the international scientific interest represented, but aesthetic value is often also im-
portant. This aspect of criterion (viii) can be applied to desert landscapes, glacial landscapes (includ-
ing relict ones), volcanic, fluvial, coastal, island and archipelago landscapes, as well as karst and 
caves14. 

 
Criterion (ix): being outstanding examples representing significant ongoing ecological and biological 
processes in the evolution and development of terrestrial, fresh water, coastal and marine ecosystems 
and communities of plants and animals 
 
 This criterion relies on the concepts of ecosystems and ecological and biological processes. There-
fore, it is based on observations and scientific studies. In order to facilitate comparative analyses and deci-
sions, IUCN has prepared several thematic studies (on wetlands, forests, coastal and marine ecosystems, 
island ecosystems, boreal forests, etc.) that turn out to be very useful for properties falling into this catego-
ry. 
 
 Within this series of studies, in the case of the Alps, A global overview of mountain protected areas 
in the World Heritage List by Jim Thorsell and Larry Hamilton is useful reference (2002). This study is an in-
ventory and analysis of mountain protected areas inscribed on the World Heritage List and proposes an in-
complete list of 29 areas with a strong potential for nomination. This study bases itself on a large collection 
of information and expertise: the World Centre for Monitoring and Conservation (WCMC) database, publi-
cations on the subject, the point of view of internal IUCN experts, the opinion of several members of the 
World Commission of Mountain Protected Areas, and expert advice from various regions of the world. The 
conclusions of this study show, amongst other things, that mountain areas are one of the most represented 
categories on the World Heritage List for natural and mixed properties: they make up 33% of all such prop-
erties. 
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 See IUCN 2005 Geological World Heritage: A Global Framework. 
14

 See IUCN 2008 World Heritage Caves and Karst. 
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 Though the study excludes intensively inhabited zones (like the Alps) from the proposal of potential 
sites, the Mont Blanc area is mentioned. However, its values are mostly described in terms of natural beau-
ty and aesthetic importance, in relation with criterion (vii). Nevertheless, the Jungfrau-Aletsch-Bietschhorn 
area was inscribed on the basis of criterion (ix). Thanks to its undisturbed ecosystems, to the diversity of 
exposures and climatic conditions, and to the variable retreat of glaciers generating habitats for coloniza-
tion, the value of the Jungfrau-Aletsch-Bietschhorn property is considered outstanding. It can be compared 
to Western Caucasus, with its succession and great diversity of habitats, along with undisturbed population 
dynamics of predators and prey and a sufficient size to ensure the sustainability of such processes. 
 
Criterion (x): containing the most important and significant natural habitats for in-situ conservation of 
biological diversity, including those containing threatened species of outstanding universal value from 
the point of view of science or conservation 
 
 This criterion bears many similarities to the previous one. However, though both criteria are linked, 
they are assessed on different sets of data. The potential outstanding universal value of a biodiversity site is 
to be defined in relation to its importance at worldwide biodiversity level15. It is important to rely on quan-
titative biodiversity studies and to compare results at a global scale. The presence of endemic species is al-
ǎƻ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǿƻǊƭŘ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ {ŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǎǘǳŘƛŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘƛƴƎ 
άŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎέ ŀǊŜŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ Ƙŀǎ ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ŀ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ƻǊ ǎǳōƧŜŎǘΣ relying on the biodi-
versity level (species richness, habitats, even intraspecific genetic diversity) to identify the richest areas on 
the planet. Other studies have based on the number of threatened species, therefore on the value of sites 
that support the highest number of such species. Finally, other studies have listed the most important habi-
tats at world level. IUCN published such a study, in which properties of particular importance for biodiversi-
ty are described, as well as important areas not yet represented on the World Heritage List (IUCN 2000 A 
Global Overview of Protected Areas on the World Heritage List of Particular Importance for Biodiversity). A 
methodology based on the superposition of globally important zones (given by the various existing studies) 
with the delimitation of existing properties was used, as well as a biogeographical classification for sorting 
and ranking the results. This study is more than a review of existing sites: it identifies areas that do not ap-
pear on the List. No such zone has been identified in the Alps. 
 
 An example of a mountain area inscribed under this criterion is Western Caucasus. It belongs to a 
Centre of Plant Diversity and one third ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŜƴǘǊŜΩǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅ όоллл Ǉƭŀƴǘ 
species). Moreover, a third of all species recorded in Western Caucasus are endemic. 
 
The Criteria of Authenticity and Integrity 
 
 Properties must correspond to the previous criteria, but also fulfill the conditions of authenticity 
and integrity. 
 
 Authenticity (§§ 79-86, Operational Guidelines, 2008) is a concept linked to cultural criteria. A great 
importance is given to the quality of information sources, as well as to the authenticity of shapes, materials 
or associated activities. 
 
 The condition of integrity (§§ 87-95, Operational Guidelines, 2008) must be met by all nominated 
ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΦ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ǾŀƭǳŜΦ According to § 88 of the Operational 
Guidelines (2008), a property must, in order to meet this condition: 

¶ Include all necessary elements to express its outstanding universal value; 
¶ Be of adequate size to ensure the complete representation of the features and processes which 
ŎƻƴǾŜȅ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅΩǎ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴŎŜ; 
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 See also World Heritage review n. 49, World Heritage and Biodiversity. 
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¶ Not suffer from adverse effects of development and/or neglect. 
 
 Cultural properties must be in good and stable state (§ 89, Operational Guidelines, 2008). For natu-
ral properties, integrity is more difficult to define, given the great expansion of human activities. Generally 
speaking, the natural processes, features and systems must be relatively undisturbed and not be threat-
ened by human intervention and development. Though human intervention may often be present, it must 
develop in harmony with natural values. To complete this global concept of integrity, the World Heritage 
Centre has defined specific conditions of integrity for each natural criterion (§§ 90-95, Operational Guide-
lines, 2008). 
 
Criterion (vii)  The sites must include all areas that are essential for maintaining the beauty of the prop-

erty. 
Criterion (viii)  All elements characteristic of the phenomenon must be included inside the site. 
Criterion (ix)  The size of the property must be sufficient to allow all key ecological processes to take 

place and be maintained in the long term. 
Criterion (x)  The site meets the conditions of integrity if it encompasses all necessary habitats and ele-

ments for the sustainable conservation of biodiversity. 
 
 In the case of cultural landscapes, it is important that the property be representative of all the ele-
ments accounting for its natural or cultural value. 
 
Protection and Management 
 
In order to ensure the conservation of OUV and integrity of World Heritage sites, UNESCO requires an 
effective management and protection system. In this respect, several elements are important: 
 
Legislative (national, regional, local), regulatory and contractual measures ς §§ 98, Operational Guidelines, 
2008 
 
These elements must allow the conservation of properties with regards to possible damage. The States 
Parties are responsible for the effective implementation of such measures.  
 
Boundaries and buffer zones ς §§ 99-107, Operational Guidelines, 2008 
 
Precise limits are necessary to ensure the legal protection of all features contributing to the OUV of a site. 
For natural heritage, it is important that the boundaries encompass all elements of ecological and biological 
processes, all elements of beauty or all necessary habitats to maintain biodiversity, according to the criteria 
on which the site is nominated. If a buffer zone is required for preserving the natural value of the site, it 
must be clearly defined. Buffer zones are an important element for the preservation of a natural site and 
their absence must be justified16. 
 
Management plan and sustainable use ς §§ 108-119, Operational Guidelines, 2008 
 
All World Heritage sites must have a management plan or another documented management system, 
whose aim is to ensure the sustainability of the OUV. In this respect, the plan must be, as much as possible, 
the product of a participatory process. Knowledge of the property, planning, measures, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation must be the basic elements of the management plan and they must be well 
documented. If the site does not have an effective management plan at the time of nomination, the dossier 
must mention when such a plan will take effect and what resources will be available. If the property fulfils 
the conditions of integrity but is threatened in some way, a detailed management plan must be presented 
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 See World Heritage papers n. 25, World Heritage and Buffer Zones. 
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along with the nomination dossier. The States Parties are responsible for the effective implementation of 
management plans17.  
 
In order to ensure its preservation for future generations, particular attention must also be paid to the 
sustainable use of the sites, also as far as tourism is concerned18. The exposure of the site to dangers and 
threats must be considered when preparing a nomination: for example, actual or potential natural hazards, 
including climate change19, could endanger the sites. The World Heritage Committee pays great attention 
to threatened sites: for this purpose, it has created and monitors a List of World Heritage in Danger, 
attracting international attention. Fortunately, no Alpine site is currently inscribed in this list, but the 
fragility (e.g. landslides, melting glaciers, etc.) of certain OUV sites could represent a further argument for 
their prompt inscription. ICCROM (International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of 
Cultural Property) is an advisory body, which plays a central role in providing expert advice on the 
conservation of enlisted cultural properties. 
 
The joint management of transboundary and serial transnational sites poses unique challenges, which the 
Alpine sites are well prepared to face. While it appears that the World Heritage Committee does not re-
quire the same level of legal protection as for national sites, it is clear that the sites must be sustainably 
managed and that appropriate instruments must be in place. EC Regulation n. 1082/2006 on a European 
Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EG20TC) and the 1980 Madrid Convention (European Outline Conven-
tion on Transfrontier Co-operation between Territorial Communities or Authorities) represent a unique op-
portunity for Alpine sites to enshrine their management plan within an internationally binding legal frame-
work. 
 
The Typology of Properties 
 
Cultural Heritage 
 
 Cultural Heritage is defined by article 1 of the World Heritage Convention: 
 

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΩΥ 
¶ monuments: architectural works, works of monumental sculpture and painting, elements or 

structures of an archaeological nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations of fea-
tures, which are of outstanding universal value from the point of view of history, art or sci-
ence; 

¶ groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected buildings which, because of their ar-
chitecture, their homogeneity or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal 
value from the point of view of history, art or science; 

¶ sites: works of man or the combined works of man and nature, and areas including archaeo-
logical sites which are of outstanding universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethno-
logical or anthropological points of view. 

 

                                                           
17

 See World Heritage papers n. 23, Enhancing our Heritage Toolkit, Assessing management effectiveness of natural 
World Heritage sites; see also IUCN 2008 Management Planning for World Heritage Properties : A resource manual for 
practioners. 
18

 See Burmester-Engels-Rein-Strasdas 2007 Tourism Planning and Management for World Natural Heritage Sites in 
Europe (BfN). 
19

 See World Heritage report n. 22, Climate Change and World Heritage. 
20

 See EU Council of Regions 2009 The European Grouping of Territorial Cooperation (EGTC): State of Play and 
Prospects; see also the proceedings of the meeting Strumenti giuridici della cooperazione per lo sviluppo sostenibile di 
ǳƴΩŀǊŜŀ Ƴƻƴǘŀƴŀ ǘǊŀƴǎŦǊƻƴǘŀƭƛŜǊŀ, held at the FAO in Rome on 1 June 2005 (EURAC, 2006), quoted as a good practice 
in the report to the U.N. General Assembly by the former Secretary General, Kofi Annan, Sustainable mountain 
development, 29 September 2005 (doc. A/60/309). 
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 A more detailed definition of this category of heritage is given in criteria (i)-(vi) (p. 28). 
 
Natural Heritage 
 
 Natural Heritage is defined by article 2 of the World Heritage Convention: 
 

CƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ /ƻƴǾŜƴǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ ΨƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƘŜǊƛǘŀƎŜΩΥ 
¶ natural features consisting of physical and biological formations or groups of such forma-

tions, which are of outstanding universal value from the aesthetic and scientific point of 
view; 

¶ geological and physiographical formations and precisely delineated areas which constitute 
the habitat of threatened species of animals and plants of outstanding universal value from 
the point of view of science or conservation; 

¶ natural sites or precisely delineated natural areas of outstanding universal value from the 
point of view of science, conservation or natural beauty. 

 
 Natural heritage is defined by criteria (vii)-(x) (p. 28). 
 
Mixed Heritage 
 
 Properties having outstanding universal value for both natural and cultural criteria are referred to 
ŀǎ άaƛȄŜŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέΦ 
 
Cultural Landscapes 
 
 Cultural Landscapes on the World Heritage List are properties in which the combined actions of 
Man and Nature are of outstanding universal value. They are defined in article 1 of the Convention. These 
landscapes represent important cultural elements of a region and can be examples of a spiritual relation-
ship with Nature. Their survival often implies the presence of traditional and sustainable forms of land use 
that allow a conservation of biodiversity. In 1992, the World Heritage Committee adopted different catego-
ries for this type of property (§§ 6-13, Annex 3, Operational Guidelines, 2008): 

¶ Landscapes designed and created intentionally by man: garden and parkland landscapes con-
structed for aesthetic reasons. 

¶ Organically evolved landscapes: social, economic, administrative, and/or religious imperatives 
have adapted to their natural environment by creating such landscapes. They fall into two sub-
categories: 
¶ A relict (or fossil) landscape is one in which an evolutionary process came to an end but its fea-

tures are still visible in material form. 
¶ A continuing landscape is one which retains an active social role in contemporary society 

closely associated with the traditional way of life, and in which the evolutionary process is still 
in progress. 

¶ Associative cultural landscape. Their inscription is justified by the powerful religious, artistic or cul-
tural associations of the natural element rather than material cultural evidence, which may be in-
significant or even absent. 

 
 Most Cultural Landscapes fall in the scope of cultural criteria, but they may also have outstanding 
universal value according to natural criteria21. 
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 See also World Heritage papers n. 6, World Heritage Cultural Landscapes 1992-2002, and n. 7, Cultural Landscapes: 
the Challenges of Conservation. 
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Typologies of properties 
Source: IUCN 2008 Natural World Heritage Nominations: A Resource Manual for Practitioners, p. 10. 

 

Transboundary Properties 
 
 When the nominated site is located on the adjacent territory of several States Parties, it is consid-
ŜǊŜŘ ŀǎ άǘǊŀƴǎōƻǳƴŘŀǊȅ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘȅέΦ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ /ƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜǎ 
concerned prepare the dossier and address the management of the site in close collaboration. The World 
Heritage Committee also recommends the creation of a single management structure. A property may be-
come transboundary by extension to the territory of another State (§§ 134-136, Operational Guidelines, 
2008). 
 
Serial Properties 
 

Serial properties include several geographically unrelated elements22. According to the Operational 
Guidelines, these must, however, be closely linked by other aspects and will include component parts re-
lated because they belong to: 

a) the same historico ς cultural group;  

b) the same type of property which is characteristic of the geographical zone;  

c) the same geological, geomorphological formation, the same biogeographic province, or the same 
ecosystem type. 

 
 Outstanding universal value must be borne by the series as a whole, but not necessarily by each 
separate element. 
 
 These series can be located on the territory of a single state (serial national property) or within the 
territory of different States Parties, which need not be contiguous and is nominated with the consent of all 
States Parties concerned (serial transnational property). For the latter, the recommendations of the Com-
mittee of transboundary properties apply. The nomination of a serial property can be carried out over sev-
eral nomination cycles. In this case, the first proposed property must be considered of outstanding univer-
sal value (§§ 137-139, Operational Guidelines, 2008). 
 

The concept of serial properties is currently intensively discussed by the World Heritage Committee 
seeking for an enhanced understanding and better guidance for serial World Heritage properties and the 
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opportunities and challenges resulting especially from larger complex nominations23. Two expert 
workshops on natural serial properties have already taken place24 and a overall expert meeting was held in 
Switzerland in February 2010. The World Heritage Committee will consider the outcomes of these meeting 
at its 34th Session in 2010 in Brasilia. 

                                                           
23

 Decisions 32 COM 10B (2008) and 33 COM 10A (2009). 
24

 See also the report of the 2008 workshop  Nominations and Management of Serial Natural World Heritage 
Properties (BfN Skript 248) and of that of 2009 one Serial Natural World Heritage Properties: Challenges for 
Nomination and Management. 
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The Evolution of the World Heritage List* 

 
The Global Strategy 
 
 In the early 1990s, few natural and rare mixed sites were inscribed in the World Heritage List; at 
that time, most properties were situated in developed countries, especially in Europe. In order to balance 
this situation, in 1994, the World Heritage Committee launched the άGlobal Strategy for a Balanced, Repre-
sentative and Credible World Heritage Listέ. The Global Strategy aimed at redefining the World Heritage, 
rendering it more inclusive; it also aimed at encouraging developing countries to adhere to the World Heri-
tage Convention and to include in tentative lists themes and areas that are either under represented or not 
represented at all in the World Heritage List. 
 
 From this perspective, the World Heritage Committee, in Suzhou25, agreed that 

¶ priority shall be given to States Parties with no sites and under-represented typologies; 
¶ a state already having one or more sites in the World Heritage List can nominate only one natural 

and one cultural site per year (a transnational site counts as only one site for the leading state);  
¶ the total number of new nominations shall be limited to 45 per year. 

 
Recently, in Christchurch26, the Suzhou decision underwent regular re-evaluation by the World Heritage 
Committee: 
 

While strongly recommending that the current practice of examining up to two complete nomi-
nations per State Party per year, provided that at least one of such nominations concerns a natural 
property, be maintained, [the World Heritage Committee] decides, nevertheless, on an experimental 
basis of 4 years, that a State Party be permitted to decide on the nature of the nomination, whether 
natural or cultural, as per its national priorities, its history and geography. 
 

 In the same decision, the Committee adopted the following order of priorities for the examination 
of nominations to apply in case the overall annual limit of 45 nominations is exceeded: 

a) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties with no properties inscribed on the List; 
b) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties having up to 3 properties inscribed on the 

List; 
c) nominations of properties that have been previously excluded due to the annual limit of 45 nomi-

nations and the application of these priorities; 
d) nominations of properties for natural heritage; 
e) nominations of properties for mixed heritage; 
f) nominations of transboundary/transnational properties; 
g) nominations from States Parties in Africa, the Pacific and the Caribbean; 
h) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that ratified the World Heritage Convention 

over the last 10 years prior to their submission; 
i) nominations of properties submitted by States Parties that have not submitted nominations for ten 

years or more; 

                                                           
* 
This section was drafted by EURAC (2008) and revised on the basis of the observations received from the members of 

the Working Group. 
25

 See Decision 28 COM 13.1 (2004). 
26

 See Decision 31 COM 10 (2007); see also § 61 of the Operational Guidelines, as revised in 2008. 
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j) when applying this priority system, date of receipt of full and complete nominations by the World 
Heritage Centre shall be used as a secondary factor to determine the priority between those nomi-
nations that would not be designated by the previous points. 

 
 Furthermore, this strategy is implemented through specific studies and meetings. Concerning nat-
ural and cultural properties in general, the gap analyses by IUCN and ICOMOS represented an important 
step towards a more balanced, representative and credible World Heritage List; regarding mountain sites, 
the study A Global Overview of Mountain Protected Areas on the World Heritage List by Jim Thorsell and 
Larry Hamilton, published in 2002 by UNEP/WCMC, provided a broad analysis of mountain natural sites, 
especially as far as protected areas are concerned; concerning Alpine sites, the expert meetings of Hallstatt 
(2000) and Turin (2001), as well as the activities of the Alpine Convention, contributed to the implementa-
tion at the regional level of the global strategy envisaged by the World Heritage Committee. In this regard, 
the Alpine area is considered a model region for its proactiveness and the level of cooperation. 
 
 These studies and expert meetings indicate that, though European properties are over-represented 
in comparison with other continents and, though mountain systems are also over-represented relatively to 
other biomes (see figure below), Alpine natural sites and cultural landscapes are not over-represented in 
the World Heritage List27. 
 
 Today, the only natural and mixed sites within the perimeter of the Alpine Convention are the two 
natural sites Jungfrau-Aletsch-Bietschhorn and Monte San Giorgio, both situated in Switzerland and in-
scribed in 2001 and 2003 respectively, together with the newly inscribed sites of the Tectonic Arena Sar-
dona and the Dolomites, located in the heart of the Swiss and Italian Alps.  
 
 Alpine states are conscious of the outstanding value of some Alpine sites, acknowledged for exam-
ple in Turin (2001) and supported also by the analyses of some experts28. Therefore, a number of Alpine 
sites were inserted in the respective Tentative Lists. A complete, updated list of the Alpine sites included in 
the World Heritage List and in the National Tentative Lists can be found in Annex 3 and 4.  
 

 
 

Mountain sites in the World Heritage List 
Source: American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), Atlas of Population & Environment  

(University of California Press: Berkeley 2001), p. 124-125. 
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 See Andrea Burmester, Barbara Engels & Birgit Scheuerbrandt, World Natural Heritage and Cultural Landscapes in 
9ǳǊƻǇŜΥ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ²ƻǊƭŘ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜ (Federal Agency for Nature Conservation: Bonn 2005). 
28

 See for example the presentation by Jim Torsell at Hallstatt (2000, p. 3-4), the study Global Overview of Mountain 
Protected Areas (2004, p. 19) and the report Gathering and analysis of existing documentation on natural World 
Heritage in the Alps (2006, p. 28-29). 
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Number of natural and mixed sites by Udvardy biomes 
Source: Chris Magin and Stuart Chape, Review of the World Heritage Network: Biogeography, Habitats and Biodiversity (UNEP/WCMC & IUCN: Cambridge 2004), p. 829. 

 

The Harmonization Process 
 

 The National Tentative Lists are an inventory of the sites within the territory of a State Party which 
considers them suitable for inscription in the World Heritage List30. In order to be nominated, a site shall be 
present in the Tentative Lists and shall be so for at least a year before its submission to the World Heritage 
Centre by 1 February. The aim of Tentative Lists is to allow the States Parties to harmonize their proposals 
and to assist the advisory bodies in the preparation of comparative studies on a regional and thematic ba-
sis. The harmonization of Tentative Lists and the analyses of the advisory bodies aim at contributing to 
promote, on the one hand, more successful nominations and, on the other, to make the procedures more 
efficient and to promote a more balanced, representative and credible World Heritage List. 
 

 In the Alpine context this process started in the late 1990s. This initial effort culminated with the 
meetings in Hallstatt (2000) and Turin (2001), leading to the inclusion of a number of Alpine sites in the Na-
tional Tentative Lists. However, in 2007 the World Heritage Centre remarked that no transboundary or 
transnational sites had been proposed yet31. This coincided with the timely launching of a second phase of 
harmonization, with the creation of this Working Group under the Alpine Convention. 
 

 So, following the Operational Guidelines (2008) in which the World Heritage Committee encour-
aged the States tŀǊǘƛŜǎ άǘƻ harmonize their Tentative Lists at regional and thematic levelέΣ a new phase of 
harmonization was launched. The Permanent Committee of the Alpine Convention assigned to the Work-
ƛƴƎ DǊƻǳǇ ά¦b9{/h ²ƻǊƭŘ IŜǊƛǘŀƎŜέ32, among its other specific goals, ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ άcontributing to the harmo-
nization ƻŦ ¢ŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ [ƛǎǘǎέ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ άǘƘŜ nomination of Alpine sites, especially 
transboundary and serial transnational ones, ώΧϐ also concerning the definition of programs, systems or 
mechanismǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜǎέ33. 
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 Note that the number of sites per biome refers to 2004 and is inflated by the presence of more than one biome in 
the same site. See also the presentation by Harald Plachter in Burmester-Engels-Scheuerbrandt 2005 World Natural 
Heritage and Cultural Landscapes in Europe (BfN Skript 149), p. 35-37. However, several new mountain sites were 
inscribed in the recent years: for instance, eight in 2008 and five in 2009 (Mount Wutai, China; Sulamain-Too, 
Kyrgyzstan; Caral-Supe, Peru; La Chaux-de-Fonds / Le Locle, Switzerland; and The Dolomites, Italy). 
30

 See the Operational Guidelines (2008, § 62-76). 
31

 See the Periodic Reporting and Action Plan Europe (2007, p. 36). 
32

 See the Operational Guidelines (2008, § 73). 
33

 See the point 9 of the minutes of the 35
th
 meeting of the Permanent Committee of 2-4 May 2007 in Lanslebourg, 

France, as well as their annexes. 
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Map of Alpine natural, mixed sites and cultural landscapes 




















































