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1. Introduction

World Heritage (WH) cities are developing cities. They 
live and change constantly. The daily management of 
these cities is in the hands of local authorities. It is also 
in their hands to preserve their urban resources next to 
urban planning or in relation to other urban resources 
(e.g., architectural fabric of individual buildings or struc-
tures). The Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) approach 
defines guidelines to help these local authorities in or-
der to preserve their urban resources in parallel with 
a sustainable development of the city.1 The integration 
of these kinds of heritage policies in urban local contexts 
is understudied.2 Landorf (2009) studied the integration 
of sustainable development principles in management 
plans of six cultural WH sites in the United Kingdom. She 
found out that the management plans only partially inte-
grated the sustainable development principles, which is 
a concern „given that the management plans in question 
are considered by many to be exemplars in the field and 
possible models for the development of management 
plans of other sites”.3 Bennink et al. (2013) and Bruin et 
al. (2013) studied the integration of the first step of the 
HUL approach in heritage and urban policies of respec-
tively Edinburgh and Amsterdam. 

The HUL approach’s aim is twofold. It aims at provid-
ing a definition and to contribute to the understanding 
of historic environments. Secondly, it aims at guiding the 
integration of „urban conservation within an overall sus-
tainable development framework” with the application 
of six doctrinal steps.4 Veldpaus (2015) synthesised the 
doctrinal steps of the HUL approach in order to make 
a classification in how the heritage management is or-
ganised (Fig. 1). 

An assessment on the integration of these steps in lo-
cal policies contributes to the understanding of the rela-
tion and impact of the HUL approach and the discussion 

1  UNESCO 2011.
2  Veldpaus 2015; Van Oers 2015.
3  Landorf 2009: 66.
4  The HUL guidebook 2016: 11; UNESCO 2011.

that the policies of WH cities are accurate and detailed 
enough. Secondly, this research aims to contribute to 
understand what the urban resources mapped in policy 
documents according to the first step of the HUL ap-
proach are. Finally, for the first time, the policy analysis 
tool will be tested for comparative analysis.

The WH cities of Amsterdam, Edinburgh and Queré-
taro were chosen since they are all inscribed under 
criteria (ii) and (iv) and can be considered has having 
relatively large site areas designated as WH (Fig. 2). 
Criterion (ii) represents properties, which „exhibit an 
important interchange of human values, over a span of 
time or within a cultural area of the world, on develop-
ments in architecture or technology, monumental arts, 
town-planning or landscape design”.5 Criterion (iv) is 
appointed to a property if it represents „an outstanding 
example of a type of building, architectural or technical 
ensemble or landscape which illustrates (a) significant 
stage(s) in human history”.6 One can say that these two 
criteria „relates primarily to the ephemeral values associ-
ated with the material reality of a place”.7 The WH city 
of Amsterdam is also inscribed under (i). Consequently, 
the Seventeenth-Century Canal Ring Area of Amsterdam 
inside the Singelgracht represents „a masterpiece of hu-
man creative genius”.8 

The site area designated as WH is the smallest in the 
case of Amsterdam (198 ha), but it has the largest buffer 
zone (482 ha) in comparison with the other case studies. 
The buffer zone comprises an area bigger than double 
the site area. The buffer zone of Amsterdam is also the 
only one that wholly surrounds the area of the site. Ed-
inburgh has the biggest site area (444 ha) and no buffer 
zone. Querétaro’s WH area is smaller than the WH site 
of Edinburgh with an area 258 ha. The buffer zone of 
Querétaro does not exceed its WH site area, nor sur-
rounds the whole WH site. The buffer zone comprises 
two buffer areas at the site area’s flanks. 

5  UNESCO 2015.
6  UNESCO 2015.
7  Landorf 2009.
8  UNESCO 2015: criterion (i).
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Fig. 1. Steps defined in the HUL approach and the heritage management process steps defined by Veldpaus (2015)

Fig. 2. The WH cities of Amsterdam, Edinburgh and Querétaro (Gutscoven 2016)

Amsterdam has the biggest urban area and highest 
population. Respectively Edinburgh and Querétaro follow 
up Amsterdam both in urban area sizes and amounts of 
inhabitants. All the WH properties are located in socio-
economic important cities. Amsterdam is the capital of 
the Netherlands, Edinburgh is the capital of Scotland 
(part of the United Kingdom) and Querétaro is the capital 
of the Mexican state wherein it is located. The countries 
wherein the European case studies are located can be 
considered as high-income countries.9 Mexico is con-
sidered as an upper-middle-income country. 

9  United Nations 2014.

2. Methodology

In order to understand and compare the integration of 
the HUL approach in local policies, previous research re-
garding the cities of Amsterdam and Edinburgh10 is com-
bined with new research regarding the city of Querétaro. 
The global overview of the methods used in this research 
is summarised (Fig. 3). The method used to perform the 
policy analysis of the three case studies is the Policy 
Analysis Tool. Consequently, this research also contrib-
utes to the testing of the tool for comparative analysis.

10  Bennink et al. 2013; Bruin et al. 2013.
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2.1. Policy Analysis Tool

The Policy Analysis Tool, also known as the HUL assess-
ment framework11 is taxonomy based. This allows a frag-
mented discussion on the policies and management 
practices. This fragmented nature also facilitates a com-
parative analysis in both a qualitative as a quantitative 
manner.12 Lastly, the tool has proved to increase the un-
derstanding of the presence of the concepts in policy. 

The Policy Analysis Tool is composed by three catego-
ries: what (“what is heritage?” or the attributes), why 
(“why is it heritage?” or the values) and who (“who de-
fines it as heritage?” or the actors). Each of the three 
categories is cross-related to each of the eight steps of 
the heritage management process (how) (Fig. 4A). In this 
research only the first process step will be assessed in 
cross relation with each parameter of the what compo-
nent (Fig. 4B). The first step concerns all the resources of 
a city, so it goes beyond the scope of attributes and her-
itage (Fig. 5). The categories of the “what is heritage?” 
component were slightly different in the researches done 
by Bennink et al. (2013) and Bruin et al. (2013) and their 
data were updated in order to be able to compare the 
case studies with the one of Querétaro. 

11  Veldpaus and Pereira Roders 2013.
12  Veldpaus 2015.

2.2. Assessment scale

Each parameter of the framework is evaluated using an 
assessment scale (from 0 to 5) (Fig. 6). The scale is based 
on the amount of times a certain activity is executed, 
and this for the amount of projects (one or multiple).13 
The term “activity” refers to the process steps of the 
HUL. A higher score indicates a better application or in-
tegration of the HUL in the analyzed policy document. In 
an ideal situation, all the resources receive the highest 
score (5), which means that all the resources are regu-
larly mapped. The assessment scale provides to „reveal 
if a certain activity is done as a pilot (rating 1 or 2) or 
in a more structural manner (rating 3 or higher)”14. For 
example, the Welstandsnota over de schoonheid van 
Amsterdam (or the Memorandum on the beauty of 
Amsterdam)15 contains a waarderingskaart (appreciation 
map) whereof all the bridges are classified. According to 
the assessment scale, this means that the Welstandsno-
ta receives at least a “1” since the bridges have been 
mapped for the “urban element” parameter. If other 
urban elements are classified – for example, squares – 
than the Welstandsnota would receive a “2”, since two 

13  Veldpaus and Pereira Roders 2013.
14  Bruin et al. 2013: 379–380.
15  City of Amsterdam 2013.

Fig. 3. Methodology (Gutscoven 2016)
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Fig. 4. Policy Analysis Tool (Veldpaus and Pereira Roders 2013, and Veldpaus 2015)

Fig. 5. Scope of the first heritage management 
process (Gutscoven 2016)
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different resources are mapped in one category.16 If, in-
stead, the classifications of the bridges were mapped on 
different moments in time, the Welstandsnota would 
receive a “3”. Doing this, each parameter is assessed per 
document and for all the documents together (cumula-
tive rating of all documents together). 

2.3. Mapping of resources

The assessment scale is too limited in scope to include 
every element that can be interpreted as the “mapping 
of resources”. An overview of different kinds of “map-
ping of resources” is given in Fig. 7. This observation is 
not new. Moreover, in former applications of the Policy 
Analysis Tool this different kind of mapping was already 
taken into account by creating different frameworks.17 By 
further specifying the activity (i.e., breaking up the first 
step of the heritage management process), each activity 
can have its own framework. Since the aim is to com-
pare the frameworks, so there for the activities, each 
activity should be clearly defined. The different ways to 
map the resources are ordered from the basic minimum 
of mapping to the most extensive. Firstly, resources 
can be mentioned in a general text (textual description 
of resources or identification of resources). Resources 
can also be located in a map or a table (locating of re-
sources). This can also happen on different levels, for 
example, on a building or area scale. Thirdly, resources 
can be analyzed and compared over time (determination 
of the evolution of the resources). This is taken into ac-
count in the assessment scale (“one time” versus “mul-
tiple times”). These three steps are equal to the ones 
defined for the first stage of the heritage impact assess-
ment.18 Finally, the state of conservation of resources 
can be assessed. The last stages are highly intertwined 
with further process steps in the heritage management 
process (e.g., process step 3: “define resources that are 
vulnerable to threats” [see Fig. 1]). Of the four ways to 

16  Bennink et al. 2013.
17  Bennink et al. 2013.
18  Pereira Roders and Van Oers 2013.

map a resource, the assessment scale only takes “evolu-
tion of resources” in regard (i.e., the activity happened 
multiple times). 

Another bias of the assessment scale is that some 
kinds of activity (Fig. 7) can be interpreted in different 
ways. For example, in the case of the first stage (identi-
fication of resources), it is not totally clear when it does 
at least receive a “1” on the assessment scale. There is 
a difference between the mere mentioning that a build-
ing has a certain style (e.g., classical) and the further 
elaboration on the style and how it is constituted in the 
building (e.g., the style is represented by specific deco-
rative columns on the façade). Can the resource be con-
sidered as (textually) mapped in the first case, or only in 
the second case? 

3. Researched documents

In Fig. 8, the researched documents are organised follow-
ing their nature (urban development and heritage policy 
documents). The policy documents are colour coded 
accordingly in the Policy Analysis Tool. The policy docu-
ments were chosen based on their relevance and their 
representation of the management structure. 

4. Results
4.1. Textual description of resources

Almost all the parameters are covered in the policy 
documents (12 out of 18 in the case of Querétaro, 16 
out of 18 in the case of Edinburgh). This can indicate 
that the first step of the HUL is mainly understood as 
the textual description of resources.19 The textual de-
scription of resources is however not sufficient since it 
does not provide an overview of where resources are 
located. Consequently, there exists no overview of the 
evolution of the urban resources, nor about the state of 
conservation.

19  Bennink et al. 2013.

Fig. 6. Assessment scale (Veldpaus and 
Pereira Roders 2013, and Veldpaus 2015)
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4.2. Precise location of resources

In the case of Querétaro, the textual description of re-
sources receives higher scores than the precise location 
of resources. This trend is verified by the case of Edin-
burgh and Amsterdam. In the case of Amsterdam, due 
to the abundance of textual resources, this framework 
was even not considered in the research. 

Within the intangible parameters, only Amsterdam 
precisely locates resources on a structural base. The 
Factsheets 2012 provides the number of dwellings and 
other function related data for the core zone, buffer zone 
and the central borough for the years 2011 and 2012. 
At the same time, it provides basic demographic data. 
Moreover, the zoning plans did map intangible resources. 
Furthermore, each ground floor function (except if it has 
a housing function) was mapped for almost every ten 
years. Only in the case of Querétaro, were zones distin-
guished according to their use and amount of monu-
ments. 

Within the tangible parameters, the “building” and 
“urban element” parameter are mapped on a structural 
base for Amsterdam and Querétaro. In Edinburgh this is 
done as a pilot. However, the skyline study does cover 
more parameters, which on its turn are not covered in 
the cases of Amsterdam and Querétaro (e.g., “ensem-
ble”, “context”, “area” and “layering” parameter).

As concluded in the case of Edinburgh, the most rep-
resented parameters are equal to the ones that repre-
sent more established practice. In other words, demo-
graphic data and function related data are more common 
to map than these belonging to the other intangible 
parameters. Finally, it can be noticed that the monitor-
ing on a more structural manner happens mainly (if not 
solely) for the asset-related resources.

5. Conclusions and discussions

This study set out to assess the extent to which local 
policy documents confirmed the first step of the HUL 
approach. This is done by means of a comparative per-
spective of Amsterdam, Edinburgh and Querétaro. It can 
be considered that the management of the WH cities 
is exemplary in the case of Amsterdam and Edinburgh. 
Amsterdam is known as a forerunner and early adopter 
of the HUL.20 Edinburgh is known for its integration of 
heritage policies in urban development policies and as 
having a dense network of social institutions. The results 
acted as a first step to evaluate exemplary cases and to 
put the cases into perspective by means of comparison.

20  The HUL guidebook 2016.

Fig. 7. Mapping of resources (Bennink et al. 
2013)

Fig. 8. Researched documents of each case study (Gutscoven 2016)
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On policy level, the study found that if the mapping 
of resources is understood as the textual descriptions of 
resources, then one could conclude that the first step of 
the heritage management process is considerably well 
integrated in local policy documents. However, the mere 
descriptions of resources do not allow us to create an 
overview of the location of urban resources, their evolu-
tion and the state of conservation of the whole property.

If mapping of resources is understood as the precise 
locating of resources, it can be concluded that only Am-
sterdam was mapped considering both intangible as tan-
gible urban resources on a structural base. The sample 
study in Querétaro revealed that only some of the tangi-
ble attributes were precisely located on a structural base. 
In Edinburgh, the only precise mapping happened in the 
Skyline Study of the researched documents. The Skyline 
Study however proved to be innovative in the sense that 
it is the only document that precisely mapped urban re-
sources under the ensemble and context parameter. 

The results revealed that on the level of precise locat-
ing of urban resources a lot more should still be done. 
Especially, since the next steps of the heritage manage-
ment process includes steps like the identification of the 
threatened and vulnerable resources. To map everything 
on a structural manner is maybe too idealistic when tak-
ing into account financial, practical and time limits. But 
still, how can urban resources be management if it is not 
clear where they are located? Solutions to tackle these 
gaps can be found in for example the use of a GIS, which 
is already available to provide information like character, 
classification, state of conservation, etc. to more than 
18000 properties in the case of Querétaro. Also in Am-
sterdam, more data is available. According to Bruin et 
al. (2013) there is rather a lack of analysis than a lack of 
data in monitoring of Amsterdam’s resources. In the case 
study of Amsterdam, an interview with an urban planner 

at the Central Borough of Amsterdam revealed that re-
search is mainly carried out on a need-base. Thus, when 
problematic developments look to occur, an investigation 
is ordered.21 These developments are then assessed re-
garding the current situation, but not necessarily evalu-
ated or compared to earlier situations.22

Finally, this report contributed to the testing of the 
policy analysis tool for the comparison of different cases. 
In this case the researcher was only the assessor of one 
of the three case studies. However, since the raw data 
and subsequent analysis could be provided (in the form 
of excel sheets) and discussions with the assessor(s) of 
the other case studies was possible, the objectivity was 
increased to the maximum. This situation is however not 
straightforward. Therefore, it should be recommended to 
precisely elaborate and to be transparent about each of 
the scores given for each of the documents by means of 
the assessment scale.

The comparison of the case studies is only valuable if 
the same understanding of “mapping of resources” ex-
ists. To increase objectivity, the different steps of “map-
ping of resources” were first entangled and then further 
defined. 

Future recommendations include the addition of 
other relevant policy documents to the analysis. For 
example, in the case of the WH city of Amsterdam, the 
data gathered per building by the Quality Monitor was 
not taken into account.23 In the case of Edinburgh, the 
Periodic Report and the Local Development Plan (devel-
opment department of the Edinburgh City Council) were 
also considered as useful inclusions in the policy analysis 
tool.

21  Bruin et al. 2013.
22  Bruin et al. 2013.
23  Bruin et al. 2013.

Fig. 9. Textual description of resources (Gutscoven 2016)
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