
 

World heritage cities and sustainable urban development

Citation for published version (APA):
Guzman, P. C. (2017). World heritage cities and sustainable urban development: bridging global and local levels
in monitoring the sustainable urban development of world heritage cities. [Phd Thesis 1 (Research TU/e /
Graduation TU/e), Built Environment]. Technische Universiteit Eindhoven.

Document status and date:
Published: 25/10/2017

Document Version:
Publisher’s PDF, also known as Version of Record (includes final page, issue and volume numbers)

Please check the document version of this publication:

• A submitted manuscript is the version of the article upon submission and before peer-review. There can be
important differences between the submitted version and the official published version of record. People
interested in the research are advised to contact the author for the final version of the publication, or visit the
DOI to the publisher's website.
• The final author version and the galley proof are versions of the publication after peer review.
• The final published version features the final layout of the paper including the volume, issue and page
numbers.
Link to publication

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

            • Users may download and print one copy of any publication from the public portal for the purpose of private study or research.
            • You may not further distribute the material or use it for any profit-making activity or commercial gain
            • You may freely distribute the URL identifying the publication in the public portal.

If the publication is distributed under the terms of Article 25fa of the Dutch Copyright Act, indicated by the “Taverne” license above, please
follow below link for the End User Agreement:
www.tue.nl/taverne

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us at:
openaccess@tue.nl
providing details and we will investigate your claim.

Download date: 24. May. 2023

https://research.tue.nl/en/publications/8308d33a-f309-4318-9442-b8140a893892


 

WORLD HERITAGE CITIES AND SUSTAINABLE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

Bridging global and local levels in monitoring the sustainable urban development of World 

Heritage Cities 

 

 

 

PROEFSCHRIFT  

 

 

 

ter verkrijging van de graad van doctor aan de Technische Universiteit Eindhoven, op gezag 

van de rector magnificus prof.dr.ir. F.P.T. Baaijens,  

voor een commissie aangewezen door het College voor Promoties, in het openbaar te 

verdedigen op woensdag 25 oktober 2017 om 14:00 uur 

 

 

door 

 

 

Paloma Cecilia Guzman Molina 

geboren te Queretaro, Mexico 

 

 

 



Guidelines for Optimal Partially Premixed Combustion Operation
by Jos Reijnders
Technische Universiteit Eindhoven, 2017

Typeset with LATEX2ε
Cover design: RKDmedia (Ron Kuipers)
Printed by: Dereumaux (dmxprint)

Copyright © 2017 by J.J.E. Reijnders

A catalogue record is available from the Eindhoven University of Technology Library.
ISBN: 978-90-386-4348-9

All rights reserved. No part of the material protected by this copyright notice may be
produced or utilised in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including
photocopying, recording or by any information storage and retrieval system, without
the prior written permission of the author.

World heritage cities and sustainable urban development
by Paloma Guzman
Technische Universiteit Eindhoven, 2017

Typeset with LATEX2
Cover photo: Querétaro, Mexico by P. Guzman
Printed by: Dereumaux (dmxprint)

Copyright © 2017 by P. Guzman

A catalogue record is available from the Eindhoven University of Technology Library.  
ISBN: 978-90-386-4362-5

All rights reserved. No part of the material protected by this copyright notice may be produced 
or utilised in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, 
recording or by any information storage and retrieval system, without the prior written 
permission of the author.





1 
 

  

de promotoren en de samenstelling van de promotiecommissie is als volgt:  

 

voorzitter:    prof.ir. E.S.M. Nelissen prof.dr.  

1e promotor:    prof.dr. B.J.F. Colenbrander 

copromotor:   dr. A.R. Gomes Mendes M. Pereira Roders  

leden:    prof.dr.ir. P.J.V. Van Wesemael 

   dr.ir. Astrid D.A.M. Kemperman  

    prof.dr. C. Ost (ICHEC Brussels Management School) 

prof.dr. L.F. Girard ( Università degli Studi di Napoli "Federico 

II") 

  



2 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To my mother and the women of my family 

  



3 
 

  

ACCRONYMS 

CONACYT  Mexico’s Council for Science and Technology 

HIA   Heritage Impact Assessments 

HUL   Historic Urban Landscape 

ICOMOS   International Council on Monuments and Sites 

LAC   Latin America and the Caribbean 

LUDCI   Local urban development common indicators 

MDP   Municipal Development Plan 

QHMZ   Queretaro’s Historic Monument Zone 

QHMZ-DP  Queretaro’s Historic Monument Zone Development Plan 

QHMZ-MP  Queretaro’s Historic Monument Zone Management Plan 

SECTURS  Mexican Ministry of Tourism 

SUD   Sustainable urban development 

SWOT   Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats 

UDCI   Urban development common indicators 

UNESCO CDIS  UNESCO Culture for Development Indicators  

UNESCO FCS  UNESCO Framework for Cultural Statistics  

UNESCO SoC  UNESCO State of Conservation report 

UNESCO WHC  UNESCO World Heritage Center 

UNESCO   United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

UN-HABITAT  United Nations Human Settlements program 

WH   World Heritage 

WHC    World Heritage Cities 



4 
 

  

LIST OF FIGURES  

Figure 1 adapted from Soini and Birkeland (2014) “Culture in SD discourses” ....... 25 

Figure 2 Research scheme ....................................................................................... 35 

Figure 3 UNESCO Framework for Cultural Statistics Domains ................................. 38 

Figure 4 Dimensions of sustainability and their interactions .................................. 49 

Figure 5 Trends on references to cultural heritage in urban monitoring tools ....... 55 

Figure 6 Classification and count of indicators ........................................................ 67 

Figure 7 Classification and count of practices ......................................................... 67 

Figure 8 Classification and count of references ....................................................... 67 

Figure 9 Indicators analyzed .................................................................................... 82 

Figure 10 Referenced UDCI and number of keywords ............................................ 83 

Figure 11 Sample of WHC analyzed ......................................................................... 84 

Figure 12 Classification by Property description ..................................................... 84 

Figure 13 SWOT analysis .......................................................................................... 86 

Figure 14 SWOT classification per UDCI................................................................... 87 

Figure 15 Coverage of Sustainability dimensions .................................................... 88 

Figure 16 Classification of LUDCI ........................................................................... 107 

Figure 17 Classification of all indicators ................................................................. 107 

Figure 18 Querétaro's Historic District’s area of action (adapted from IMPLAN, 

2010) ...................................................................................................................... 120 

Figure 19 SWOT analysis ........................................................................................ 129 

Figure 20 Consensus among reports...................................................................... 129 

Figure 21 Urban Factors ......................................................................................... 129 

Figure 22 SWOT of identified urban factors per document analyzed ................... 140 

Figure 23 Comparative analysis scheme ................................................................ 148 

Figure 24 Analysis scheme of the urban development discipline ......................... 150 

Figure 25 Share of sustainability dimensions in cultural heritage indicators ........ 156 

Figure 26 Analysis scheme for cultural heritage discipline .................................... 157 

Figure 27 Share of common indicators found per discipline and level of analysis 157 

Figure 28 Distribution of Sustainability dimensions per group of analysis ............ 158 

Figure 29 SWOT comparative analysis ................................................................... 159 

  

  

file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155065
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155066
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155067
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155068
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155069
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155070
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155071
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155072
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155073
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155075
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155077
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155078
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155079
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155080
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155081
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155082
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155082
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155083
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155084
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155085
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155086
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155087
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155088
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155089
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155090
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155091
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155092
file:///C:/Users/bwpcguz/surfdrive/Paloma%20PhD/Publications/THESIS/ThesisB5_PCGM_TUE.docx%23_Toc493155093


5 
 

  

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1 Definitions of Cultural Domains from UNESCO FCS (UNESCO 2009) .......... 39 

Table 2 Sustainability dimensions according to UNESCO (2013) ............................. 41 

Table 3 List of analyzed urban reports ..................................................................... 54 

Table 4 References to cultural heritage at the strategic level from the urban 

development perspective ........................................................................................ 58 

Table 5 Best practices based on the conservation of cultural heritage (*World 

Heritage Cities) ......................................................................................................... 61 

Table 6 List of analyzed heritage-related indicators ................................................ 65 

Table 7 List of selected reports (from Guzman et al. 2017) .................................... 77 

Table 8 Coding Table ................................................................................................ 79 

Table 9 Classification of UDCI per sustainability dimensions and frequency of use 81 

Table 10 Summary of the six reports analyzed ...................................................... 101 

Table 11 Grid of references to Sustainability and Cultural Heritage ..................... 103 

Table 12 List of frequently used indicators in the Mexican urban context ........... 104 

Table 13 List of cultural heritage-related indicators (CHI) ..................................... 110 

Table 14 Description of analyzed documents ........................................................ 122 

Table 15 Coding instrument ................................................................................... 123 

Table 16 Analysis of Sustainable development approaches per governance level.

 ............................................................................................................................... 127 

Table 17 Urban factors referenced among QHMZ documents ............................. 128 

Table 18 Strengths ................................................................................................. 130 

Table 19 Weaknesses ............................................................................................. 132 

Table 20 Opportunities .......................................................................................... 136 

Table 21 Threats..................................................................................................... 138 

Table 22 List of global and local urban reports analyzed ...................................... 149 

Table 23 Strategic level: Strategic Planning initiatives .......................................... 151 

Table 24 Strategic level: Heritage as an urban asset ............................................. 153 

Table 25 Operational level ..................................................................................... 154 

Table 26 List of extracted indicators monitoring cultural heritage ....................... 155 

Table 27 List of common urban factors and indicators ......................................... 160 

Table 28 List of indicators monitoring the state of conservation of QHMZ .......... 162 

  



6 
 

  

CONTENTS 
 

ACCRONYMS ........................................................................................................................................... 3 

LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................................................... 4 

LIST OF TABLES ........................................................................................................................................ 5 

AKNOWLEDGMENTS ............................................................................................................................... 9 

PROLOGUE ............................................................................................................................................ 10 

BRIDGING THE GAP BETWEEN SUSTAINABLE URBAN DEVELOPMENT AND THE MANAGEMENT OF 
WORLD HERITAGE CITIES ...................................................................................................................... 13 

GLOBAL COMMITMENTS TO THE INCLUSION OF CULTURAL HERITAGE IN SUSTAINABLE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT ................................................................................................................................ 13 

SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES IN URBAN DEVELOPMENT: THE ROLE OF MONITORING TOOLS ........ 19 

THE USE OF INDICATORS FOR THE MONITORING OF SUSTAINABLE URBAN DEVELOPMENT .......... 21 

PRINCIPLES OF SUSTAINABILITY FROM THE CULTURAL HERITAGE PERSPECTIVE ............................ 25 

THE ROLE OF MONITORING SYSTEMS IN CULTURAL HERITAGE MANAGEMENT ............................. 27 

PROBLEM STATEMENT ..................................................................................................................... 30 

QUERÉTARO, MEXICO AS CASE STUDY ............................................................................................ 31 

METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................................... 33 

RESEARCH AIMS ............................................................................................................................... 34 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS ..................................................................................................................... 34 

CHAPTER 1 ............................................................................................................................................ 46 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 47 

The Links between Sustainable Development and Cultural Heritage within the Urban Context ..... 48 

Monitoring Sustainable Urban Development and Cultural Heritage by Means of Indicators .......... 50 

Methodology ................................................................................................................................... 52 

Results and Discussion ..................................................................................................................... 53 

Trends in the urban monitoring of cultural heritage ................................................................... 55 

Cultural heritage-related indicators ............................................................................................ 63 

Comparative analysis on the coverage of sustainability dimensions .......................................... 66 

Conclusions ...................................................................................................................................... 68 

CHAPTER 2 ............................................................................................................................................ 70 



7 
 

  

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 71 

Towards a Sustainable Management of Cultural Heritage .............................................................. 72 

Literature Trends on the Assessment of Cultural Heritage Management in the Urban Context ..... 73 

Methodology ................................................................................................................................... 77 

Results .............................................................................................................................................. 80 

The shortlist of Urban Development Common Indicators ........................................................... 80 

Urban Development Common Indicators identified as urban factors affecting the conservation 

of World Heritage Cities .............................................................................................................. 82 

Sustainability dimensions ............................................................................................................ 88 

Conclusions ...................................................................................................................................... 89 

CHAPTER 3 ............................................................................................................................................ 93 

Introduction ..................................................................................................................................... 94 

Sustainable Development in Emerging Urban Context .................................................................... 95 

Challenges of Sustainable Development in Mexican Emerging Cities .............................................. 96 

Methodology ................................................................................................................................... 98 

Case study description ................................................................................................................. 98 

Results and Discussion ................................................................................................................... 100 

Approaches to sustainability and cultural heritage ................................................................... 101 

Analysis of urban indicators ...................................................................................................... 104 

Analysis of cultural heritage-related indicators ........................................................................ 108 

Conclusions .................................................................................................................................... 111 

CHAPTER 4 .......................................................................................................................................... 113 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 114 

Monitoring for Sustainable Urban Practices .................................................................................. 116 

Sustainable Development, Governance Challenges in Mexico ...................................................... 117 

Cultural Heritage Management in Mexico’s Urban Context .......................................................... 119 

Methodology ................................................................................................................................. 120 

Results ............................................................................................................................................ 124 

Approaches to sustainable urban development and cultural heritage...................................... 124 

Urban factors affecting the conservation of QHMZ and their coverage of sustainability 

dimensions ................................................................................................................................ 127 

SWOT analysis ........................................................................................................................... 128 

Conclusions .................................................................................................................................... 139 

CHAPTER 5 .......................................................................................................................................... 144 



8 
 

  

Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 145 

Monitoring the Sustainable Development of Cultural Heritage .................................................... 145 

Methods ......................................................................................................................................... 148 

Results ............................................................................................................................................ 150 

Strategic level ............................................................................................................................ 151 

Operational level ....................................................................................................................... 153 

Monitoring level ........................................................................................................................ 154 

Share of urban indicators and urban factors identified at global and local levels. ................... 157 

Coverage of sustainability dimensions per discipline at the global and local levels .................. 158 

Comparison of SWOT at global and local levels ........................................................................ 159 

Common urban indicators for the sustainable development of WHC applicable to the QHMZ. 160 

Local indicators for managing the QHMZ, bridges and gaps to monitor identified urban 

factors ....................................................................................................................................... 161 

Conclusion ...................................................................................................................................... 164 

CHAPTER 6 .......................................................................................................................................... 167 

Conclusions and Recommendations .............................................................................................. 167 

RESEARCH RELEVANCE ................................................................................................................... 168 

RESEARCH QUESTION .................................................................................................................... 169 

LIMITATIONS .................................................................................................................................. 176 

FURTHER RESEARCH AND RECOMMENDATIONS ........................................................................... 177 

SOURCES ............................................................................................................................................. 180 

APENDICES .......................................................................................................................................... 192 

APENDIX A LIST OF PUBLICATIONS................................................................................................. 192 

APENDIX B WHC ANALYZED ........................................................................................................... 194 

SUMMARY .......................................................................................................................................... 196 

CURRICULUM PALOMA GUZMAN ....................................................................................................... 198 

 

  



9 
 

  

AKNOWLEDGMENTS 

After living in Italy at a very young age, I was amazed to stand in the corner of Piazza 

della Reppubblica and via del Corso in Florence. From this corner, one could and can still see 

so many layers of history and architecture. Right there and then, my passion for history, and 

its development started. If someone had told me back then how far this passion and curiosity 

would take me, I would not have believed it. Since I was 17 years old, I knew that one day I 

will do a PhD and now I am reaching the end of this incredible journey. This is as scary as it 

is exciting, as new opportunities and experiences await. This section is dedicated to 

acknowledge all the people that have contributed to the finalization of this PhD research, 

through their guidance, support and to those that extended their unconditional love and 

friendship. 

First of all I would like to express my gratitude to my supervisor and promotor. Prof. 

dr Bernard Colenbrander for giving me the opportunity to join the department and the 

research team led by Dr. Ana Pereira Roders. I am immensely thankful for your support, the 

freedom and trust you gave me and Ana in undertaking this adventure. To my co-promoter 

and first critic Ana. I am immensely happy to go back to our beginnings and see how our 

relationship has grown. I have absolute respect and admiration for your work and dedication. 

I am genuinely proud to have worked with you. All the knowledge I gained from this 

experience and its success would not have been possible without your guidance and 

patience, but mostly your passion for this topic and hard work. Here we both know we should 

have added Dr. Ron van Oers, who made this adventure possible for both of us. 

I am also thankful to my doctoral committee, Peter, Prof. Ost, Dr. Kemperman and 

Prof. Girard. Your comments and work have served as inspiration and motivation to finish 

this work. My colleagues and ex colleagues at TUe with whom I exchanged suggestions and 

advices but also shared successes and frustrations: Daan, Noor, Lisanne. I particularly thank 

my ex colleague Loes Veldpaus for sharing her experiences and knowledge with me, but 

especially for becoming a friend. To Sukanya, for her always positive attitude and openness. 

To Gijs, who was always there to share equally good and not so good moments. 

I would like to thank my friends in the Netherlands who made me feel at home and so much 

loved: Rose, Jose, Eric, Wieteke, Ezequiel, Memo, Roberto, Mona, Paola, Liz and Jordi. My 

friends in Mexico for their unconditional support and visits, Gina, Paulina, Gaspar and Victor. 

You are like family to me. Finally, I dedicate this work to my family. Particularly the women. 

You all are my first source of inspiration and motivation. I love you all deeply. Of course, to 

my mother, I have been recently told she is not wonder woman, but she will always be to 

my eyes. I am who I am because of you. 

  



10 
 

  

PROLOGUE 

This research fits within the scope of the TU/e research on sustainable 

development, and was undertaken within the research program “Architecture of the 

Living City” (2007-2017) and the sub-research project “Outstanding Universal Value, 

World Heritage Cities and Sustainability” (2009-2014). Currently, this research is 

coming to completion within the research program “Living Cities” within the chair 

of Architectural History and Theory (AHT), led by Prof. Bernard Colenbrander. This 

program focuses on the paradigm shift in the field of architecture, of building large 

scale city extensions—in a kind of tabula rasa condition—to operate in the existing 

city, within a given social context, in the midst of historic developments. The 

research is firmly rooted in an academic tradition of contextual spatial research. 

Contextual reading is used for the underpinning of studies of the sustainable 

development of the existing city and its architecture. The research is a continuation 

of the program “Outstanding Universal Value, World Heritage Cities and 

Sustainability” established in 2009; led by Eindhoven University of Technology (Ana 

Pereira Roders) in cooperation with UNESCO World Heritage Centre (Ron van Oers). 

This has been an international comparative research project, led in collaboration 

with UNESCO World Heritage Centre, France, and focusing on identifying and 

discussing the relations between assessment practices—either to monitor or 

determine the impact of urban development projects on the Outstanding Universal 

Value—and the sustainable development of World Heritage Cities (WHC). The 

purpose was to verify if the development projects labeled today as “sustainable” 

would have an adverse impact on the cultural significance of World Heritage Cities, 

and vice versa; and if the quality of the assessment practices would influence the 

sustainable development of these urban settlements. Other doctoral research, such 

as Historic Urban Landscapes: Framing the integration of urban and heritage 

planning in multilevel governance (Veldpaus, 2015), has been developed under the 

umbrella of the program, which is intended to use and develop methods that enable 

global data recording, comparison and assessment. Such methods are expected to 

stimulate the comparison of and thus knowledge exchange on historic urban 

landscapes and their sustainable development. The aim of the research team is to 

develop a deeper understanding of the global urban condition, trends and 

developments; by building upon, and going beyond, case-based research. Within 

this academic purpose, this particular thesis focuses on the analysis of current 

monitoring tools and their opportunities to bridge gaps between urban 

development and cultural heritage towards sustainable practices. The assessment 
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of sustainability practices is mainly carried out through empirical analysis. Indicators 

are the most common tools for measuring cities’ strategic programs and policies 

towards specific goals. However, a lack of systematic assessment methodologies for 

adequate consideration of the gap between sustainable urban development and the 

conservation of cultural heritage has been long noted by academia. This research 

contributes to bridge this knowledge gap by answering the question “What is the 

relation between global and local levels in monitoring the sustainable urban 

development of World Heritage Cities?” The local level is contextualized within 

Mexico’s emerging urban cities, taking Querétaro World Heritage City as a case 

study.  

The thesis is based on a collection of previously published and presented 

conference papers and articles. Therefore, each chapter has its own introduction 

and sections dedicated to the state of the practice and methodology.  

The first section, “Bridging the gap between sustainable development and 

management of urban heritage”, introduces the context of the research by 

presenting the main topics, the problem statement, and the significance and 

methodology of the research. A roadmap of the organization of the thesis is also 

provided.  

Chapter 1 focuses on the current state of the practice of monitoring tools 

for urban development at the global level. An analysis identifies current global urban 

approaches to cultural heritage management and the availability of indicators 

related to cultural heritage. The chapter reflects on the extent that current practices 

bridge sustainability principles, particularly in the monitoring of interdisciplinary and 

holistic practices.  

Chapter 2 focuses on the state of the practice of monitoring tools used at 

the global level for the conservation of cultural heritage. The analysis includes the 

limitations of current practices to bridge disciplinary fields. A pilot project based on 

common urban development indicators is applied to identify and classify the urban 

factors that are most frequently mentioned in UNESCO State of Conservation 

reports as affecting the conservation of World Heritage Cities. 

Chapter 3 focuses on the local level. It repeats the methodology used in 

Chapter 1 to identify local approaches to cultural heritage conservation from the 

urban development perspective. The chapter contextualizes the exercise within 

Mexican practices for the assessment of sustainable urban development. 
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Limitations at the local level are discussed; for example, lack of accountability and 

weak institutional conceptualizations of sustainability.  

Chapter 4 analyzes monitoring tools for the conservation of Querétaro’s 

Historic Monument Zone. The analysis adapts the methodology used in Chapter 2 to 

analyze local tools at two management levels: the Municipal Development Plan, and 

the Plans used for the management and development of the World Heritage 

property. The pilot project is applied to the identification and classification of local 

urban development common indicators as urban factors affecting the conservation 

of the property. The analysis evidences commonalities and contradictions between 

heritage conservation and development at local institutional levels. 

 Chapter 5 answers the main research question through a comparative 

analysis that includes global and local approaches to cultural heritage from the 

urban development perspective, but also approaches to development from the 

cultural heritage conservation field. The analysis reflects on identified global trends 

and their significance within the case study. The discussion is centered on the ability 

of current monitoring tools to bridge multidisciplinary gaps and expand their use 

towards wider correlations between sustainability dimensions, and also on 

quantitative and qualitative analysis of urban phenomena and their impacts on the 

conservation of cultural heritage. 

Chapter 6 concludes the research with final remarks on its relevance, and 

acknowledges limitations encountered throughout the research process. It explains 

how the main question has been answered and summarizes sub-questions per 

chapters. Finally, the chapter proposes lines for further research. 

The research, carried out by the PhD candidate P.C. Guzman, was funded by 

the Querétaro State Council for Science and Technology (CONCYTEQ), Mexico, 

through a grant for (Mexican) PhD students in foreign countries focusing on research 

related to social development studies. (The areas include urban sustainability, 

tourism development linked to inclusive projects, and social equity.) 
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BRIDGING THE GAP BETWEEN SUSTAINABLE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT AND THE MANAGEMENT OF WORLD 

HERITAGE CITIES 

 

This chapter is an introduction to the research and its methodology. The 

context of the research is explained through stating the main topics, the problem 

statement, and the significance and approach of the research; and providing a short 

roadmap of the organization of this thesis. 

 

GLOBAL COMMITMENTS TO THE INCLUSION OF 

CULTURAL HERITAGE IN SUSTAINABLE URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT  

 

State of the Practice 

During the last three decades, intergovernmental organizations such as UN-

HABITAT and UNESCO have endorsed bridges between sustainable development 

and cultural heritage conservation, particularly in the urban context (Van Oers & 

Pereira Roders, 2014). Since the first UN-HABITAT reports, the role of cultural 

heritage conservation in urban development has been acknowledged and 

broadened through time (P. Guzmán, Pereira Roders, & Colenbrander, 2017). This is 

reflected in a diversity of local approaches to urban heritage. Actions reflecting such 

approaches range from the institutionalization of cultural heritage protection within 

urban management systems to the advancement of cultural heritage conservation 

in strategic planning and programs for sustainable development. The inclusion of 

cultural heritage/landscape and other cultural forms in the sustainability debate and 

the sustainable global agenda exemplifies a paradigm shift in sustainability 

principles, in which social, economic, and environmental dimensions of 

development are understood as integrated and indivisible; the aim being to achieve 

a new humanistic and ecological paradigm of a sustainable city (Hosagrahar, Soule, 

Girard, & Potts, 2016). 



14 
 

  

In 2015, as the Millennium Development Goals reached their deadline, the 

UN proposed 17 new Sustainable Development Goals for 2030. Goal 11 provides a 

basis for a New Urban Agenda that targets cultural heritage (SDG 11.4) as part of the 

“emerging urban challenges that at the same time are unique and specific to each 

context” (Habitat III Conference, 2016). In order to transcend the interdependence 

between sustainable development and cultural heritage conservation from an 

official global acknowledgment to the implementation of local sustainable practices, 

cities need to address the challenging task of setting clear sustainable priorities to 

redirect community-level actions (Budd, Lovrich, Pierce, & Chamberlain, 2008). 

According to the new urban agenda, cities are required to develop more integral 

approaches to development through the following actions: 

 “Leverage natural and cultural heritage in cities and human settlements, 

as appropriate, both tangible and intangible” (Art. 38)  

 “Develop vibrant, sustainable, and inclusive urban economies, building 

on endogenous potentials, competitive advantages, cultural heritage 

and local resources” (Art. 45)  

 “Sustain and support urban economies to progressively transition to 

higher productivity through high-value-added sectors that include 

heritage conservation activities” (Art. 60) 

 “Promote planned urban extensions … while preserving cultural 

heritage and preventing and containing urban sprawl” (Art. 97) 

 “Include culture as a priority component of urban plans and strategies 

in the adoption of planning instruments … and strategic development 

policies that safeguard tangible and intangible cultural heritage and 

landscapes” (Art. 124)  

 “Promote innovative and sustainable use of architectural monuments 

and sites with the intention of value creation” (Art. 125) 

In the light of a multidisciplinary conceptualization of sustainable 

development, cultural heritage is finding a home in urban policy and planning. This 

momentum has produced calls for concrete actions and initiatives, such as: 

 The elaboration of how “integrated urban and territorial policies and 

adequate investments promote cultural infrastructures; highlighting 

the role that these play in the rehabilitation and revitalization of urban 

areas, and as a way to strengthen social participation and the exercise 

of citizenship” (Art. 45) 
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 “Sustainable consumption and production patterns” (Art. 97) 

 “Promoting integrated and participatory approaches involving all 

relevant stakeholders and inhabitants” (Art. 124) 

 “Protect them from potential disruptive impacts of urban development 

through respectful restoration and adaptation” (Art. 125)  

In a similar way, during the last twenty years, several international initiatives 

and actions in the form of declarations and statements on culture and sustainable 

development have contributed to leverage the role of heritage in making cities more 

inclusive, and thus more sustainable, by relating to social cohesion, wellbeing, 

creativity, and economic appeal, and promoting understanding between 

communities (Hosagrahar et al., 2016; Veldpaus, Pereira Roders, & Colenbrander, 

2013). In the light of the SDGs, ICOMOS has suggested to identify “indicators that 

recognize the value of integrating cultural heritage conservation with inclusive and 

sustainable urban development” and “to develop guiding actions that can help with 

such integration across the different goals and targets” (Hosagrahar et al., 2016). 

Such efforts are directed towards the assessment of heritage conservation and its 

contribution to social and economic development, and how it is implemented within 

local development agendas. The World Bank (Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 2012) has 

highlighted the benefits of investing in historic areas to promote urban economic 

growth and improve living conditions, guided by three main premises: a) balance 

conservation with an acceptable degree of change; b) promote a blend of regulation 

and incentives; and c) ensure a dialogue between the public and private sectors. 

These initiatives have placed a strong emphasis on economic sustainability and the 

economic benefits of heritage conservation, impacting social development through 

economic growth. Particularly, social aspects are related to intangible heritage and 

analyzed within the economic urban dynamics through land use changes. Thus, 

heritage is often assessed on its ability to respond to marketable and non-

marketable urban demands and the changes of traditional urban functions (Oost in 

Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 2012, Chapter 9).  

Moreover, UNESCO has stressed the need to integrate sustainable 

development into the process of the World Heritage Convention (UNESCO, 2015b). 

This policy document recognizes that conservation objectives need to be framed 

“within a broader range of economic, social and environmental values and needs”. 

Thus, States Parties are encouraged “to promote heritage potential to contribute to 

all dimensions of sustainable development” and to ensure “that their conservation 

and management strategies are aligned with broader sustainable development 



16 
 

  

objectives”. This document demands recognition of the interdependence between 

local cultures and their socio-ecological systems. It does not extend this approach 

to the urban context. However, it does acknowledge that World Heritage (WH) 

properties have “developed over time through mutual adaptation between humans 

and the environment, interacting with and affecting one another in complex ways”. 

Thus, “any policy aiming to achieve sustainable development will necessarily have 

to take into consideration the interrelationship of biological diversity with the local 

cultural context”(UNESCO, 2015b). In this regard, the link between culture and the 

environmental dimension is fostered in the management of cultural landscape and 

through “the development of coherent policies that manage both cultural and 

natural resources in a responsible way … by avoiding depletion or degradation of 

natural resources, ensuring long-term environmental quality and the strengthening 

of resilience to disasters and climate change”(UNESCO, 2015b). The contributions to 

the social dimension are discussed in terms of inclusion and equity; enhancing 

quality of life and well-being; respecting, protecting and promoting human rights; 

respecting, consulting and involving indigenous peoples and local communities; and 

gender equality. The links with the economic dimension are identified as ensuring 

growth, employment, income and livelihoods; promoting economic investment and 

quality tourism; and strengthening capacity-building, innovation and local 

entrepreneurship. This document stresses that these commitments should be 

adopted at a national level. Although the express need to address conservation in 

wider planning and policies refers to local governance practices, local or community 

based challenges are not mentioned. In this regard, the urban context and its 

development is still seen as one of the major sources of threats, rather than being 

recognized as an opportunity for the implementation of sustainability principles, just 

as in every other context in which a WH property can be located. Lastly, the 

document makes only a few references to the need to develop evaluation and 

monitoring tools to monitor progress in policy and practice.  

Current tools linking cultural heritage and sustainable development 

For the first time, global institutions are discussing the need for metrics that 

consider the role of cultural and natural heritage in the sustainable development of 

cities. Though monitoring is not new in urban planning, few innovative initiatives 

have been found ranking cities on their urban management and development and 

on how cultural resources contribute to cities' development. Two exceptions are 

Map Americas, which focuses on the development projects being financed by the 

IDB, including those affecting cultural heritage or its setting (IDB, 2011); and Cities 
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of Opportunity, which focuses on what has made 26 major cities healthy, ranking 

them by 10 categories of 66 key indicators (PwC, 2012, 2014), including education, 

sustainability, density, transportation, and preservation. However, these lack a 

more qualitative (soft) dimension, which could aid understanding and control over 

the relationship between cultural heritage management and urban development. 

From the cultural sector perspective, the UNESCO Framework for Cultural 

Statistics (FCS) is one of the first examples of using cultural metrics for development. 

With a pragmatic approach, this tool measures “a wide range of cultural expressions 

irrespective of the particular economic and social mode of its production” (Pessoa, 

J., Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, 2009). It is based on the Culture Cycle model, a concept 

that helps the understanding of the relationships between different cultural 

processes. The Framework understands cultural heritage as one of the six cultural 

domains, and intangible heritage as a transversal domain, related to wider cultural 

expressions (this is further explored in the methodology chapter). The cultural 

domains “include all cultural activity under the appropriate heading, including 

informal and social activities”. This tool sees cultural resources as “means for 

development, i.e. as a means to the end of promoting and sustaining economic 

progress, and as an effect of development, i.e. as giving meaning to our existence”. 

This approach prioritizes mainly the economic aspects of how culture is produced 

and distributed. Social aspects are considered as side effects of economic growth 

driven by cultural production and consumption, through social development and 

well-being. However, such social benefits are not evaluated or monitored, as these 

concepts are only acknowledged and not operationalized. The tool is limited in 

creating wider linkages with all other dimensions of sustainability, and also with 

urban development as it is based on the national level. Also, its main aim is to 

analyze data on production processes (economic aspects), rather than the 

interactions of cultural resources with the immediate context.  

A more recent framework, also proposed by UNESCO, is the Culture for 

Development Indicators (CDIS). This tool aims “to better integrate culture in 

development policies and strategies and to outline cross-cutting interrelations 

between culture and development.” (UNESCO, 2015c). Within this framework, 

cultural heritage is one of seven dimensions. It is assessed in terms of its “proper 

management” to potentialize its sustainable development, extending heritage’s 

linkages to the three sustainability dimensions: economic, social, and 

environmental. Similarly to the UNESCO FCS, heritage is defined as a product and a 

process, but also as a nonrenewable resource. Such resources require “policies and 
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development models that preserve and respect their diversity and uniqueness” 

(UNESCO, 2015c). Indicators in this category “evaluate the efforts undertaken by 

public authorities and their outcomes, in relation to the establishment and 

implementation of standards, policies, concrete mechanisms and measures for the 

conservation, safeguarding, management, transmission and valorization of heritage 

in a given country” (UNESCO, 2015c). These include a) Registrations and Inscriptions, 

related to the existence of local inventories of cultural heritage; b) Protection, 

Safeguarding and Management, regarding the implementation of concrete policies 

and measures; and c) Transmission and Mobilization of Support, which “looks at the 

efforts to raise awareness and understanding of heritage values among 

communities”. Although this framework provides relevant insights on how 

sustainable policies are, and includes the environmental dimension, its analysis 

remains at the national level. Thus it prevents comparison between local urban 

practices and does not provide insights on heritage management challenges and 

opportunities in relation to sustainable urban development.  
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SUSTAINABILITY PRINCIPLES IN URBAN DEVELOPMENT: 

THE ROLE OF MONITORING TOOLS 

 

State of the art 

Since industrialization, the expansion of cities has been accompanied by the 

development of a model that discusses the limits to growth due to its dependence 

on the environment, aiming to maintain social equity whilst providing a steady state 

economy (D. H. M. Meadows, 1972; Wheeler & Beatly, 2014). Thus, sustainable 

development as a concept has gestated around these three concerns. As the world 

entered the twenty-first century, sustainable development became a broadly 

accepted concept, but one that was also acknowledged for its ambiguity, resulting 

in as many definitions as approaches (Holden, Roseland, Ferguson, & Perl, 2008; 

Parris & Kates, 2003; Tanguay, Rajaonson, Lefebvre, & Lanoie, 2010). However, 

among the many definitions, it is possible to grasp some common principles. Rather 

than contributing to the definitional discussion on sustainable development, this 

research sets its premises on four agreed principles: (1) the need to address global 

issues at the local level; (2) that sustainable development should be addressed as an 

interdisciplinary problem; (3) that it must be addressed towards balancing the 

qualities associated with the interactions of three dimensions—social, economic, 

and environmental; and (4) that assessing such interactions in terms of benefits and 

constraints is a fundamental requirement for achieving sustainable development. 

These principles are further explored below. 

In a globalized world, the same model of consumption, production and living 

seems to be adopted in every corner of the globe. Yet such standardization is 

constrained by local adaptations rooted in social, cultural and environmental 

territorial conditions, knowledge and opportunities (Camagni, 2002; Camagni, 

Capello, & Nijkamp, 1998; Ianni, 1994). Thus, the first principle refers to the 

fundamental need for sustainable development to be addressed with local solutions 

(Garcia-Sanchez & Prado-Lorenzo, 2008; Scipioni, Mazzi, Mason, & Manzardo, 

2009). Consequently, such global-local relationships lead the sustainability problem 

to be centered in the urban context, “through a complicated and ever-shifting set of 

governing structures” (Svedin, O’Riordan, & Jordan, 2014).  

The contextualization of sustainability concerns in cities raises the question 

of “what is to be sustained and what is to be developed and for how long” (Mori & 
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Christodoulou, 2012). In this regard, the sustainability concept seems to be dynamic 

and expansive. At its origins environmental burdens were the main focus of what 

was to be sustained. Nowadays, the concept is being broadened so as to include “all 

potentially valuable resources in the quest for improving urban life” (Robinson, 

2002). This expands the sustainability normative notions “on how humans should 

act and how they are responsible towards one another and future generations” 

(Baumgärtner & Quaas, 2009), not only in terms of the environmental-economic 

realm, but also towards more social and intangible themes; such as governance, 

quality of life, environmental psychology, green space, and natural and cultural 

heritage (Colantonio, 2007; Shmelev & Shmeleva, 2009). Thus, a second principle is 

that sustainable urban development (SUD) should meet fundamental human needs 

while preserving the life-support systems at the origin of resources (Kates et al., 

2001). The premise resulting from this principle is that SUD is an interdisciplinary 

problem (Colantonio, 2007; Holden, 2006; Pereira Roders, 2013; Shmelev & 

Shmeleva, 2009; Soini & Birkeland, 2014). As such, this integrative and expansive 

concept requires the sustainability of resources whilst maximizing the potential of 

social, economic, and environmental values (Button, 2002; Holden, 2006; Jepson, 

2004; Kourtit, Nijkamp, Franklin, & Rodríguez-Pose, 2014; Nilsen, 2010; Sobrino, 

Garrocho, Graizbord, Brambila, & Aguilar, 2015).  

SUD must be addressed towards balancing the qualities associated with the 

interactions of three dimensions—social, economic, and, environmental (Tanguay 

et al., 2010). Thus development must be equitable (interaction between the 

economic and social dimensions), livable (correspondence of the environment to 

social needs, which can refer to the concept of quality of life), and viable (economic 

development must abide by the supportive capacity of the ecosystems, and 

depletion of nonrenewable resources must be avoided) (WCED, 1987). Rather than 

centering the theoretical discussion on the tradeoffs between these three pillars, 

the third principle adopted for this research is that the urban context requires a 

systemic approach that “subscribe[s] to an organic, complex, holistic paradigm” 

(Holden, 2006). Moreover, it is in cities that “governance refers to the continuing 

process of learning, revisioning, resolving tradeoffs, and planning to adapt to the 

unfolding situation”(Boyle, Kay, & Pond, 2001). By considering the city a “society-

economy-nature” ecosystem (Y. Zhang, Yang, & Yu, 2006), the analysis of cause and 

effect prevents the dangers resulting from imbalances created by both internal 

issues and externalities. According to Nilsen (2010), what is desirable for a given 

system depends on precise interest. This brings back the relevance of global/local 

approaches. In the urban context, planners are obliged to manage complex systems 
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of functions, resources, services, and so on (Caragliu, Del Bo, & Nijkamp, 2011); 

whereas externalities can be understood as synergies resulting from regional, 

national, and global scales (Cohen, 2006; Fossaert, 2001; Munda, 2006; Rivera, 

2013; Robinson, 2002).  

According to Mayer (2008), “sustainability is rapidly moving from an 

abstract concept to a measurable state of dynamic human-ecological systems”. 

Therefore, assessing the interactions between the three dimensions in terms of 

benefits and constraints is a fundamental requirement for achieving sustainable 

development (Mori & Christodoulou, 2012; Mori & Yamashita, 2015; Tanguay et al., 

2010). The fourth principle of this research is the need to use indicators to monitor 

“progress toward or away from some common goals of sustainable development in 

order to advise the public, decision makers, and managers” (Parris & Kates, 2003). 

Whilst management involves the “identification of external contextual changes, 

flows into and from the system, and feedback loops to be encouraged and 

discouraged… Monitoring is the activity of observing the human and natural systems 

and synthesizing the observations into a narrative of how the situation has actually 

unfolded and how it might unfold in the future” (Boyle et al., 2001). Therefore, the 

application of monitoring tools is “fundamental to implement sustainable 

development at the local level” (Scipioni et al., 2009). 

 In order to approach sustainability within an urban context, urban 

indicators have been proven appropriate for raising understanding of such systemic 

interactions (Lyytimäki, 2012). The central focus of this research is the role of such 

tools in bridging the disciplines of urban development and heritage management 

towards sustainable practices. The characteristics, limitations, and possibilities of 

indicators in theory are further discussed below. 

THE USE OF INDICATORS FOR THE MONITORING OF 

SUSTAINABLE URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

The transition of development into sustainability raises the need to assess 

goals implemented at the urban level. The application of indicators at most 

governance levels—global, national, regional, and local—constitutes a basis of 

information for political decision-making and contributes to the establishment of a 

common language in practice, policy, and research (Mascarenhas, Coelho, Subtil, & 

Ramos, 2010; Mori & Christodoulou, 2012; Tanguay et al., 2010). Urban indicators 

have become a common tool “to help build mechanisms to redress the often 
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negative effects of adherence to mainstream approaches to development” 

(Portney, 2002). As a result, a wide range of monitoring tools have been developed 

to support local policies, assess planning from case study experiences, and provide 

insights on global urban trends.  

Substantial research has discussed the diversity, categories, measurement 

methods, scopes, and scales of these indicators. For instance, a large number of 

indicators are needed as there are many different development paradigms. 

Different perspectives “not only give meaning to information, they actively screen 

information, only admitting what fits their paradigm” (D. Meadows, 1998). Thus 

indicators can be a tool for expanding, correcting, and integrating perspectives only 

when the inherent ambiguity in their choice of models is acknowledged. According 

to Mayer (2008), “indicators are more helpful if they give information on the state 

of the system with respect to policy targets or biophysical limits”. Also, a clear 

understanding of the interactions between indicators can prevent influencing 

results, increase disparities among sustainability dimensions, and decrease long-

term sustainability. The use of indicators to monitor the sustainability of practices 

was initiated “as an attempt to quantify environmental and social impacts of 

economic growth” (Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008). Indicators are considered to have 

a simple character, which boosts “their analytical effectiveness in that quantitative 

data generally fall within the three pillars of sustainable development” (Ness, Urbel-

Piirsalu, Anderberg, & Olsson, 2007). . However, systemic monitoring approaches 

tend to assess a particular sector and its essential factors in terms of their impacts 

on sustainability dimensions (Bourdic, Salat, & Nowacki, 2012). Only a few 

methodologies are considered integral approaches, taking into account 

environmental, economic, and social aspects; as yet, these are not commonly used 

(Ness et al., 2007; Singh, Murty, Gupta, & Dikshit, 2012). Also, the lack of 

standardized methodologies reflects the subjectivity of an adequate selection of 

indicators to monitor sustainable urban processes (Mayer, 2008; Singh et al., 2012). 

Especially when these tools were designed, for example, to help reveal impacts, 

benefits, risks, vulnerabilities, etc. resulting from some system change at a variety 

of temporal scales (Ness et al., 2007). 

Other general limitations to their implementation are related to a lack of 

consensus on the number of indicators and on the components in the formulation 

of indicators for guiding sustainable urbanization performance (L. Shen & Zhou, 

2014; Tanguay et al., 2010). This makes it difficult to ensure their conceptual and 

scientific validation, and that they meet the most urgent management concerns 
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(Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008; Tanguay et al., 2010). Further limitations may also be 

case-sensitive as cities have different drivers for development, and also vary in 

terms of their political, administrative, and cultural settings (Krank, Wallbaum, & 

Grêt-Regamey, 2010; Lyytimäki & Rosenström, 2008). For instance, “a lack of will 

and focus on visible short-term projects on a political level, corruption, lack of 

budget and a missing pressure lobby from the civil society are particularly 

mentioned in cities from developing countries” (Dhakal & Imura, 2003) .  

Considerable challenges are presented in the selection of indicators that 

validate a conceptual framework and are able to provide insights into the 

phenomena to be measured (Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008; Tanguay et al., 2010). Yet 

it is considered that an indicator provides “a clue to a matter of larger significance 

or makes perceptible a trend or phenomena [sic] that is not immediately 

detectable.… Thus, an indicator’s significance extends beyond what is actually 

measured to a larger phenomenon of interest” (Hammond et al. in Niemeijer & de 

Groot, 2008). Niemeijer & De Groot (2008) argue that the causal chain concept, 

which helps us “to think of indicators in terms of causality chains of cause of effects, 

can be found in the most common conceptual frameworks … However, indicators 

are primarily selected on the basis of individually applied criteria and not on how 

they are related through causality.”  

According to Sala et al. (2015), “performing a sustainability assessment 

requires integrating sustainability principles, thresholds and targets in the 

evaluation, as well as moving from a mere multidisciplinary to inter- and trans-

disciplinary approaches”. Thus, “from a theoretical perspective, a serious weakness 

is that economic and social issues are largely presented from an environmental 

consideration, ignoring a whole range of equity activities that cities should be 

adopting and implementing” (Saha, 2009). Rather than focusing on problems related 

to indicators’ thresholds (a scientifically demonstrated reference value which causes 

the phenomenon described to change status), aggregation (such as thematic 

grouping of indicators or groups according to different themes so as to produce 

indices), and weighting (attributing a greater value or contribution to one indicator 

or index than another), this research studies general urban development indicators; 

considering these as flexible instruments. Thus, it emphasizes “their ability to 

translate complex concepts into measurable information” (Tanguay, Berthold, & 

Rajaonson, 2014). Thus indicators can contribute to the creation of “quantitative 

models for analyzing the interactions among factors and determining the degree of 
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urban [ecological] development that can be used to describe the potential for 

sustainable development of cities” (Y. Zhang et al., 2006).  

Additionally, “sustainable development indicators should be selected, 

revisited and refined based on the appropriate communities of interest”(Singh et 

al., 2012). This is especially true in developing countries, where there is a 

considerable difficulty in linking indicators to actual instruments of change, the 

creation of political will, the compilation of resources, and the evaluation of policy 

results (Hezri in Lyytimäki & Rosenström, 2008; D. Meadows, 1998). Therefore the 

use of common indicators—global and local—can be beneficial in joining efforts to 

bridge interdisciplinary practices concerned with the achievement of sustainable 

development over time (Mascarenhas et al., 2010; Tanguay et al., 2010).  
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PRINCIPLES OF SUSTAINABILITY FROM THE CULTURAL 

HERITAGE PERSPECTIVE 

According to Soini and Birkeland (2014), cultural sustainability is at an early 

stage of conceptual evolution in the scientific literature. They suggest three main 

approaches in which culture and heritage is placed within the sustainability debate 

(Figure 1). The first sees culture as a fourth dimension of sustainability, parallel to 

the three existing dimensions. The cultural dimension emphasizes the need to 

conserve and preserve cultural capital for future generations, so that cultural 

resources have to be sustained. Thus, when dealing with heritage, cultural aspects 

should be taken into account in addition to the other three sustainability 

dimensions. A second approach places culture as a transversal dimension: a driver 

for development. Within this discourse, “material and immaterial culture is seen 

essentially as a resource for local and regional economic development even within 

a global context”. The third approach sees culture as fundamental for development, 

or “as a new paradigm in sustainable development thinking” (Soini & Birkeland, 

2014). Similar discourses are found in literature related to the sustainability of 

cultural heritage conservation. However, the limitations and possibilities of such 

conceptualizations remain to be explored, particularly in relation to WHC and to 

management practice.  

 

Sustainability principles have also found resonance in the field of cultural 

heritage conservation, concretely through the UNESCO 1972 World Heritage 

Convention (Roders & Oers, 2014; UNESCO, 2015b). More recently, the UNESCO 

Figure 1 adapted from Soini and Birkeland (2014) “Culture in SD discourses” 



26 
 

  

2011 Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (hereafter HUL) contained 

a call to “respect and build upon the accumulated effort and wisdom of previous 

generations, as expressed in our cities, while at the same time offer a clear and less 

confrontational direction for investment and urban renewal” (Van Oers & Pereira 

Roders, 2012). 

A traditional standpoint in urban heritage conservation, focused on what to 

protect, has delayed the attribution of value resulting from evolutionary processes 

conceived on a larger (urban) scale, and thus fundamentally consisted of opposing 

development (Veldpaus et al., 2013). This posture was narrowed down to object-

based conservation, primarily tangible or built heritage, such as monuments, 

facades, and structures (Tweed & Sutherland, 2007). In this regard, Folke (2005) 

mentions that “theories and approaches to environment and resource management 

have to a large extent focused on single issues or resources and been based on a 

steady-state view, interpreting change as gradual and incremental and disregarding 

interactions across scales”. Such a sectorized approach to cultural resources in the 

urban context creates “fundamental tensions between the desire to preserve a 

sense of the past and recognizing that urban heritage is the product of layers of 

development and habitation” (Pendlebury, Short, & While, 2009). Particularly, the 

lack of integration between World Heritage management and urban development 

was found to be related either to “economic stagnancy”, when World Heritage 

protection would overrule urban development; or on the contrary, to “the loss of 

cultural heritage values and with it the loss of identity” when urban development 

would overrule World Heritage protection (Hero, 2011). 

A paradigm shift in heritage conservation towards a heritage management 

with a landscape-based approach is becoming a model for reconciling not only the 

urban multi-layered function, but also development agendas (Reed, Van Vianen, 

Deakin, Barlow, & Sunderland, 2016; Van Oers & Pereira Roders, 2014). Several 

scholars have defined heritage as a cross-cutting field of the three dimensions of 

sustainability. Bandarin and van Oers (2012) explain that cultural heritage and its 

values play an important role in historic areas and contemporary city change, 

especially benefiting the social and economic dynamics. Consequently, a landscape 

approach to cultural heritage mangment broadens the understanding of heritage to 

include notions of attributes and values, the urban setting and context, 

accompanied by a greater consideration for the social and economic role of 

(historic) cities (Avrami, Randall, & de la Torre, 2000; Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 

2012; Fusco Girard, 2013; Jokilehto, 2006; Van Oers & Pereira Roders, 2012). This 
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approach advocates an urbanization model that recognizes past, present, and future 

as temporal dimensions of sustainable development, and integrates the 

conservation of city resources—natural, cultural, and human—into the wider goals 

of urban development (Pereira Roders, 2013).  

The HUL apporoach fosters the integration of cultural resources into urban 

development goals as fundamental for sustainability. However, it has questioned 

the ability of cities to monitor interdisciplinary interactions among urban resources 

to allow the management of “thoughtful change”. According to Veldpaus (2015), the 

HUL approach aids the integration of heritage management into sustainable 

development goals. However, due to its novelty, there is limited theorization and 

methodological development on how best this integration is to be implemented 

(Pereira Roders, 2013).  

The management of urban resources is becoming the nexus for cross-

disciplinary inquiries on biodiversity, ecosystem services, and human well-being 

challenges in changing social, economic, and environmental conditions (Musacchio, 

2013; Reed et al., 2016; Wu, 2013). The appropriateness of landscape-based 

management is integrally linked to well-designed monitoring and evaluation 

systems. This is increasingly acknowledged—not only among conservationists—and 

it is also being put forward within the context of sustainability and the efficient use 

of resources (Axelsson et al., 2013; Musacchio, 2009; Pereira Roders, 2013; Reed et 

al., 2016; Stem, Margoluis, Salafsky, & Brown, 2005). 

THE ROLE OF MONITORING SYSTEMS IN CULTURAL 

HERITAGE MANAGEMENT 

In general, there is a consensus on the international implications of 

development as a main threat to the protection of World Heritage properties 

(Pendlebury et al., 2009). The analysis of negative impacts of urban development on 

cultural heritage predominates in literature related to heritage assessment. 

Pendlebury et al. (2009) argue that the lack of integration and consequent threats 

reflect the “conflict between preserving a WHS [World Heritage Site] designation 

and local authorities’ attempts to benefit or secure appropriate economic and social 

development”. According to Turner et al. (2012), “the level of tension between 

cultural heritage and development in WHC has been rising over the last years and is 

varied in nature”. Identified threats are mostly commercial, residential, 

infrastructure construction such as roads, airports, ports and sewage systems 
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(ICOMOS, 2005). The primary cause of these threats has been insufficient 

implementation of regulatory frameworks, among others. It has been proven at the 

case study level and across different geographical regions how these threats seem 

to be affecting the outstanding universal value, integrity and authenticity of these 

properties. This association of conservation policies with an aesthetic/cultural 

discourse has been widely discussed in the reorientation of economic/functional 

goals. For instance Bromley (Bromley, 1998) explains that in the context of dramatic 

urban growth, functional considerations in historic centers have prompted the 

decentralization of activities, particularly those that are traditional but rooted in 

informality such as street commerce. The displacement of local inhabitants to 

introduce new functions has also been widely explored (Hiernaux & González-

gómez, 2014; Raj Isar, Viejo-Rose, & Anheier, 2013; E. Rojas, 2002). On these 

examples, Evans (2009) states that “claims for the distributive effects of such 

strategies (social, economic and physical) generally lack evidence of impacts and 

benefits”.  

Tiesdell et al. (2013) note the commitment by local governments, either 

alone or in cooperation with other local governments. More recently, this has grown 

beyond networking into inventorying best practices (OWHC, 2016) and/or defining 

management practices to help them reach the integration between cultural heritage 

management and urban development (HERO, 2011). Such multi-faceted approach 

to heritage in urban development has been widely supported in recent theory on 

cultural heritage management, but also through empirical research. The 

documentation of best practices has contributed to demonstrating cultural 

heritage’s potential to generate real economic and social benefits for local host 

communities (Hampton, 2005). Such benefits include creating jobs; attracting 

tourists and investment; and providing leisure, recreation, and educational facilities 

(Heritage, 2009; Nijkamp & Riganti, 2008; Tweed & Sutherland, 2007); as well as 

contributing to the enhancement of quality of life (Palmer, 2008; SUIT 2.4, 2004). 

Several case studies have analyzed how cultural heritage renewal, rehabilitation, 

and revitalization programs have contributed to local identity and community 

participation, providing continuity for development (Francesco Bandarin & van 

Oers, 2012; A. Newman & McLean, 1998; Eduardo Rojas, 2012; Scheffler, 

Kulikauskas, & Barreiro, 2007; Zheng, Shen, & Wang, 2014).  

Fewer studies have analyzed the extent to which sustainable principles are 

incorporated in heritage management. In particular, Landorf (2009) has found some 

consensus on the fundamental objective of sustainability, and principles such as 
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long-term and holistic planning frameworks and the integration of stakeholders. 

However, challenges are highlighted in relation to the sustainable development of 

cultural heritage and its operationalization (Axelsson et al., 2013; Landorf, 2009). 

But most of the efforts for the implementation of an operative definition of 

sustainable development for heritage management have mainly focused on 

economic aspects. Few research and framework-led studies have deepened the 

relationship between SUD and cultural heritage as an urban phenomenon. 

Therefore, multi-dimensional benefits have not yet been identified at the practical 

level at which they may have a direct impact on local planning (Axelsson et al., 2013). 

This has also been identified as a weakness in the evaluation and monitoring tools, 

particularly in indicators.  

The use of indicators to monitor the sustainability of cultural heritage 

conservation is commonly found in relation to its economic value, especially in 

terms of land-use and functions (Ost in Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 2012), or tourism 

revenues and economic impacts (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006; Ruhanen, 2004). In relation 

to social and economic dimensions, indicators tend to be more qualitative and based 

on perception surveys (Chen & Chen, 2010; Tweed & Sutherland, 2007). Indicators 

relating heritage with environmental aspects mainly focus on the efficiency of 

energetic resources and tend to be customized to the building level (Svuom, Lisa, & 

Mdx, 2007). Although indicators used to assess urban intervention (renewal, 

renovation, etc.) are more likely to use mixed methods, there is no agreement on 

the application of this approach (Zheng et al., 2014). Also, indicators linking cultural 

resources to renewal tend to be customized and applied at the district level (Cerón-

Palma et al., 2013a; Evans, 2005). Other indicators also have been proposed to 

monitor the conservation process of urban World Heritage properties. However, 

their assessment is based on conservation performance on significance, integrity 

and authenticity (Zancheti & Hidaka, 2012), rather than the interactions between 

development and cultural heritage conservation. Tanguay et al. (2014) also 

presented a literature review which highlights a lack of consensus regarding the 

appropriateness of indicators and approaches used in assessing the sustainability of 

urban heritage conservation. Indicators tend to be customized and based on 

different conceptualizations of SD. Although the role of cultural heritage in local 

planning and development strategies can be an indicator for its function in 

urbanization, the benefits and impacts of its conservation are rarely operationalized 

in sustainability metrics (P. Guzmán et al., 2017; Sutherland, Pullin, Dolman, & 

Knight, 2004; Tanguay et al., 2014). Therefore, from the cultural heritage 

conservation field the need for new evaluation and assessment tools that enable 
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the implementation of sustainability principles and comparison of practices is being 

requested by both academics and practitioners (Coll-Serrano, Blasco-Blasco, 

Carrasco-Arroyo, & Vila-Lladosa, 2013; Dramstad et al., 2001; Fusco Girard, 2013; 

Sutherland et al., 2004; Veldpaus, 2015).  

PROBLEM STATEMENT  

“For those scholars and practitioners in international development, 

environmental sciences, policy, and other fields [such as cultural heritage 

conservation] who have found resonance with the concept, sustainable 

development has become a universally integrative term” (Holden, 2006). This quote 

exemplifies the shift and broadening of concepts taking place from theoretical 

discourses in a broadening range of development fields.  

Different approaches and individual cases have been discussed relating 

heritage contribution to sustainable development, but consensus on what 

constitutes efficient monitoring tools remains lacking in the discussion among 

international organizations (Hosagrahar et al., 2016; Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 

2012; UNESCO, 2015b). It has been widely argued that sustainable urban 

development, at both global and local levels, should be regarded as a continuous 

learning process (Bond, Morrison-Saunders, & Pope, 2012; Folke et al., 2005; Mori 

& Christodoulou, 2012; Reed et al., 2016; Singh et al., 2012). Monitoring tools 

therefore have a key role in knowledge sharing towards sustainable practices. 

However, in the light of a new urban era, these require new conceptual frameworks 

designed to better communicate complex urban dynamics (Lyytimäki & Rosenström, 

2008). In particular, frameworks are needed that help to understand the 

relationships between cultural heritage conservation and the sustainability 

dimensions, and both their positive and conflictive correlations (P. Guzmán, Pereira 

Roders, & Colenbrander, 2014; Pereira Roders Ana and Van Oers Ron, 2013; Tanguay 

et al., 2014). Such gaps have been recognized in the need to assess how cultural 

resources can be operationalized into the sustainable development discourses and 

how monitoring tools can provide comparable information on the sustainable 

management of heritage in the long term. This also poses challenges to the 

monitoring of local practices performing the paradigm change of development 

undertaken at the global scale. Thus it is necessary to look at heritage conservation 

as part of the urban system to be incorporated in the interdisciplinary practices of 

both urban governance and planning (Ost in Licciardi & Amirtahmasebi, 2012; 

Eduardo Rojas, 2012).  
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As previously stated, rather than contributing to the debate on a universal 

definition of sustainable development, this research sets its premises on the 

identification of a set of four principles which frame global actions to be taken in the 

urban (local) context. The effectiveness of such actions requires their monitoring 

and assessment; not only in terms of the interactions of resources as a system but 

also in terms of economic, social, and environmental impacts. Such principles pose 

considerable challenges to the ability of monitoring tools and assessments, at both 

global and local levels, to efficiently monitor urban phenomena towards 

sustainability. As mentioned by Portney (2002), “the operational definitions of 

sustainability that cities develop themselves may well provide the foundational 

frameworks for more elaborated definitions”. This research extends such 

statements to include the operational definitions from the disciplines of urban 

development and heritage conservation, and their contribution to conciliate 

practice with theory.  

A gap in research on heritage management has been acknowledged when it 

comes to evaluation and monitoring (Veldpaus, 2015). Therefore, this research 

focuses on current monitoring tools for both urban development and cultural 

heritage conservation used at both global and local levels. A pilot project was 

designed to analyze the state of the practice on existing monitoring tools and the 

extent to which these achieve the discussed theoretical shifts. As such, this thesis is 

set up to test and explore the application of its method in a single case study.  

QUERÉTARO, MEXICO AS CASE STUDY 

The choice of a case study situated in Latin America—specifically, in 

Mexico—was strategic in its focus. This region has one of the highest urbanization 

rates (IDB, 2012), a consequence of its growing and globalized economies (Ernst & 

Young, 2011). Escalating urban growth is predicted for its emerging cities, which are 

remarkably active at local and regional levels. Their considerable growth, 

industrialization, developing infrastructure and closeness to larger cities have made 

them more attractive for investments (Tacoli in Bolay & Rabinovich, 2004; Sassen, 

1998); thereby ensuring that they play an important part in the economic and social 

evolution of developing countries.  

In 2010, 56 metropolitan areas with a total population of 62.6 million people 

were identified in Mexico (55.7% of the country's total population). Today, Mexican 

cities with 500,000 to 2 million inhabitants are experiencing the fastest growth rates, 
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in the order of 2% annually between 2000 and 2010 (Garrocho, 2013). Several 

factors led to the focus on the city of Querétaro as case study. The city went from 

having a population of 517,428 inhabitants in 1990 to 1.1 million in 2013. It is 

considered to be among the “critical cities” within the urban millionaire system of 

the country, together with the cities of Toluca and San Luis Potosi. Such cities have 

a large population and an accelerated speed of growth, which implies absolute 

growth (Garrocho, 2013). From these, Querétaro shows the leading growth rate of 

cities with more than a million inhabitants of 3.08 rate and is the 10th most 

populated metropolitan area in Mexico with 1.1 million inhabitants. It is strategically 

located in the central-north area of Mexico, 167 km from the capital. This has 

contributed to the city’s growth and its positioning among the cities with the highest 

number of job offers in the country (23% of the job offers in the region) based in the 

industrial sector (electricity, automobile, and aero parts).  

Mexico is the country in the Latin American and the Caribbean (LAC) region 

with the most properties inscribed on the WH List, and is ranked sixth globally (after 

Italia, Spain, China, France and Germany), with a total of 37 cultural WH properties 

(UNESCO WHC, 2017). Of these, ten properties are classified as WHC and four more 

are located in urban contexts. Mexico, together with Brazil are acknowledged as 

pioneers among LAC countries in cultural heritage management. Most of the other 

countries in the region “are still in an early phase of institutional and policy 

development process towards sustainable heritage preservation and urban 

development” (Lanzafame & Rojas, 2011). Little research was found evidencing such 

distinction, nor explaining the variation in cultural heritage management 

approaches among LA countries. Unlike the other Emerging cities, Querétaro’s 

protected urban area is inscribed on UNESCO’s World Heritage List via two different 

properties. First, as the “Historic Monuments Zone of Querétaro” (1996). Second, as 

part of the serial nomination “Camino Real de Tierra Adentro” (2011), sharing its 

outstanding universal value with 36 other protected urban areas. 

The main focus of urban development in Latin American (LA) countries has 

been tourism potential and other recreational uses. This is raising concern (E. Rojas, 

2002), as these processes are being accused of contributing to the loss of community 

dynamics, as well as the simplification of cities’ history and local identity (Caraballo 

in 2001). Bandarin et al. (2010) note that “many of the most important urban historic 

areas existing in Europe, Asia and Latin America have lost their traditional functions 

and are under pressure from tourism and other transforming agents”. Unless 
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measures are taken to prevent it, rapid urban development is expected to negatively 

affect cultural heritage in LA countries. 

Representatives of local governments in LA have also been meeting to 

discuss and reach agreement on how to tackle the problems affecting cultural 

management and urban development in their region (Declaracion de Lima, 1997; 

Declaracion de la Cd. De Mexico, 2000). Querétaro’s local agenda on development 

includes specific goals towards urban sustainability, tourist development and 

sustainable territorial management practices (CONACYT, 2012). Still, the integration 

between cultural heritage management and sustainable urban development is far 

from being a common practice. 

METHODOLOGY 

This research focuses on monitoring tools by means of indicators. A multi-

method (Bryman, 2006) approach, using both qualitative and quantitative methods, 

is proposed to analyze existing global indicators to assess the state of the practice 

on the integration of cultural heritage management and sustainable urban 

development. The analysis in terms of urban factors impacting the conservation of 

cultural heritage is expected to identify pressing issues, global trends and 

development approaches to cultural heritage by revealing common urban 

phenomena being frequently monitored in both disciplines. The analysis undertakes 

a global approach in order to reveal trends of interactions between urban 

phenomena and the conservation of World Heritage Cities. Also, an analysis at the 

local level is included, using the city of Querétaro WHC as case study. The 

identification of local urban indicators evidences local development approaches and 

both conciliatory and conflictive dynamics between urban factors for development 

and the conservation of Querétaro’s Historic Monument Zone. A comparison of 

indicators between practices and global-local levels contributes to reveal factors 

affecting the conservation of World Heritage Cities, and to set the basis for an 

indicator-based management. 

The use of urban indicators included in reports targeting broad urban 

phenomena is selected as the basis for this research analysis. The selection of 

reports responds to the need to identify wider urban phenomena and areas of 

development that cities are frequently interested in, thus supporting a systemic 

analysis of interactions within the urban context. Indicators are selected based on 

their frequency of appearance in reports. Thus the thesis expects to provide an 

overview of current development priorities (Tanguay et al., 2010). According to 
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Hammon (in Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008), these tools ‘‘provide a clue to a matter of 

larger significance, make perceptible a trend or phenomenon that is not 

immediately detectable.... Thus an indicator’s significance extends beyond what is 

actually measured to a larger phenomenon of interest’’. 

RESEARCH AIMS    

The main objective of this PhD research is to analyze current monitoring 

frameworks used at global and local levels from two perspectives—urban 

development and cultural heritage management—in order to determine the bridges 

and gaps between these two fields as a state of the practice. To achieve the main 

objective, other relevant aims will also be achieved: 

 To identify the theoretical links between recent concepts of sustainable 

urban development and the conservation of cultural heritage 

 To analyze how cultural heritage is currently included in monitoring systems 

for sustainable urban development 

 To analyze how urban development is currently included in monitoring 

systems for the sustainable conservation of World Heritage Cities 

 To analyze the state of practice of the previous two points at the local level, 

using the city of Querétaro as case study 

 To identify a list of common global urban indicators that serve as the 

reference for the identification of those urban factors that frequently affect 

the conservation of World Heritage Cities 

 To identify a list of common urban indicators at the local level that serve as 

reference for the identification of those urban factors that affect the 

conservation of the city of Querétaro, WHC 

 To analyze urban factors identified at both levels as strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, and threats (SWOT analysis) 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

What is the relation between global and local levels in monitoring the 

sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities? 

This question is answered through the following sub-questions, which 

together create correlations between the global and local state of the practice in 

two disciplines: urban development and cultural heritage management. The 

research scheme is shown in Figure 2. 
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SQ1 - How is the sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities being 

monitored at the global level? 

1A - How do global monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

1B - How do global monitoring systems on World Heritage monitor 

sustainable urban development? 

SQ2 - How is the sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities being 

monitored at the local level? 

2A - How do local monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

2B - How do local monitoring systems on World Heritage monitor sustainable 

urban development? 

 

SQ1 - How is the sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities 

being monitored at the global level?  

SQ1 aims to reveal the contribution of operational global monitoring systems 

to monitoring the sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities (WHC). 

There are two levels of comparison: the state of the art, based on literature study; 

and the state-of-the practice, based on a pilot project (PP) revealing indicators for 

sustainability used in global monitoring systems. The PP is designed to define and 

discuss the range of common indicators used in both types of global monitoring 

systems: those tailored to monitor urban development (1A) and those tailored to 

monitor World Heritage (1B). The level of contribution of both global monitoring 

systems is derived from systematically revealing, classifying, and quantifying 

common indicators according to (1) the dimensions of sustainability: social, 

Figure 2 Research scheme 
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environmental and economic; and (2) according to cultural domains, from which 

cultural heritage will be dimensioned. As such, results are expected to reveal the 

diversity of indicators per dimension of sustainability (exact methodology is further 

explained under 1A and 1B below). 

The application of the PP raises understanding of how sustainability, and 

especially the cultural dimension of it, is part of urban development and WH 

monitoring systems. Discussion elaborates on the extent to which existing 

monitoring systems effectively monitor sustainable urban development in World 

Heritage Cities. Conclusions also take on the dependence between the revealed 

indicators and subsequent dimensions of sustainability. This is because it has already 

been found that current practices related to Sustainable Development Indicators 

(SDI) cannot meet standard objectives, indicating the need for indicators that allow 

comparison. This contributes to the claim that a universal categorization of SDI is 

needed to assist different countries and cities in measuring the sustainability of their 

cities, as highlighted by Tanguay et al. (2010). 

1A - How do global monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

This work package reveals the contribution of global monitoring systems on 

sustainable urban development to monitoring World Heritage. The methodology 

used includes a literature review to define the state of the art on global monitoring 

systems on sustainable urban development, discussing the theoretical grounding, 

practices, effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses, threats and opportunities. For 

the purpose of this research, a sample of 19 global monitoring systems on urban 

management has been selected, based on the premise that they reference culture 

and cultural heritage within their system, to enable analysis of aims, objectives, and 

methodology. Most of these reports focus on urban development trends at 

international and regional level, and come from the intergovernmental organization 

United Nations (UN). However, eight recent reports on urban management 

performance and global city-rankings, from agencies such as the Asian Development 

Bank, World Bank, PricewaterhouseCoopers, A.T. Kearney, etc., were also surveyed, 

as they too include culture, and particularly cultural heritage, among their indicators 

to rank cities’ competitiveness. These reports were selected for an in-depth analysis 

because they provide a defined list of indicators.  

Indicators were gathered and classified according to the three dimensions of 

sustainability—social, economic, and environmental—remaining as faithful as 
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possible to the definitions and classifications provided by reports. This follows the 

methodology defined by Tanguay et al. (2010): “Measuring the sustainability of 

cities: An analysis of the use of local indicators”. Indicators related to cultural 

heritage were extracted, regardless their frequency of use, and were classified as 

Direct or Indirect to cultural heritage according to the framework used by UNESCO 

(Pessoa, J., Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, 2009) to classify culture statistics, including 

cultural heritage. The framework defines culture “by domains for which the purpose 

is to measure cultural activities, goods and services that are generated by industrial 

and non-industrial processes. Cultural goods and services encompass artistic, 

aesthetic, symbolic and spiritual values” (Pessoa, J., Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, 2009). 

This framework has been chosen as a reference as it “enables the measurement of 

a wide range of cultural expressions irrespective of the particular economic and 

social mode of its production. Through its standard definitions, it allows for the 

production of internationally comparable data … on activities in the production, 

circulation and use of culture”. In this regard, heritage is seen as the places where 

“exhibition/reception/transmission” of cultural experiences takes place. It also 

refers to “places of consumption and to the provision of live and/or unmediated to 

audiences by granting or selling access to consume/participate in time-based 

cultural activities (e.g. festival organization and production, opera houses, theatres, 

museums)”. Cultural heritage thus represents one of the common sets of culturally 

productive industries. The transversal domains apply to all related domains and are 

considered as key in the culture cycle for the production and transmission of culture. 

Related domains “represent activities that may have a cultural character but their 

main component is not cultural”. These domains are only considered when they 

include cultural activities, such as cultural tourism or sports that are closely related 

to cultural identity: for example, sumo in Japan. 

  Therefore, direct indicators quantify cultural heritage and/or monitor actions 

related to its management; whereas indirect indicators consider heritage, or 

consequences in its conservation, within the assessment of a given urban 

phenomenon. This double-classification fosters the discussion of the integration of 

culture in sustainability discourses and raises understanding on the role of cultural 

heritage, and World Heritage in particular, as a driver for development. The 

framework for Cultural Statistics Domains that guides the analysis of cultural 

heritage and related indicators is illustrated in Figure 3. Table 1 shows its definitions.  
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The data collection method used is content analysis. Pre-coding is applied to 

classify the indicators according to the three dimensions of sustainability and 

cultural domains. Post-coding is applied to complement the existing set of 

categories/themes used to group the common indicators. Results include (1) the 

classification outcomes between comparisons of reports and sustainability 

dimensions, (2) the identification of cultural heritage-related indicators used, and 

(3) shortlisting of common indicators found in the reports. A contribution is also 

made to the theoretical framework, enabling the comparison and complementarity 

of research results through sources and time. Discussion elaborates on both the 

contribution of culture to sustainability in general, and per dimension. Conclusions 

will be drawn on the contribution of global monitoring systems on sustainable urban 

development to the monitoring of World Heritage. 

  

Figure 3 UNESCO Framework for Cultural Statistics Domains 



39 
 

  

Table 1 Definitions of Cultural Domains from UNESCO FCS (UNESCO 2009) 

 DOMAINS DEFINITIONS 

C
U

LT
U

R
A

L 
D

O
M

A
IN

S 

Cultural and 
Natural Heritage 

Includes the following activities: Museums, Archaeological and 
Historical Places (including archaeological sites and buildings), Cultural 
Landscapes, and Natural Heritage. 

Performance and 
Celebration 

Performance and Celebration include all expressions of live cultural 
events. 

Visual Arts and 
Crafts 

The creation of works, which are visual in nature. They are intended to 
appeal to the visual sense and can take many forms. 

Books and Press 
Publishing in all its various formats 

Audio-visual and 
Interactive Media 

The core elements of this domain are Radio and Television 
broadcasting including Internet live-streaming, Film and Video, and 
Interactive Media. Interactive Media cover video games and new 
forms of cultural expressions that mainly occur through the Web or 
with a computer. 

Design and 
Creative Services 

Covers activities, goods and services resulting from the creative, 
artistic and aesthetic design of objects, buildings and landscape. 

TR
A

N
SV

ER
SA

L 
D

O
M

A
IN

S 

Intangible Cultural 
Heritage  

Considered entirely cultural while the remaining transversal domains 
namely Archiving and preserving, Education and Training and 
Equipment and Supporting Materials are partially cultural because 
these domains contain elements and activities that are cultural and 
thus are of interest and importance to culture and the FCS. 

Archiving and 
Preserving 
(Transversal 
domain) 

Archiving represents the collection and repository of cultural forms 
(movable objects and intangible) for the purposes of preserving for 
posterity, exhibition and re-use (e.g. the preservation of historic sites 
and buildings, sound archives and picture libraries). Preserving relates 
to the conservation or preservation and management of particular 
cultural and natural properties. 

Education and 
Training 
(Transversal 
domain) 

Not consider Education in its entirety, but only when it is a means of 
transmission of cultural values or cultural skills.  

 

Equipment and 
Supporting 
Materials 
(Transversal 
domain) 

Covers the “tools of cultural products and activities”. Cultural products 
(goods and services) defined in the different domains are those 
directly associated with cultural content, while equipment and 
supporting materials are related to the supporting industries, as well 
as ancillary services (even if only partially cultural in content), that 
facilitate or enable the creation, production and distribution of 
cultural products. 

R
EL

A
TE

D
 D

O
M

A
IN

S 

Tourism (Related 
domains) 

Tourism is better understood as a demand-driven, consumer-defined 
activity, and as such, is linked intimately with all other domains within 
the cultural sector, as each contains activities that are undertaken 
regularly by tourists. For this reason, there is also a now well-
established international methodology for measuring the economic 
impact of tourism. 

Sports and 
Recreation 
(Related domains) 

Sport is considered in the FCS in its broader definition as it includes 
organized and/or competitive sports as well as Physical fitness and 
well-being and physical recreation activities. Both professional and 
amateur sports are reflected in the FCS. 
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1B - How does the global monitoring system on World Heritage monitor 

sustainable urban development? 

This work package aims to reveal the contribution of the global monitoring 

system on World Heritage to monitoring sustainable urban development. The 

methodology is based on a literature review to define the state of the art on global 

monitoring systems on World Heritage, discussing the theoretical grounding, 

practices, effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses, threats and opportunities. The 

main global monitoring system on World Heritage is the Periodic Reporting, where 

all countries report on the state of conservation of their World Heritage properties, 

following a standard questionnaire–online form. Regional reports are drafted by the 

UNESCO Secretariat and the Advisory Bodies—ICOMOS and IUCN—based on this 

information provided per property, to be subsequently discussed and finalized 

during the annual Sessions of the World Heritage Committee. These reports are best 

known as the State of Conservation Reports (SoC). UNESCO has recently launched 

an online database to facilitate public SoC consultation. The search engine is useful, 

but does not allow semi-automated and tailored analysis of documents 

(http://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/). There is also no certainty that the database 

includes all documentation available online/in archive. To reduce the sample the 

research only focuses on available SoC reports of cultural properties under the 

category of World Heritage Cities (WHC), settled by UNESCO. These were collected 

and catalogued per year and according to the five UNESCO regions: Africa (AFR); 

Arab States (ARB); Asia and the Pacific (APA); Europe and North America (EUR) and 

Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC). PDFs were created to facilitate the 

automated—search/word cloud—analysis. A semi-automated analysis was carried 

out on these documents. Pre-coding was applied to reveal which of the indicators 

previously identified (1A) are found discussed in the SoC Records. References to 

urban phenomena were post-coded based on a Management situation analysis and 

an Impact analysis. The first is a qualitative classification of the context in which 

indicators were referenced: as an external or internal issue to the management of 

the property (Agarwal, Grassl, & Pahl, 2012). The second aims to “systematically 

measure the negative and positive (intended and unintended) causal effects of 

interventions [and/ or development]” (Mascia et al., 2014). The analysis of 

correlations allows for a SWOT analysis on the basis of commonly used indicators 

and in relation to the management of WHC. Strengths are defined as the indicators 

representing urban factors that have a positive impact on the conservation of the 

WHC and are actions within local management competences. Weaknesses are 

defined as the indicators representing urban factors that have a negative impact on 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/
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the conservation of the WHC and are actions directly related to the local 

management. Opportunities are those indicators representing urban factors that 

have a positive impact on the conservation of the WHC and are factors external to 

the local management competences. Threats represent urban factors that have a 

negative impact on the conservation of the WHC and are external to the local 

management competences. Indicators referenced were re-classified based on the 

arguments used in the document, according to the three dimensions of 

sustainability—social, economic and environmental—this time from the definitions 

provided by the UNESCO Manual for Managing Heritage (2013). Results include the 

classification of indicators between SoC and dimensions of sustainability, and the 

shortlisting of common indicators used between regions. Also, a contribution to the 

theoretical framework is made, enabling the comparison and complementarity of 

research results through time and location. Discussion elaborates on commonalities 

and differences, per UNESCO regions, on how sustainable urban development is 

addressed as SWOT. Conclusions are drawn on the contribution of global monitoring 

systems on World Heritage to monitor sustainable urban development as defined 

by the ratio between value/threat.  

Table 2 Sustainability dimensions according to UNESCO (2013) 

DIMENSIONS DEFINITIONS 

ECONOMIC 

Permitting continuing compatible land uses or economic activity, 
such as tourism revenues, reuse of buildings, management 
capabilities (UNESCO WHC, 2013) , i.e., when the economic benefits 
or threats are mentioned (costs of conservation actions, funding, 
expenses or references to economic activities and functions, etc.) 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
 

When related to protecting the natural environment (particular 
ecosystems in and around properties), gradual changes due to 
geological, climatic or other environmental factors, threats and 
protection from natural hazards, pollution, efficiency and 
improvement of natural resources, environmental friendly 
interventions, etc. (UNESCO WHC, 2013) 

SOCIAL 

When related to social equity, by maintaining strong links with 
communities and contributing to society, professional creation, 
reception or participation activities but also actions related to 
government will, consultation processes, human resources, local 
population or civil society participation, improvement of life quality. 
Protecting less tangible assets within properties (communities, 
cultures and knowledge) (UNESCO WHC, 2013). 
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SQ2 - How is the sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities 

being monitored at local level? 

SQ2 aims to reveal the contribution of operational local monitoring systems 

to monitor the sustainable urban development of world heritage cities, taking the 

Historic Monuments Zone (WHC) of Querétaro, Mexico as case study. The 

methodology used in SQ1 will be also applied for the analysis of the local level 

comparing two types of monitoring systems. The state of-the-art for this section will 

be based on earlier research of monitoring practices, of urban development and 

cultural heritage management, at the city level in the LAC region. The state-of-the 

practice will be based on the PP described in SQ1 and applied for the analysis of 

locally developed indicators. In accordance with Querétaro State’s legislation for 

decentralizing functions and responsibility towards the municipalities, Querétaro 

Municipality has the obligation to plan, conserve, monitor and control the urban 

development (SEGOB, 2008). However, few methodologies were found applied 

exclusively to the case study. Therefore, the state of the practice on monitoring 

sustainable development and the integration of cultural heritage is derived from six 

Mexican urban reports that include the city of Querétaro. 

Additionally, a set of indicators to monitor the state of conservation of the 

Historic Monuments Zone of Querétaro (WHS since 1996) have been proposed in 

the Management Plan (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010). Therefore, the definition and 

discussion of common indicators was established from the frameworks tailored to 

monitor Querétaro’s urban development (2A) and the ones tailored to monitor the 

management of the WHS (2B). The level of contribution is derived from the 

percentage of common indicators in both local monitoring systems, classified 

according to the sustainability dimensions, as stated per reports, and the cultural 

domains (Pessoa, J., Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, 2009). As such, results reveal the 

dependence between local indicators, dimensions of sustainability and cultural 

domains, contributing to the ongoing debate on the role of cultural heritage in 

sustainable urban development. Conclusions were taken on the local ability to 

monitor impacts of urban development on cultural heritage. 

2A - How do local monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

This work package aims to reveal the contribution of operational local 

monitoring systems on sustainable urban development to monitor World Heritage 

in the city of Querétaro, Mexico. The methodology starts with a literature review to 
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define the state of the art on local monitoring tools for sustainable urban 

development. The state of the practice analyzes six relevant urban reports produced 

at national and/or local applied to the case study. Reports provide a holistic analysis, 

that is, the inclusion of a wide range of urban themes rather than tackling one or 

two urban phenomena or field (e.g. transportation, housing, poverty, etc.). Four 

reports assess the development of major Mexican cities, including the case study on 

their competitiveness and development (Cabrero, Orihuela, & Ziccardi, 2003; IMCO, 

2016; PwC, 2012; SEDESOL, 2012). These provide indicators at national level. Two 

reports apply exclusively to the case study, these are classified as the local level 

(Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008; IMPLAN Queretaro, 2008). Indicators will 

be shortlisted and classified according to the methodologies previously mentioned; 

(1) defined by Tanguay et al. (2010) (See Table 1), and for the identification of 

cultural heritage-related indicators, (2) UNESCO (2009) framework to perform 

culture statistics (See Table 2). The classifications of indicators aims to allow for 

correlation between local urban development-based values, sustainability 

dimensions and cultural domains. It will also raise understanding on the linkages 

between World Heritage and the sustainable urban development in the city of 

Querétaro. The data-collection method used is content analysis. Pre-coding is 

applied to classify the indicators according to the three dimensions of sustainability 

and culture. Post-coding is applied to complement the existing set of 

categories/themes used to group the common indicators. Results include the 

classification of common indicators between local tools and sustainability 

dimensions, but also the shortlisting of indicators that are referenced as cultural 

values or threats by the different monitoring tools. Thus discussion will elaborate on 

the theoretical grounding, practices, effectiveness, strengths and weaknesses, 

threats and opportunities of local tools. The conclusions will contribute to local 

governments’ operationalizing of adequate methods and tools, avoiding the 

adoption of international models that often fail at implementation level, due to not 

reflecting local needs and resources (Rodriguez, 2006). Conclusions are drawn on 

the contribution of local monitoring systems on sustainable urban development to 

monitoring World Heritage. 

2B - How are the local monitoring systems on World Heritage monitoring 

sustainable urban development? 

This work package aims to reveal the contribution of local monitoring tools 

applied to World Heritage Cities, such as the Historic Monuments Zone of 

Querétaro, to monitoring sustainable urban development. The methodology for this 
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work package follows SQ1B, but is applied to the city level. The literature review to 

define the state of the art is based on earlier research focusing on monitoring 

systems of Cultural Heritage Cities designed to monitor sustainable urban 

development. The state of the practice is defined by the application of the PP, which 

consists of analyzing Querétaro’s Municipal Development Plan (Municipio de 

Queretaro, 2015), its Historic Monument Zone Development Plan (IMPLAN 

Queretaro, 2007), and its Management Plan (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010). Monitoring 

tools are analyzed for their theoretical grounding, effectiveness, strengths and 

weaknesses, threats and opportunities to monitor change and impacts of urban 

development. An extensive review of their references and values related to urban 

development will be shortlisted in the form of indicators. Once again references to 

urban phenomena are post-coded according to a Management situation analysis 

and an Impact analysis. As previously explained, this classification allows for a SWOT 

analysis on the basis of urban phenomena in relation to the management of WHC. 

These show differences from cultural values to protect and/or as threats to the 

conservation of the WHS. Once again, the data collection method is content analysis. 

A classification follows, according to the methodology defined by Tanguay et al. 

(2009). Pre-coding is applied to classify the indicators according to the three 

dimensions of sustainability and culture as defined by UNESCO (2013). Post-coding 

is applied to complement the existing set of categories/themes used to group the 

common indicators. Results are discussed on the indicators’ relevance (as defining 

the Outstanding Universal Value or as acknowledged threats) to the conservation of 

the Historic Monuments Zone of Querétaro. The analysis across the three 

documents evidences coherence and/or divergences among municipal and 

protected area management levels; thus reflecting the ability of local authorities to 

monitor impacts of development in the WHS. Conclusions are drawn on the 

contribution of local monitoring systems to monitoring sustainable urban 

development in Querétaro’s Historic Monuments Zone, as an emerging Mexican 

city.  

What is the relation between global and local levels in monitoring the 

sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities? 

This question is answered through a comparative analysis between the 

global (SQ1) and local sections (SQ2). The relation between the global and local level 

is defined according to the outcomes identified in Chapters 1 to 4. These include the 

differences and/or commonalities between global and local urban perspectives on 

cultural heritage and identified indicators related to cultural heritage management, 
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and also the differences and/or commonalities between factors identified as 

affecting the conservation of WHC at global and local levels. Common indicators 

among the two fields and global and local levels of analysis will also be analyzed in 

terms of global trends and/or local development needs. The comparison of common 

urban factors analyzed as SWOT is also expected to provide insights on local 

management challenges and skills. Comparison leads the discussion towards 

broadening the use of existing monitoring tools. The results aim to reveal wider 

correlations of the urban development phenomena and cultural heritage 

management in order to achieve sustainable and coherent practices. Additionally, 

the results will highlight the value of global and local analysis according to the level 

of understanding reached between cultural heritage management and urban 

development. The distinction of indicators reflects correspondences and 

discrepancies between global and local approaches to sustainable urban 

development, mirrored on their operationalization. The conclusions bring new 

perspectives to the debates related to the selection of urban SDI, and the role of 

culture in sustainability. Also, the potential and constraints of an indicator-based 

management are highlighted in the extent to which results can be used to monitor 

impacts of urban development in World Heritage properties. The research draws 

recommendations from the gaps detected through the analysis process; for 

example, themes definitions, lacking data, and coverage of data, and their relevance 

for the research and current management practices. The research aims to contribute 

to the research fields of urban development and cultural heritage, as well as to 

highlighting the fields’ interlinkages. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Measuring Links between Cultural Heritage Management and 

Sustainable Urban Development: An overview of Global 

Monitoring Tools 

Article 1 published in Cities Journal 

Conference Paper 1 presented at IAA, Vina del Mar 2014 

Conference Paper 2 presented at GREENLINES, Oporto 2014  

Conference Paper 3 presented at ICOMOS GA, Florence 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The role of Cultural Heritage conservation has proven beneficial for the 

development of cities and communities. However, a lack of systematic assessment 

methodologies for adequate consideration of the gap between sustainable urban 

development and the conservation of cultural heritage has long been noted in 

academia. This chapter contributes to bridging this knowledge gap, by discussing the 

state of the practice from the urban perspective on the integration of cultural 

heritage as a means for sustainable development (SD). 19 reports on urban 

development, management and competitiveness were analyzed. Three levels of 

inclusion were identified: (1) at the strategic level; (2) at the operational level; (3) at 

the monitoring level. From the urban development perspective, two main 

approaches to heritage were identified: as cultural capital and as an urban 

phenomenon requiring tailored urban management. Current links to the 

sustainability pillars and correlations of cultural heritage with wider urban factors 

are discussed. The conclusions highlight that a more thorough conceptualization and 

clearer correlation between cultural heritage management with wider urban 

phenomena is yet to be developed. Therefore, more efficient tools and more 

appropriate methodologies to correlate cultural heritage protection as an urban 

resource are still lacking. 
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Introduction 

In recent years, the impacts of rapid development and urbanization 

processes have framed sustainability practices to be achieved at the urban level 

(Mori & Yamashita, 2015; L. Y. Shen, Ochoa, Shah, & Zhang, 2011; UN Habitat, 2008, 

2013b; United Nations, 1992). As such, for a city to be sustainable, “economic and 

social benefits need to be maximized in order to enhance living standards as far as 

the city target is sustainable in terms of environmental limitations and socio-

economic equity” (Mori & Yamashita, 2015). The sustainable development (SD) 

paradigm is broadening and including more social and intangible themes: 

governance, quality of life, environmental psychology, green space, and natural and 

cultural heritage are gaining attention in policy-making (Colantonio, 2007). Cultural 

heritage is being referenced in the international agenda for sustainability (Nurse, 

2006; Pascual, 2012; United Nations, 2012) and for its role in defining the 

distinctiveness of cities and improving their competitiveness in an increasingly 

globalized world (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2012; Shmelev, 2012; Tweed & 

Sutherland, 2007). The current global agenda on SD emphasizes, for the first time, 

the relationship between the sustainability of urban areas and cultural heritage. Out 

of the UN’s 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG), Goal 11 aims to “make cities 

and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable” by 

“strengthen[ing] efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and natural 

heritage” in Target 11.4 (General Assembly, United Nations, 2015). The SDGs require 

the development of integrated approaches and methods as well as the 

establishment of specific targets for cities to be assessed through indicators. 

However, current studies on sustainable cities give little attention to cultural 

heritage (Shmelev & Shmeleva, 2009). The lack of systematic assessment 

methodologies for adequate consideration of cultural heritage management and 

sustainable urban development (SUD) reflects an academic gap (Francesco Bandarin 

& van Oers, 2012; Bond et al., 2004; Nijkamp & Riganti, 2008) that needs filling. 

Nowadays, cultural heritage is also being recognized from the SUD perspective at 

the global level. This chapter contributes to filling this knowledge gap by providing 

a critical review of global monitoring tools and indicators and the extent to which 

these methodologies measure cultural heritage from the urban development 

perspective. First, it was addressed theoretically the general conceptions of urban 

sustainability and its monitoring by means of indicators. Second, we discuss the 

relationship between SUD and cultural heritage management as so far addressed in 

literature. Third, it was described the methodology based on mixed qualitative and 



48 
 

  

quantitative analysis designed to achieve the following objectives: (1) search and 

selection of urban reports according to a sampling plan; (2) analysis of references 

related to cultural heritage; and (3) analysis of cultural heritage–related indicators. 

Fourth, the results and discussion in build a “state of the practice” on three levels of 

inclusion of cultural heritage as the key resource in SD from the urban perspective: 

(a) at the strategic level, (b) at the operational level, and (c) at the monitoring level. 

Approaches by type of reports are also analyzed. The conclusions confirm the 

positioning of cultural heritage as an important urban resource and highlight the 

need for wider correlations between these two fields to measure the effectiveness 

of current practices more holistically. 

The Links between Sustainable Development and Cultural Heritage 

within the Urban Context 

Heritage is often the subject of debate regarding its meanings, conservation 

discourses, and the drivers behind management approaches (Fredholm, 2015; 

Smith, 2006). For the purposes of this chapter, we retain the globally agreed 

definitions of cultural heritage provided by global cultural frameworks. These allow 

for a baseline to compare local adaptations and interpretations while having a global 

acceptance and recognition, and also strengthen conceptual linkages with the 

sustainability concept. UNESCO defines heritage as “our legacy from the past, what 

we live with today, and what we pass on to future generations” 

(http://whc.unesco.org/en/about/). Such definition implies a temporal and 

cumulative conceptualization, which in its many forms has to be sustained (Soini & 

Birkeland, 2014). Heritage has been found to have wider dimensions than cultural 

domains and/or processes: it is “an economic asset and a social good,” and a 

“product and a dynamic process that undergoes continuous change” (Pessoa, J., 

Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, 2009); UNESCO, 2011). Therefore, it is possible to state that, 

for the conservation of cultural heritage to be considered sustainable, it also needs 

to be economically, socially, and environmentally viable. With the list of outstanding 

natural and cultural properties lengthening every year, the UNESCO World Heritage 

List is evidence of the global commitment to preserve heritage. UNESCO (2014) has 

confirmed the contribution of cultural heritage to the creation of a sustainable city. 

Sustainability is an ambiguous concept that has led to multiple 

interpretations. However, it is commonly agreed that “the development of a given 

territory, in order to be considered sustainable, must integrate the qualities 

associated with the interactions of three dimensions”—social, economic, and 
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environmental (represented in Figure 4). Thus, development must be equitable 

(interaction between the economic and social dimension), livable (correspondence 

of the environment to social needs, which can refer to the concept of quality of life), 

and viable (economic development must abide by the supportive capacity of the 

ecosystems, and depletion of nonrenewable resources must be avoided) (WCED, 

1987).  

However, there is no consensus regarding the tradeoffs between these 

three pillars. Regardless of a defined concept of SD, we will focus on SUD as an 

interdisciplinary problem (Holden, 2006; Shmelev & Shmeleva, 2009)—that is, as the 

need to assess interactions between the three dimensions in terms of benefits and 

constraints as fundamental requirements for monitoring exercises (Mori & 

Christodoulou, 2012; Mori & Yamashita, 2015; Tanguay et al., 2010). 

Several scholars have defined heritage as a cross-cutting field of the three 

dimensions of sustainability. Bandarin and van Oers (2012) explain that cultural 

heritage and its values play an important role in historic areas and contemporary 

city change, especially benefiting the social and economic dynamics. Economic 

benefits are commonly evidenced in, for instance, tourism revenues, the attraction 

of investment, and the creation of jobs (Chen & Chen, 2010; Hampton, 2005; Orbasli, 

2000; X. Zhang, Zhou, Wu, Skitmore, & Deng, 2015). An evolution of definitions in 

both cultural heritage and the social dimension can be noticed: from a traditional 

view focusing on material aspects and basic social needs, towards the inclusion of 

immaterial aspects such as intangible heritage and well-being (Axelsson et al., 2013; 

Colantonio, 2007). The social benefits of cultural heritage have been related to the 

improvement of inhabitants’ quality of life by providing a sense of belonging, 

Figure 4 Dimensions of sustainability and 
their interactions 
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creating pleasant environments, mitigating excessive urbanization, and adapting to 

climate change (Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2012). Tweed and Southerland 

(2007) highlight the contribution of cultural heritage to the development of local 

communities and to the satisfaction of human needs. Evans (2005) revealed the 

positive impact of regeneration and interventions of historic urban areas, having 

stimulated several local governments to develop culture-led urban strategies. In 

addition, cultural heritage is also seen as a soft advantage, which provides cities with 

a unique identity in their competition for global markets (Scheffler, 2011). However, 

the complexity of issues raises the urban context that challenges the conservation 

of cultural heritage and its compatibility, with its setting that keeps evolving in form 

and function (Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2012; Pendlebury et al., 2009; Van 

Oers & Pereira Roders, 2012; X. Zhang et al., 2015). Thus, the ability of cities to 

integrate the conservation of these urban resources and to monitor impacts of 

development has been repeatedly questioned. On the other hand, the management 

of cultural heritage is evolving into a landscape-based approach that requires an 

interdisciplinary understanding of heritage. Such an approach understands 

development as the management of “thoughtful change,” which should be the 

result of an efficient integration of heritage in urban development strategies. This 

integration requires not only the recognition of heritage values (e.g., historic, social, 

economic) and heritage-designated attributes (e.g., tangible: built structures, and 

intangible: traditional uses and social dynamics), but it also demands a greater 

consideration of the wider context (urban landscape) and its social, economic, and 

environmental processes (Avrami et al., 2000; Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2012; 

Jokilehto, 2007; The Getty Conservation Institute, 2009). According to Veldpaus 

(2015), the landscape-based approach is expected to assist the integration of 

heritage management into SUD. However, due to its novelty, this approach is rooted 

in limited theorization and methodological development on how best this 

integration is to be implemented (Pereira Roders, 2013). 

Monitoring Sustainable Urban Development and Cultural Heritage 

by Means of Indicators 

The use of indicators to monitor the sustainability of practices was initiated 

“as an attempt to quantify environmental and social impacts of economic growth” 

(Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008). Today, indicators have become a common tool “to 

help build mechanisms to redress the often negative effects of adherence to 

mainstream approaches to development” (Portney, 2002). Their application at most 

governance levels—global, national, regional, and local—constitutes a basis of 
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information for political decision-making and contributes to the establishment of a 

common language in practice, policy, and research (Mascarenhas et al., 2010; Mori 

& Christodoulou, 2012; Tanguay et al., 2010). Indicators are also used to measure 

and compare urban management performance and cities’ competitiveness. These 

two monitoring efforts are growing in integration because cities have an increased 

need to assess local resources while generating new and more sustained ones 

(Taylor, Balkyte, & Tvaronavi, 2011). Urban competitiveness understands culture as 

capital. Therefore, more and more, monitoring frameworks for competitiveness and 

urban management are including cultural indicators (P. Guzmán et al., 2014). 

Although indicators mirror what cities care about because they reflect 

values and concerns identified from local to higher levels (Mascarenhas et al., 2010), 

indicator reports present considerable challenges in their selection of indicators that 

validate a conceptual framework and their ability to provide insights into the 

phenomena to be measured (Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008; Tanguay et al., 2010). But 

an indicator still “provides a clue to a matter of larger significance or makes 

perceptible a trend or phenomena [sic] that is not immediately detectable.… Thus, 

an indicator’s significance extends beyond what is actually measured to a larger 

phenomenon of interest” (Hammond et al. in Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008). 

Niemeijer and De Groot (2008) argue that the causal chain concept, which helps us 

“to think of indicators in terms of causality chains of cause of effects, can be found 

in the most common conceptual frameworks … However, indicators are primarily 

selected on the basis of individually applied criteria and not on how they are related 

through causality.” 

From the cultural heritage perspective, indicators have been used to reveal 

cultural values, authenticity, and integrity; and to monitor tourism, community 

development, and the satisfaction of societal needs and the environmental impacts 

of heritage rehabilitation (Choi & Sirakaya, 2006; Munarim & Ghisi, 2016; Tweed & 

Sutherland, 2007; Zancheti & Hidaka, 2012). Global frameworks suggest the 

establishment of indicators to monitor the state of conservation of cultural heritage 

properties and the identification of threats resulting from possible developments 

(UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2015). In the world heritage context, development 

is mainly monitored as a threat. Reports from advisory bodies, the World Heritage 

List in Danger, and the Monument Watch raise concerns about the negative impacts 

of urban development. However, very few research and framework-led studies have 

focused on the relationship between SUD and cultural heritage as an urban 

phenomenon. Axelsson et al. (2013) argue that contemporary uses of cultural 
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heritage, such as recreation activities and cultural capital, reflect social networks 

that enable a vibrant democratic system. However, these social and cultural benefits 

have not yet reached the practical level at which they may have a direct impact on 

local planning. Moreover, there is a gap in international comparative studies, and 

the relationships of larger samples of cities worldwide are understudied. The next 

section describes the methodology used for the selection of urban monitoring tools 

and the analysis of cultural heritage-related indicators. 

Methodology 

In this chapter, a three-step methodology is used to integrate qualitative 

and quantitative methods of directed content analysis in relation to the principles 

of sustainability and cultural heritage management (Creswell, 2012; Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005): (1) search and selection of urban reports according to a sampling 

plan; (2) analysis of references related to cultural heritage; and (3) analysis of 

cultural heritage-related indicators. For both empirical analyses, pre-and post- 

coding methods were used. These are detailed below. 

1. Selection of urban reports 

First, a search using online engines was conducted on urban reports from 

international agencies, followed by a sample selection based on three conditions: 

(1) Reports should provide a set of cities covering a broad array of countries to 

maintain a global approach and avoid as much as possible the redefinitions of 

concepts when adapted to a particular context. (2) Reports should cover as broadly 

as possible the three sustainability dimensions and their interactions—that is, by 

including a wide range of urban themes rather than tackling one urban phenomenon 

or field (e.g., transportation, infrastructure services, population, etc.). The more 

holistic the approach to development a report has, the more we can explore possible 

correlations between diverse disciplines and cultural heritage management. (3) 

Cultural heritage1 (any kind) should be referenced within reports, either within 

themes of analysis or in the list of indicators. 

2. Analysis of references related to cultural heritage 

                                                           
1 Global urban reports collect and analyze available local data. Cultural heritage in this study is 

therefore defined by local governments and benefits from some level of protection; e.g., World 
Heritage sites, protected historic areas, etc. 
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Quotes from each report, where cultural heritage and its management were 

mentioned, were extracted, indexed in a grid, and analyzed according to the type of 

report (e.g., urban management, competitiveness, global development). The 

documents were pre-coded by registering every reference as recommendations 

(strategic level) or specific actions (operational level). Post-coding was applied on 

the sustainability dimensions (social, economic, and environmental) interpreted 

from quotes and their context, remaining as faithful as possible to the reports’ 

statements. The references were analyzed according to their urban development 

approach and on the extent to which urban planning or development strategies 

included cultural heritage. 

3. Analysis of cultural heritage-related indicators 

Indicators related to cultural heritage were identified and classified 

according to the type of report and analyzed in relation to the reports’ urban 

approach and the extent to which they met cultural heritage management concerns 

and their coverage of the sustainability dimension. To do so, indicators were post-

coded on their relationship to cultural heritage: as direct if the indicator individually 

targeted heritage (of any kind) and indirect if an indicator’s significance was 

extended to heritage and/or its conservation (cause/effect) while targeting any 

given urban phenomenon. For their categorization according to the sustainability 

dimensions, an empirical analysis was carried out; considering urban approaches, 

and the description of the category they belong to as provided by the reports. When 

a rationale behind indicators was not provided, the linkages with the sustainability 

dimensions were interpreted according to the category in which the indicator was 

included within the report. 

Results and Discussion 
Overview of selected reports 

A total of 19 global reports were selected (see Table 3). Most (11/19) come 

from the United Nations (UN) and focus on urban development trends at 

international and regional levels. Four reports come from research institutions and 

international agencies such as the Global Cities Institute and the Asian Development 

Bank, focusing on urban management and performance; the other four come from 

global agencies such as PricewaterhouseCoopers and the Economist Intelligence 

Unit and focus on global city-rankings.  
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Table 3 List of analyzed urban reports 

TYPE OF 
REPORT 

# REPORT AND SOURCE AIMS AND FOCUS 

UN HABITAT 
REPORTS 
 
holistic 
overview of 
urban 
development, 
trends and the 
adoption of 
strategies and 
policies  

1. State of the World’s 
Cities 2001 (UN Habitat, 
2001) 

To contribute to the international debate to implement the Habitat 
Agenda and enable the world's cities to fulfill their great potential. 

2. State of the World’s 
Cities 2004/5 (UN 
Habitat, 2004) 

Examines the cultural impact of globalization on cities: how they are 
governed and planned, the makeup and density of their population, and 
the development of their cultures and economies. 

3. State of the World’s 
Cities 2006/7 (UN 
Habitat, 2006) 

Provides an overview of a range of issues that link cities, slums, and the 
Millennium Development Goals. 

4. State of the World’s 
Cities 2008/2009 (UN 
Habitat, 2008) 

Promotes harmony as theoretical foundation for deepening 
understanding of the social, economic, political, and environmental 
fabric of cities to create a more balanced society. 

5. State of the World’s 
Cities 2010/2011 (UN 
Habitat, 2010a) 

Highlights challenges arising from unequal growth; the report to explore 
links among poverty, inequality, slum formation, and economic growth. 

6. State of the World’s 
Cities 2012/2013 (UN 
Habitat, 2013b) 

Measures the prosperity factors at work in an individual city, together 
with a general matrix, the Wheel of Urban Prosperity, which suggests 
areas for policy intervention. 

7. State of the Arab Cities 
(UN Habitat, 2012b) 

Presents a collective picture of urban 
conditions and trends in each of four Arab regions. 

8. State of the Latin 
American and Caribbean 
Cities (UN Habitat, 
2012a) 

Tool to approach public policy to promote sustainable and equitable 
urban development and management. 

9. State of the African 
Cities 2013 (UN Habitat, 
2010b) 

Examines urban growth, social conditions in slums, environmental and 
energy issues, and, especially, the role of urban land markets in accessing 
land and housing. 

10. State of European Cities 
in Transition (UN 
Habitat, 2013a) 

Tackles for the first time the specific situation of cities in Southeast 
Europe, giving a comprehensive overview of a number of aspects related 
to the transformation in this region. 

11. State of the Asian Cities 
2011 (UN Habitat, 2011) 

Discusses the issue of inclusiveness and SUD, based on the latest 
information available, with documentation of good practices. 

URBAN 
COMPETITIVEN
ESS 
 
hierarchical 
listing of cities 
according to 
their economic 
sustainability, 
competitivenes
s and 
positioning 
within the 
global urban 
market 

12. Cities of Opportunities 
(PwC, 2014) 

Analyzes the trajectory of 26 capitals of finance, commerce, and 
culture—and through their performance, seeks to open a window on 
what makes cities function best. 

13. Global Cities Index 
(Kearney AT, 2012) 

Provides a comprehensive ranking of the leading global cities from 
around the world. It is designed to track the way cities influence the 
international world through political and economic power and 
competitiveness factors. 

14. Hot Spots: 
Benchmarking global 
city competitiveness 
(Economist Intelligence 
Unit, 2012) 

Ranks cities according to their demonstrated ability to attract capital, 
businesses, talent, and visitors. 

15. World Cities Culture 
Report 2012 (BOP, 
2012) 

Examines the cultural offerings of 12 of the world’s greatest cities 

URBAN 
MANAGEMENT 
 
holistic 
assessment of 
urban 
management 
performance 
and  policies 

16. Towards a Local 
Sustainability Profile 
(Ambiente Italia, 2001) 

Aims to fulfill the requirements of indicators envisaged in the current EU 
policy perspective and promote an integrated and harmonized approach 
across community policies. 

17. Urban Indicators for 
Managing Cities 
(Westfall, MS, de Villa, 
2001) 

Creates a framework for an urban indicator system that can be easily 
replicated and applied by city administrators and urban managers on the 
ground in the fast-growing cities of Asia’s developing countries. 

18. Global City Indicator 
Facility (Global Cites 
Institute, 2008) 

Set of city indicators with a globally standardized methodology that 
allows for global comparability of city performance and knowledge 
sharing. 

19. Indicadores urbanos 
para America Latina y el 
Caribe (Alcaldía de 
Medellín, 2009) 

Tool that supports decision making and the evaluation of urban 
management and policies. 
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Trends in the urban monitoring of cultural heritage 

The analysis reveals three main trends on references to cultural heritage in 

global reports monitoring urban development (see Figure 5). The first trend shows 

that cultural heritage was found referenced in 14 out of the 19 reports at the 

strategic level as a means for development. The second trend shows the integration 

of heritage conservation at the operational level, with 22 best practices found in 13 

reports. The third trend, resulting from the in-depth analysis of indicators, reveals a 

list of 14 cultural heritage-related indicators found in 8 reports. A comparative 

analysis on the coverage of the sustainability dimensions among these three trends 

is discussed in the last section of this chapter. 

The strategic level: References to heritage conservation as a tool for 

development 

From the urban development perspective, heritage (natural and cultural) 

has been addressed in three main arguments: first, by promoting conservation as 

part of good governance initiatives; second, by framing heritage as a resource for 

urban strategic planning; and third, by calling for sustainability development plans. 

In the first two contexts, heritage contribution is strongly linked to social and 

economic development; whereas the third and most recent context is closer to the 

latest conceptualizations of heritage and the landscape-based approach (Table 2). 

This last context will be further explained when detailing the results per type of 

reports. 

Analysis of references by argument 
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Figure 5 Trends on references to cultural heritage in urban monitoring tools 
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In line with their aim of establishing strategies and policies, reports from 

UN-HABITAT were found referencing heritage within the three contexts in six global 

reports and five regional reports (Figure 5). An evolution of recommendations on 

how to integrate the conservation of cultural heritage was observed from the first 

to the most recent UN-HABITAT reports. The earliest references stressed the need 

for a development model including heritage conservation to preserve those 

“structures upon which whole societies and lifestyles have been built” (UN Habitat, 

2001). Consequently, the earliest reports recommended the creation of local offices 

for the conservation of cultural heritage within the urban management structure as 

well as the development of conservation policies. Later on, “cultural strategies” 

were widely recommended in two approaches; first, with the aim of assessing 

globalization impacts while promoting local tourism with “cultural capital”; and 

second, with the aim of promoting a democratic vision in which cultural heritage 

and the conservation of the built environment are set forward as “the commons” 

that need to be protected (UN Habitat, 2001, 2004). In these approaches, the 

contribution of heritage is linked to both social and economic development. Report 

references highlight the enhancement of civic participation and its role in the 

“symbolic economy.” 

The second argument targets the rational use of historic urban areas, 

particularly those inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage List. As strategic urban 

planning became a global common practice (UN Habitat, 2006), cultural heritage 

conservation was found referenced as a transformational tool in urban planning and 

development. Actions aiming at the rehabilitation, regeneration, and reuse of 

historic structures are acknowledged for supporting policies and initiatives that 

bridge the urban divide—the complex social, political, economic, and cultural 

dynamics of community exclusion in urban environments (Habitat, 2005; UN 

Habitat, 2010; Westfall, MS, de Villa, 2001). In this regard, regional UN-HABITAT 

reports demonstrated a considerable advance from recommending the inventory of 

cultural heritage to the inclusion of heritage management within local planning and 

policy frameworks. Such recommendations have also evolved over time, from a 

strong focus on tangible attributes of heritage towards the recognition of symbolic 

relationships such as identity and social and cultural diversity. For example, 

references to development plans in Africa, the Arab states, and Latin America and 

the Caribbean target the improvement of local living conditions through the 

recovery and renovation of historic public spaces and structures (UN Habitat, 

2012b). Asian cities establish planning strategies that frame the management of 

natural and cultural heritage within local sustainability objectives (UN Habitat, 
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2011). In Europe, heritage is being referenced not only as a proof of the efforts of 

conservation and its policies, but is also becoming a key element in spatial planning. 

The need to develop methodologies and share practices on this territorial approach 

is recognized by promoting international cooperation for defining criteria, 

evaluation, and management of natural and cultural heritage (UN Habitat, 2013a). 

The third argument distinguishes the importance of managing heritage as 

urban physical assets (Ambiente Italia, 2001; UN Habitat, 2008; Westfall, MS, de 

Villa, 2001). However, the contribution of heritage to development is mainly 

attributed to the economic benefits resulting from the consumption of its 

recreational use. The global monitoring and comparison practices of conservation 

efforts worldwide are being undermined by competitiveness reports. In fact, Cities 

of Opportunity considered measuring and comparing urban preservation efforts, but 

the idea was dismissed on the assumption that the variation in culture and economic 

conditions would influence the reliability of the results (PwC, 2011, p. 72). This 

highlights the limitations of urban methodologies to monitor heritage as a resource, 

and the need for assessment tools and indicators to be more effectively managed. 

  



58 
 

  

Table 4 References to cultural heritage at the strategic level from the urban development perspective 

REPORT SOURCE REFERENCE TO HERITAGE RECOMMENDED 
ACTIONS 

DIMENSIONS 

UN 
HABITAT 

(2001, p. 
111,112) 

“Good governance 
should preserve…the 
cultural and historical 
heritage of cities…” 

 Identify and protect 
the commons 

 Conservation offices 
and policies 

Social 

(2004, p. 
35,36) 

“More cities in 
developing countries 
were investing in … 
tapping into their 
‘cultural capital and their 
symbolic economy’…” 

 Culturally driven 
models of 
redevelopment 

 

Economic 

(2006, p. 
167) 

“greater equity in the 
provision of basic 
infrastructure and 
services, the protection 
of the environment and 
the preservation of 
cultural heritage” 

 Integration of heritage 
conservation in urban 
planning 

Social, 
Economic 

(2008, p. 
12) 

“cultural heritage, sense 
of place and memory and 
the complex set of social 
and symbolic 
relationships that give 
cities meaning” 

 Adopt policies to 
protect intangible 
assets 

 Create social spaces 
that contribute to 
“humanizing” cities 

Social  

(2010a, p. 
164) 

“culture as a 
transformational tool to 
integrate ethnic 
minorities, preserve 
regional values, … 
protect the heritage in 
the built environment, 
and in the process 
promote economic 
development”  

 Promote creative 
artistic expression and 
heritage activities 

Social, 
Economic 

(2012, p. 
13,14) 

“Shared urban prosperity 
puts people first, values 
the tangible and 
intangible aspects of 
development” 

 Ensure civic 
participation in the 
social, political, and 
cultural spheres 

Social, 
Economic 

(2012b, p. 
145) 

“… To restore and 
preserve the historic 
centers as … architectural 
and urban legacy that 
can be attractive to 
domestic and tourism…” 

 To attract private 
development and 
channel it to desired 
planned locations 

 To redevelop 
dilapidated slums in 
city centers 

Economic 

(2012a, p. 
44,45) 

“The region is considered 
the most unequal in the 
world, illustrated by the 

 the recovery, 
regeneration, and 

Social, 
Economic 
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distribution of … 
employment 
opportunities, heritage . . 
. amongst other factors 
that determine a 
person’s well-being.” 

renewal of historic 
centers 

(2010b, p. 
90) 

“Cities are implementing 
conservation-led 
programs as a tool to 
improve the quality of 
urban life.” 

 the recovery and 
renewal of historic 
centers  

Social, 
Economic 

(2013a, p. 
138) 

“Spatial planning is also 
seeking to bring 
development in 
settlements …with crucial 
ecological value and to 
achieve the protection of 
territories endowed with 
historic and cultural 
heritage” 

 International 
cooperation for 
criteria setting and 
management of 
landscape heritage. 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal 

(2011, p. 
82) 

“Asian cities are also 
waking up to another 
dimension of 
globalization, i.e., 
tourism, with an 
attractive mix of 
historical heritage and 
dramatic modern 
buildings and skylines.” 

 Conservation policies 

 Integration of 
conservation in 
planning strategies in 
a more sustainable 
way. 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal  

URBAN 
COMPETI
TIVENESS 

(PwC, 
2014, p. 1) 

 “creativity is in the 
urban air…it includes 
heritage conservation”  

 To embrace diversity 
and change 

 To adapt and make 
use of heritage 

Social, 
Economic 

URBAN 
MANAGE
MENT  

(Ambiente 
Italia, 

2001, p. 1) 

 “A sustainable society 
includes culture... a good 
quality environment 
(both natural and 
built)...” 

 Citizen participation in 
local planning and 
decision-making 
processes 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal 

(Westfall, 
MS, de 
Villa, 

2001, p. 
30) 

“... high tourism potential 
and its social and 
economic implications.” 

 Establishment of 
heritage conservation 
and management 
offices 

Social, 
Economic 
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Operational level: Best practices, integrating heritage conservation within urban 

planning 

The implementation of conservation policies and action plans, such as 

culture-led programs for urban development, have resulted in a variety of case 

studies and best practices targeting the conservation of cultural heritage. Among 

the 19 analyzed reports, 21 practices were identified in 14 reports, such as framing 

the conservation and management of cultural heritage as a means to tackle 

challenges in urban development (See Figure 5). In most cases, the focus of 

conservation actions is mainly on the material attributes of heritage. In line with the 

earliest global recommendations, several actions include renewal, rehabilitation, 

redevelopment, and restoration projects that aim to tackle the tangible aspects of 

social, economic, and environmental needs; for example, access to infrastructure 

and housing and availability of public spaces. Two types of practices were observed: 

(1) culture-led projects targeting the development of new cultural facilities in inner 

city areas, and (2) strategic planning initiatives prioritizing the conservation of urban 

heritage. These are discussed further in the following sections. 

Analysis of practices by urban development approach 

In light of globalization, many declining cities were reported to be using 

contemporary architecture and showcasing culture as a new economic base for SD; 

for example, the Guggenheim in Bilbao and the Centre George Pompidou in Paris 

(UN Habitat, 2001, 2006). The growing number of culture-led projects raised 

concerns regarding the potential loss of local cultural heritage and were particularly 

blamed for endangering the traditional functions of inner cities and promoting 

gentrification (UN Habitat, 2004, 2006, 2013b). Very few opposing reactions to these 

initiatives were discussed. For instance, Rotterdam Central Station and the High 

Line, New York (PwC, 2014; UN Habitat, 2004), are examples of how top-down 

cultural strategies were considered not to succeed according to the original plan: 

when local communities were not involved initially, but, later in the process, 

managed to raise their voices to stop and even reverse certain initiatives. These 

examples highlight the importance and the role of communities in defining and 

managing cultural heritage as well as their influence in its protection, to make 

culture-led planning strategies more sustainable. 

The second trend identified those initiatives targeting rehabilitation, 

adaptive reuse, and restoration of cultural heritage. These actions are commonly 

framed within broader urban planning schemes, often in World Heritage Cities (see 
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Table 5). Some of these initiatives are complemented with supporting actions aiming 

to promote social and economic sustainability of local communities through the 

revival of traditions such as craftsmanship. Recent strategies are integrating 

heritage management and environmental protection in spatial planning and 

capacity building (PwC, 2014; UN Habitat, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2012a, 2012b; Westfall, 

MS, de Villa, 2001). These actions were also found to be linked to the potential 

inscription of heritage properties on the World Heritage List, which often requires 

the implementation of a heritage management system and the identification of 

development challenges. 

Table 5 Best practices based on the conservation of cultural heritage (*World Heritage Cities) 

REPORT SOURCE BEST PRACTICE INITIATIVE DIM. 

UN 
HABITAT 
REPORTS 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2001) 

Crosstown 116, 
NY, USA 

“…addressing inner-city issues of 
poverty through educational 
programs and inclusive processes”. 

Social 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2004) 

Ciutat Vella 
Project: 
Revitalization Of 
The Historic 
Centre, 
Barcelona, Spain 

“…rehabilitate housing …urban 
redevelopment and social policies 
have improved the quality of 
life...and reduced the economic 
and social gaps”. 

Social, 
Economic 

Atelier 231: Street 
Art, Sotteville, 
France 

“… rehabilitated to accommodate 
artists, a cultural policy … 
strengthen the social fabric of the 
city” 

 
Social 
 

(*)Stone Town 
Zanzibar, 
Tanzania 
Conservation Plan 

“The measures… to develop and 
improve life quality …parcels of 
land and other larger 
spaces…improve parking and 
circulation of vehicular traffic …” 

Social  

(*) Kathmandu, 
Nepal 

“Restoration of the centuries-old 
water supply system and drainage 
system in a city that suffers from 
chronic water shortages.” 

Social, 
Environm
ental  

Santiago de 
Chile’s strategic 
plan 

“…entailing the preservation of the 
city’s cultural heritage and 
specialized commerce as well as 
restoring surrounding areas and 
improving access to them”. 

Social, 
Economic 

(*)Havana’s 
1998–2001 
strategic plan 

“Raise habitat quality and improve 
preservation of the built heritage”.  

Social 

The Rotterdam 
Central Station 
project, The 
Netherlands 

“Enhancing Partnership In 
Planning: The new council majority 
represented the interests of small 
businesspeople of…the city who 
saw their livelihood threatened by 
the forces of globalization… The old 

Social, 
Economic 
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railway station was declared a 
heritage building”. 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2006) 

(*) Improving 
urban planning 
and monitoring in 
the city of Aleppo, 
Syria 

“… preserving its architectural 
heritage within a broader structure 
of urban management, including 
land use regulation, housing, 
technical infrastructure, traffic, and 
several stakeholders, and generate 
innovative partnerships …that 
allowed it to compensate for lack 
of know-how as well as the scarcity 
of its resources”. 

Social, 
Economic 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2008) 

(*) The strategic 
urban plan of 
Guangzhou, China 

Action Program for “improving the 
living environment to maintain and 
enhance attractiveness both as a 
place to live and to do business … 
including conservation of natural 
resources and cultural heritage”. 

Social, 
Economic 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2010a) 

Bogotá’s 
“Declaration of 
Cultural Rights” 

“…part of a broader-ranging effort 
to promote cultural diversity and 
more equitable appropriation of 
the city’s cultural riches and 
heritage”. 

Social 

UN 
Habitat, 
2012b) 

(*) Syria’s 
Municipal 
Administration 
Modernisation 
Programme 

“…reviewing and revising 
legislation, increasing the capacity 
of central and local governments… 
prepare SUD plans”. 

Social, 
Economic 
 

Oman, National 
Spatial Strategy  

“30-year development plan to 
promote geographically balanced 
and sustainable growth ... 
developing both urban and rural 
areas through land planning … 
heritage conservation and 
environmental protection”. 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal 

(*) Bahrain’s 
national planning 
framework 

“Access to global markets, preserve 
its environmental resources … 
investing in tourist 
facilities…protect its heritage, 
‘green’ the country and build a 
sustainable future”. 

Economic 

Jeddah, historic 
department, 
Saudi Arabia 

“The Saudi government invested to 
restore and preserve … develop a 
tourism corridor linking to Al Balad 
and obtain world heritage status… 
and collaborating with educational 
institutions”.  

Social, 
Economic 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2012a) 

(*) Regenerating 
the Historic 
Centre of Havana 

“… conservation-led programs 
…Regeneration saw improvements 
to social and cultural facilities and 

Social, 
Economic 
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services for tourism… without 
losing its residential character”. 

(*) Regenerating 
the Historic 
Centre of Quito  

“…the relocation of street vendors 
to malls, and vehicle traffic 
regulation. With local and 
international financing, private 
sector support… to create social 
housing and private housing free of 
public subsidies… water and 
sanitation have been improved”. 

Social, 
Economic 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2010b) 

Medinas 2020 
Initiative 

“…a program for the rehabilitation 
and conservation of Northern 
Africa’s historic urban centers”. 

Social, 
Economic 

(UN 
Habitat, 
2013a) 

The county 
territory master 
plan, Lithuania, 

“Protected territories (natural and 
cultural heritage) are an element of 
master and development plans”. 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal. 

National Urban 
Policies, Belarus 

“Spatial planning is seeking SD of 
urban and rural settlements, 
transport system, engineering and 
technical infrastructure, social 
amenities, recreation and health 
care systems, and on preservation 
and efficient use of its historic”. 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environme
ntal 

URBAN 
COMPETI
TIVENESS 

(PwC, 
2014) 

High Line, New 
York,  

“Strong community participation . . 
. triggers debate on the opposing 
views for cities’ development”. 

Social, 
Economic 

URBAN 
MANAGE
MENT  

(Westfall, 
MS, de 
Villa, 
2001) 

16 Asian cities  
‘Tourism attraction and 
development” by facilitating basic 
needs for local communities).  

Social, 
Economic 
 

Cultural heritage-related indicators 

A total of 14 indicators related to heritage were found in 8 reports on urban 

management and competitiveness (see Table 6). Six indicators, mainly found in 

competitiveness reports, were classified as direct because they quantify the 

availability of cultural heritage (in numbers or m2). Except for three direct indicators 

specifying World Heritage properties (29%), reports do not provide a definition of 

cultural heritage, but rather refer to areas or built structures that already have legal 

protection (Alcaldía de Medellín, 2009; Ambiente Italia, 2001). Instead, eight 

indicators, found mostly within urban management reports, were classified as 

indirect for considering heritage or consequences of its conservation within the 

assessment of a given urban phenomenon; for example, the percentage of jobs in a 
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cultural sector. The differences between direct and indirect indicators are further 

discussed. 

Analysis of indicators by urban development approaches 

Reports with a competitiveness approach were found to propose four direct 

indicators embedded in themes evaluating a city’s quality of life, cultural vibrancy, 

and cultural experience (See Table 6). Therefore, the quantification of World 

Heritage properties corresponds to the conceptualization of cultural capital in which 

heritage contributes to a city’s attractiveness for entertainment purposes and as 

tourist attraction. However, indicators within these categories do not provide 

relevant data related to the economic profits resulting from cultural resources, 

consumer satisfaction with cultural resources, or other aspects that could provide a 

more robust analysis of the contributions of the cultural sector. Although an 

indicator on World Heritage designation extends in significance into a city’s 

commitment to the implementation of conservation policies and management tools 

(UNESCO World Heritage Centre, 2015), this information is not relevant within the 

conceptual framework of these urban approaches. 

A total of nine indicators were found to relate to cultural heritage from the 

urban management approach (See Table 6). Two direct indicators focus on the 

quantification of urban areas under specific protection policies and are composed 

of categories such as environmental management and the sustainable use of urban 

land. Their rationale is that good urban governance supports SD by efficient land 

use, achieved through targeted urban development (Alcaldía de Medellín, 2009; 

Ambiente Italia, 2001). These indicators not only create stronger linkages with the 

economic, social, and environmental dimensions but also include a fourth cultural 

dimension by correlating to economic investment, benefiting the living conditions 

and life quality of local communities through the conservation of both natural and 

cultural heritage resources. 
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Table 6 List of analyzed heritage-related indicators 

FOCUS SOURCE INDICATOR 
RELATED 
CATEGORY 

RELATION DIMENSION 

Urban 
Competi
tiveness 

(PwC, 
2014) 

1. No. of World Heritage 
sites 

Quality of 
living 

Direct 
Social, 
Economic 

(Econo
mist 
Intellige
nce 
Unit, 
2012) 

2. No. of World Heritage 
sites 

Social and 
cultural 
character 

Direct 
Social, 
Economic 

(BOP, 
2012) 

3. No. of World Heritage 
sites Cultural 

heritage 

Direct 
Social, 
Economic 

4. Other heritage/historical 
sites 

Direct 
Social, 
Economic 

(Kearne
y AT, 
2012) 

5. Number of museums 
Cultural 
experience 

Indirect 
Social, 
Economic 

Urban 
Manage
ment 
Perform
ance 

(Ambien
te Italia, 
2001) 

6. % of the protected areas 
of the total municipal 
area 

Sustainable 
land use 

Direct 

Social, 
Economic- 
Environment
al 

(Alcaldía 
de 
Medellí
n, 2009) 

7. Protected urban areas 
(Km2) 

Environmenta
l management 

Direct 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environment
al 

(Westfal
l, MS, de 
Villa, 
2001) 

8. Public open space Urban land Indirect 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environment
al 

(Global 
Cites 
Institute
, 2008) 

1. Public indoor recreation 
space per capita [m2] 

2. Public outdoor 
recreation space per 
capita [m2] 

Urban 
planning, 
shelter and 
environment 

Indirect 

Social, 
Economic, 
Environment
al 

3. % of jobs in the cultural 
sector 

Technology & 
innovation 

Indirect 
Social, 
Economic 

(Ambien
te Italia, 
2001) 

4. Level of citizen 
satisfaction in general 
and with regard to 
specific features in the 
municipality 

Citizen 
satisfaction 
with the local 
community 

Indirect 

Social, 
Economic- 
Environment
al 

5. Citizen access to nearby 
public open areas and 
other basic services 

Availability of 
local public 
open areas 
and services 

Indirect 

Social, 
Economic- 
Environment
al 

6. Number of times that the 
limit values for selected 
air pollutants are 
exceeded 

Quality of 
local ambient 
air 

Indirect 

Social, 
Economic- 
Environment
al 
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The seven indirect indicators correspond to wider urban themes, ranging 

from urban planning to air quality (See Table 6). Three indicators measure the 

availability of outdoor and/or indoor recreational spaces, a category which includes 

both cultural and natural heritage (Ambiente Italia, 2001; Global Cites Institute, 

2008; Westfall, MS, de Villa, 2001). These indicators are classified under themes 

related to urban planning and quality of life. Less frequent indicators indirectly 

related to heritage were found specific to one report. The Global Cities Institute 

(2008) proposes an indicator monitoring the percentage of jobs in the cultural 

sector, including the opportunities that cultural heritage represents as a specialized 

labor field, thus correlating the social and economic dimensions of sustainability. 

European Common Indicators (Ambiente Italia, 2001) proposes qualitative 

indicators on the satisfaction of local communities with regard to specific features 

in the municipality, the rationale for which stands as “being able to live in conditions 

that include safe and affordable housing, the availability of basic services, [and a] 

quality environment (both natural and built).” These include cultural services, and 

therefore cultural heritage. Also, an environment-led indicator monitoring air 

pollutants was found to be correlated to cultural heritage (Ambiente Italia, 2001). In 

this regard, the air quality is understood as a phenomenon that can influence the 

conservation of cultural heritage. Indicators indirectly related to cultural heritage 

constitute the highest percentage (58%) and provide wider correlations of different 

urban phenomena with the field of heritage conservation, a desired characteristic 

for sustainable indicators. 

Comparative analysis on the coverage of sustainability 

dimensions 

We use the classical Venn diagrams of sustainability to represent the 

coverage of dimensions found within the three trends of the integration of cultural 

heritage into urban development found in this study. The analysis showed that out 

of the 14 references gathered on cultural heritage, 7 (50%) were classified as 

equitable (overlapping the social and economic dimensions); 3 (22%) were classified 

as sustainable (overlapping all three dimensions), and 2 each (14%) were classified 

within the social and economic dimensions alone. The environmental dimension 

was not referenced on its own as linked to cultural heritage (Figure 8). As previously 

explained, the coverage of sustainability dimensions in references reflects a time 

evolution in urban monitoring tools, from the earliest acknowledgments of 
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economic and social benefits of conservation actions to the latest recommendations 

to include heritage in urban planning and management frameworks to achieve SUD. 

Out of the 21 strategies analyzed, results showed that the majority, 12 best 

practices (52%) were considered to be equitable, overlapping the social and 

economic dimensions; 5 practices (24%) were found to be covering the social 

dimension alone; 3 practices (14%) were classified as sustainable (overlapping all 

three dimensions), and 1 practice (5%) was classified as livable, overlapping the 

social and environmental dimensions. This shows that the economic and particularly 

the social benefits of heritage conservation are widely acknowledged in the urban 

development field (Figure 7). 

The analysis identified 14 indicators by which World Heritage was identically 

monitored in three different reports (Figure 6). A slight majority, 8 indicators (57%) 

were classified as sustainable, whereas 6 (43%) were regarded as equitable. 

However, indicators quantifying World Heritage sites had a more imbalanced 

coverage of the sustainability dimensions, despite their ability to provide wider 

information related to management concerns as explained in previous sections. 

Thus, less frequently used indicators showed stronger linkages among the social, 

economic, and environmental dimensions as they considered cultural heritage in 

terms of causality chains of cause and effect. Although these characteristics are 

considered to be desirable in most discussed concepts of urban sustainability 

(Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008), the lack of consensus on their use poses constraints 

related to their relevance (Tanguay et al., 2010). 

 

Figure 8 Classification and count of 
references 

Figure 7 Classification and count of 
practices 

Figure 6 Classification and count of 
indicators 
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When compared, the three diagrams (Figures 6 to 8) show that the 

contribution of heritage to equitable urban practices is broadly acknowledged 

within the three levels of heritage integration into urban development. The 

comparison of diagrams also shows that the contributions and correlations between 

heritage and the environmental dimension are still underexplored, at least from the 

urban development perspective. The lack of interrelationships with environmental 

aspects and heritage is even stronger at the monitoring level. Although sustainable 

practices seem to be increasingly referenced in most recent reports, most of this is 

embedded in recommendations rather than in real practices. The lack of indicators 

also evidences that these interactions are not part of urban priorities as these are 

not targeted by assessment tools.  

Conclusions 

This chapter confirms the recognition of cultural heritage as an important 

resource and urban phenomenon from the urban development perspective. The 

analysis has identified three levels of inclusion in the urban monitoring of cultural 

heritage: at the strategic level, at the operational level, and in related indicators. 

The different levels are mainly aligned with two urban approaches to heritage as a 

means for development. The dominant approach understands heritage as an asset 

for cultural capital, whose recreational qualities contribute to cities’ 

competitiveness in global markets. Within this approach, World Heritage properties 

were found to be prominent in the cultural heritage indicators. Indicators 

quantifying the availability of cultural heritage are also able to provide information 

on the implementation of conservation policies and local engagement with cultural 

heritage conservation. However, most of their monitoring frameworks limit their 

relevance to the showcasing of cultural capital, cultural consumption for tourism, 

and the entertainment of local communities. The second approach identifies 

heritage with a designated role in urban complexity, requiring tailored management 

as part of the governance practice. In this regard, an evolution of the inclusion of 

cultural heritage conservation at the strategic levels is acknowledged. Latest 

recommendations for urban strategies seem to get closer to the landscape-based 

approach. These are being strengthened by recommendations to protect intangible 

values and also by the acknowledgment of the need to integrate cultural heritage 

conservation into wider development and planning frameworks. On the other hand, 

a few incompatibilities in development and decision-making were also found in the 

discussion, as well as in the integration of intangible indicators. However, the role 
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of communities to define and manage cultural heritage has been highlighted as an 

essential factor in the sustainability of practices. 

In terms of the coverage of the sustainability dimensions, it was observed 

that despite an increasing number of references framing the conservation of cultural 

heritage as key for SUD, there is a lack of interdisciplinary understanding of urban 

dynamics interacting with cultural heritage. In this regard, the operational level 

remains embedded in the conservation of the built environment, and thus related 

to the improvement of the tangible aspects of economic and social needs. 

Environmental aspects in relation to heritage are suggested as recommendations. 

However, practices and evaluation tools showed that these are still underexplored. 

Although the diversity of the still scarce indirect indicators reflects a starting point 

in the exploration of the interactions between heritage conservation and wider 

urban phenomena—particularly with the social dimension—the relevance of these 

indicators is challenged by the lack of consensus on their use among urban 

monitoring tools. 

The empirical analysis of global monitoring tools for urban development has 

proved to enable the understanding of the role of cultural heritage in SUD. The study 

of available cultural heritage urban indicators highlights the need for 

complementary indicators to cover, as broadly as possible, the wider aspects of SD. 

Considering that managing cultural heritage can contribute to all three dimensions 

of sustainability—economic, environmental, and social—this chapter has proved 

that a more thorough conceptualization of and more concrete correlations between 

cultural heritage management and urban phenomena are still needed. In the 

context of interdisciplinary management and monitoring practices, further research 

in the use of urban indicators is expected to broaden the understanding of urban 

factors affecting the conservation of cultural heritage. The identification of common 

indicators between urban development and cultural heritage management could 

help in forecasting challenges, setting priorities, and providing baseline knowledge 

to foster more and better sustainable practices in urban development. 
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CHAPTER 2  
Global Urban Factors and their Impact on the Conservation of 

World Heritage Cities: an Indicators-based analysis  

Global urban factors and their impact on the conservation of World 

Heritage Cities: An Indicators-based analysis. (ARTICLE 2) to be 

submitted. 

Conference Paper 4 presented at UAA, San Diego 2016 

Conference Paper 5 presented at UN-HABITAT III, Quito, Ecuador, 2016 

 

 

 

 

The new urban agenda has set the conservation of heritage, together with 

an integrated urban and territorial development, among the global standards for 

achieving sustainable development. In order to understand the dynamics between 

these two fields, in this chapter the boundaries between global monitoring tools 

have been crossed. This leads the debate towards the ability of indicators to bridge 

methodological issues related to the use of common urban conceptualizations, and 

also the accessibility and interpretation of qualitative and quantitative data. This 

chapter presents a shortlist of common urban development indicators analyzed 

within UNESCO’s State of conservation reporting system. A SWOT analysis reveals 

key trends on 27 urban factors addressed in relation to the management of 69 WHC 

and their coverage of sustainability dimensions. There is a slight predominance of 

weaknesses and threats, whereas strengths and opportunities include a larger 

number of factors. The chapter argues that the use of urban indicators bridges 

interdisciplinary monitoring practices that facilitate the understanding of 

development impacts in cultural heritage conservation, across economic, social, and 

environmental dimensions. Limitations of current reporting systems, the lack of 

systematic assessment on the impacts of urban development, and the narrow 

definition of WHC are also discussed. The conceptual approach here presented has 

proven to offer an empirical basis for a monitoring practice that fosters the 

sustainable management of urban heritage. 
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Introduction 

In the last twenty years, cultural heritage’s role in urban management has 

evolved from institutionalizing conservation efforts to placing heritage at the focus 

of strategic planning. Consequently, urban indicator frameworks quantify cultural 

heritage as “cultural capital and urban phenomena, requiring tailored urban 

management” (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). Today, the new urban agenda for 

sustainable development (SD) has committed itself “to the sustainable leveraging of 

natural and cultural heritage, both tangible and intangible, in cities and human 

settlements through integrated urban and territorial policies” (Art. 38) and “to 

developing vibrant, sustainable and inclusive urban economies, building on 

endogenous potentials, competitive advantages such as cultural heritage and local 

resources, as well as resource-efficient and resilient infrastructure” (Habitat III 

Conference, 2016). However, when joining the sustainability debate, the challenge 

consists of developing innovative indicator frameworks, able to assess not only the 

level of conservation and integrity of heritage as a resource, but also the interactions 

with other resources within a complex urban system.  

Analysis of the quality of the interactions between urban development 

themes and heritage conservation has been driven by beneficial relationships 

referenced and proven in best practices (P. Guzmán et al., 2014; Van Oers & Pereira 

Roders, 2014), whereas conflicting relationships have fostered an understanding of 

development as a threat in the field of World Heritage conservation (ICOMOS, 2005; 

Turner et al., 2012). In both cases, the quantitative and qualitative analysis of such 

interactions are still very much underexplored (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). Further 

exploration is much needed, considering that cultural heritage management, at the 

global level, is simultaneously moving towards a landscape-based approach. 

UNESCO’s recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape (HUL) advocates 

sustainable practices through multidisciplinary analysis of the urban heritage in 

order to include its processes in the modern city’s planning and development 

(Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2014; Veldpaus et al., 2013).  

According to Musacchio (2013), “the most thought-provoking debates and 

contributions in landscape ecology have occurred when crossing scientific 

boundaries through interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary activities”. With the 

purpose of setting the base for a debate about the critical issues for the inclusion of 

heritage in the SUD and its future research agenda, in this chapter an innovative 

methodology is developed and tested to integrate quantitative and qualitative data 
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analysis on common urban factors targeted by urban development common 

indicators (UDCI) and cultural heritage management at a global level. This chapter 

starts with a literature review on how the recent HUL approach has provided 

motivation for greater interdisciplinary integration in the management of urban 

heritage, followed by a state of the practice on how global monitoring tools, from 

the heritage perspective, assess urban development. The potential of urban 

indicators to assess sustainable development whilst bridging these two scientific 

disciplines is also discussed. Section three introduces the methodology. The analysis 

produced a database that allows for a clearer understanding of interactive and/or 

mediating relationships, between urban factors and the management of cultural 

heritage, but also in terms of social, economic, and environmental dimensions. The 

chapter ends with a discussion on the advantages and limitations of current 

monitoring tools to bridge the two fields towards the monitoring of sustainable 

development. Although conceptual, results demonstrate the potential of urban 

development common indicators to bridge these fields in the pursuit of more 

sustainable practices by formalizing shared conceptualizations, improving the 

comparability of practices and the planning of targets, and consequently leading to 

better heritage and urban management performance. 

Towards a Sustainable Management of Cultural Heritage  

The traditional standpoint in urban heritage conservation has been the 

action on what to protect, which narrows down to object-based conservation, 

primarily tangible or built heritage (monuments, facades and structures) (Tweed & 

Sutherland, 2007). This posture has delayed the attribution of value resulting from 

evolutionary processes conceived on a larger (urban) scale, and thus, 

fundamentally, opposes development (Veldpaus et al., 2013). Rather than opposing 

change and human interference, a paradigm shift in heritage conservation towards 

a heritage management with a landscape-based approach is becoming a model for 

reconciling the urban multi-layered functions and development agendas (Reed et 

al., 2016). The recommendation on HUL, ratified by UNESCO in 2011, is the most 

recent initiative to implement such an approach in the global context. It is 

conceptualized in cultural landscape theories, but also encompasses the evolution 

of heritage and urban planning theories (Jokilehto, 2007; Van Oers & Pereira Roders, 

2014; Veldpaus et al., 2013). This approach broadens the understanding of heritage 

to include notions of attributes and values, (urban) setting and context, 

accompanied by a greater consideration for the social and economic role of 

(historic) cities (UNESCO, 2011). The management of urban resources is becoming 
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the nexus for cross-disciplinary inquiries on biodiversity, ecosystem services, and 

human well-being challenges in changing social, economic, and environmental 

conditions (Musacchio, 2013; Reed et al., 2016; Wu, 2013). Therefore, the fact that 

appropriate (landscape) management is integrally linked to well-designed 

monitoring and evaluation systems is not only increasingly acknowledged among 

conservationists, but is also being put forward within the context of sustainability 

and the efficient use of resources (Axelsson et al., 2013; Musacchio, 2009; Pereira 

Roders, 2013; Reed et al., 2016; Stem et al., 2005).  

Literature Trends on the Assessment of Cultural Heritage 

Management in the Urban Context 

The literature review evidenced two main trends in theory concerning the 

assessment and monitoring of the interactions of cultural heritage and the urban 

context. The first, and the most widespread, evidences a conflicting relationship 

between development and conservation. Pendlebury (2009) affirms that “in the 

urbaneness of World Heritage (WH) properties, there are fundamental tensions 

between the desire to preserve a sense of the past and recognizing that heritage 

cities are the product of layers of development and habitation.… The development 

pressures experienced by urban WH properties have increasingly become an issue 

preoccupying the international regulatory bodies”. In fact, various literature 

highlights unplanned development factors, as well as management deficiencies, as 

the most common threat to cultural heritage in urban contexts (Francesco Bandarin 

& van Oers, 2012; Turner et al., 2012; X. Zhang et al., 2015). However, research 

leaves unconsidered multiple situational influences, as well as positive effects of 

urban development on heritage and its conservation. 

A second trend in literature discusses standardized criteria to assess and 

compare WH properties and management practices (Chen & Chen, 2010; Monteiro, 

Painho, & Vaz, 2015; Svuom et al., 2007; Zancheti & Hidaka, 2012). Patry et al. (2005) 

mention that while useful, “these methodologies have been applied haphazardly to 

only a few WH properties to date”. Therefore, most of these studies are anecdotic, 

based upon case studies in which researchers adopt customized evaluation criteria 

based on their own conceptualization, rather than a systematic appraisal of 

evidence (Sutherland et al., 2004; Tanguay et al., 2014; Tweed & Sutherland, 2007; 

Zheng et al., 2014).  
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Current monitoring tools for World Cultural Heritage in the urban context  

At the global level, there are two databases available reporting on the 

relationship between heritage conservation and [urban] development. The first 

corresponds to UNESCO’s standard procedures for the monitoring of WH properties: 

the State of Conservation reports and the Reactive Monitoring Reports (RMR) for 

emergency cases. On a yearly basis, the World Heritage Centre and the Advisory 

Bodies (ICCROM, ICOMOS and IUCN) report on conservation issues of selected 

natural and cultural heritage worldwide on an individual basis. More than 3,000 SoC 

reports (concerning 536 WH properties, available online) represent the most 

detailed and systematic documentation on heritage at a global scale. The UNESCO 

World Heritage system recognizes World Heritage Cities as a category, including 

their historic centers and ensembles of monuments. However, a formal definition of 

heritage categories is not provided. The SoC information system enables global 

statistics based on information such as the distribution of WH properties per region 

and category, geographical visualization on the conservation of WH, and a standard 

list of threats to WH properties. A list of 14 primary factors are listed as threats 

affecting the conservation of natural and cultural heritage, each encompassing a 

number of secondary factors (UNESCO WHC, 2008). “Development” stands on its 

own as a threat category. Nevertheless, other urban development factors can be 

found across different categories; for example, new development, infrastructure 

construction and development, tourism pressures and associated development, 

informal/illegal settlements or construction, temporary events (and associated 

structures), etc. Moreover, there is no insight into the categories of threats, 

definitions and methods for classification, nor on what exactly makes development 

constitute a threat.  

A second database has been created by the Organization of World Heritage 

Cities (OWHC) to give access to both, OWHC city members and general public. The 

database reports on 65 development projects in 59 cities (5.5% of total WH 

properties) and solving problems propositions that were undertaken or experienced 

by cities with an urban heritage (OWHC, 2016). Based on good practices and 

individual case studies, the database covers a range of 19 relevant urban factors, 

classified in 6 themes addressing conservation; such as rehabilitation, renovation, 

and other intervention projects. Reports are elaborated in the structured format of 

a Synthetic Data Sheet, providing comprehensive descriptions of synergies between 

urban development and conservation strategies. The city governments select the 
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best practices; reports are submitted on a voluntary basis, and by OWHC members 

only (fee-dependent). 

According to Stem et al. (2005), “organizations committed to the 

conservation of resources, have implemented monitoring and evaluation systems, 

often with mixed results”. The SoC reports database offers the most complete 

overview of factors negatively affecting the conservation of World Heritage. Thus it 

focuses exclusively on threats, whereas the OWHC platform shares the strengths 

and opportunities (positive impacts) of urban development models that integrate 

cultural heritage management within planning. However, these databases were not 

originally designed for providing insights on the sustainability of the most pressing 

and common urban issues interacting—positively and negatively—with heritage 

management. Therefore, the systematic evaluation and comparison of existent 

urban projects necessary to provide information on their impact, as well as on what 

constitutes a good practice of development and conservation, has not been 

enabled. 

In the light of sustainable development, and because of their 

interdisciplinary nature, urban development and heritage management approaches 

should be required to enhance their collaboration, and thus their communication. 

But current evaluation systems tend to “overlook lessons learned from the many 

efforts to develop useful and practical monitoring and evaluation approaches in 

conservation and other fields” (Stem et al., 2005). This can also be attributed to the 

fact that the inherent complexity and problems within landscapes are “in contrast 

to the disciplinary organization of science” (Tress, Tress, Décamps, & d’Hauteserre, 

2001). Consequently, similar concepts are not always strongly formalized, especially 

those related to the field of urban development (Teller, Keita, Roussey, & Laurini, 

2007). This means that the same concepts are given different definitions, as noticed 

in the UNESCO list of threats. The inconsistent use of concepts can cause confusion 

among monitoring and evaluation components, lead to misallocation of 

management and evaluation resources, set unreasonable expectations of 

assessment activities, produce inaccurate assessments of conservation 

interventions, and so on (Mascia et al., 2014; Redford et al., 2003; Stem et al., 2005; 

Teller et al., 2007). To avoid difficulties, an increasing number of scholars encourage 

collaborations that cross disciplinary boundaries with wider scientific fields, 

particularly for the assessment of (urban) landscapes (Cassatella & Peano, 2011; 

Dramstad et al., 2001; Musacchio, 2013; Reed et al., 2016; Westfall, MS, de Villa, 

2001) 
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The use of common sustainable development indicators 

Most of the recent urban policy discourses increasingly highlight the 

potential of integrated landscape approaches and the social-economic value of 

heritage conservation for urban development. However, available urban indicators 

on heritage do not explore the interactions of such resources within urban 

phenomena (P. Guzmán et al., 2017; Tanguay et al., 2014). Conversely, the HUL 

entails specific tools for managing change, and new tools for evaluating different 

alternatives based on their multidimensional impacts; new systemic approaches and 

new indicators are being requested (Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2014; Fusco 

Girard, 2013; Veldpaus, 2015). 

In order to approach sustainability within an urban landscape context, 

urban indicators have been proven appropriate to improve understanding of the 

systemic interactions (Lyytimäki, 2012). Indicators are the most common tool for 

evaluating urban planning and development, due to “their simple character and 

their analytical effectiveness in that quantitative data generally fall within the three 

pillars of sustainable development” (Figure 4) (Ness et al., 2007). Moreover, 

common indicators contribute to the analysis of relevant and common urban 

challenges identified at local level, municipal level, and at higher level; they also 

improve credibility and advance the coverage of the three pillars of sustainable 

development (Mascarenhas et al., 2010; L. Y. Shen et al., 2011). However, only a few 

methodologies are considered integral approaches, taking into account 

environmental, economic, and social aspects, and these are not commonly used 

(Ness et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2012). Additionally, a wide range of sustainability 

indicators are in use, as a consequence of the lack of consensus on the notion of 

sustainability (Mascarenhas et al., 2010; Tanguay et al., 2010). This makes difficult 

their conceptual and scientific validation, as well as ensuring they meet the most 

urgent management concerns (Niemeijer & de Groot, 2008; Tanguay et al., 2010). 

Nevertheless, “considering their flexibility and their ability to translate complex 

concepts into measurable information” (Tanguay et al., 2014), the use of common 

indicators can be beneficial in joining efforts to bridge practices of SUD and CH 

management over time. 
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Methodology 

With the purpose of setting the base for a debate about the critical issues 

for the inclusion of heritage in SUD and its future research agenda, the UNESCO SoC 

reporting system was selected as the source of analysis, as it is the most complete 

collection of information. Reports were analyzed for the extent that they monitor a 

list of urban development common indicators, selected from international reports 

on urban development and competitiveness. The methodology was designed to 

integrate quantitative and qualitative data analysis in three stages: a) Compilation 

of a list of UDCI from global urban indicators frameworks; b) Semi-automated search 

for the UDCI within UNESCO SoC reports as factors affecting the conservation of 

WHC; c) Systematic classification of identified urban factors according to three 

coding-steps. A detailed description of these steps follows.  

The shortlist of Urban Development Common Indicators 

A shortlist of UDCI was compiled from eight international urban reports on 

urban management and global competitiveness (Table 7). The selection of reports 

was based on their coverage of interdisciplinary urban themes relevant for urban 

management performance and competitiveness (P. Guzmán et al., 2017).. 

Table 7 List of selected reports (from Guzman et al. 2017) 

By adapting a methodology used by Tanguay et al. (2010), we gathered a 

total of 476 indicators, from which we shortlisted the most frequently used 

TYPE OF 
REPORTS 

FOCUS # SOURCE # IND. 

CITY RANKINGS 

Hierarchical listing of cities according 
to their economic sustainability, 
competitiveness and positioning 
within the global urban market. 

1- "Cities of Opportunities 
2012”  PWC 

59 

2- Global Cities Index 27 

3- Global City 
Competitiveness Index 

36 

GLOBAL CITIES’ 
CULTURAL 
SUPPLY 

Cultural policies strategies. 4- World Cities Culture 
Report 

60 

CITY 
MANAGEMENT 
PERFORMANCE 

Holistic overview of sustainability 
progresses, trends and the 
establishing urban strategies and 
policies. 

5- Indicadores urbanos 
para LAC 

76 

6- European Common 
Indicators 

39 

7- Urban Indicators for 
Managing Cities ADB 

143 

8- Global City Indicators 
Facility 

36 
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indicators among reports. A list of UDCI was classified according to the three 

dimensions of sustainability, and their possible combinations (Figure 4), remaining 

faithful to the original definitions provided by the reports 

Analysis of urban factors within the UNESCO SoC reporting system 

To maintain a global analysis, we selected the UNESCO SoC reporting system 

as the sample of analysis, as it is the most standardized global monitoring tool for 

cultural heritage (Veillon, 2014). SoC reports provide information that can enable 

the monitoring of quantitative and qualitative effects of urban factors affecting the 

conservation of cultural heritage. We reduced the sample of analysis from 802 

cultural heritage properties to 193 properties that come under the category of 

“cities”, as listed by the UNESCO World Heritage Center online search. The first, 

semi-automatic search of references to the list of UDCI evidenced the need to 

simplify indicators in keywords; for example, the indicator Natural disaster was 

simplified to keywords such as natural disaster, natural risk. I was also necessary to 

adapt certain urban terminology to customary terms of UNESCO’s monitoring 

language (Veillon, 2014). Accordingly, natural disasters were also searched for under 

the UNESCO wording used in the list of threats, such as flooding, earthquake, fire, 

and storms.  

Systematic classification of factors affecting the conservation of World 

Heritage Cities 

A database of references was compiled to facilitate the classification of UDCI 

and corresponding keywords according to the references based on the codes shown 

in Table 8. Step 1: A pre-coding classification was applied according to the Property 

description, as provided by the SoC system, including name of the city, geographical 

location and year of report; Step 2: Post-coding was applied in the next steps based 

on the quality of the impact, differentiating the references in semantics (Hsieh & 

Shannon, 2005). References to the UDCI were classified according to a Management 

situation analysis and an Impact analysis. The first is a qualitative classification of 

the context in which indicators were referenced: as external or internal issues to the 

management of the property (Agarwal et al., 2012). For this classification, the 

method of content analysis was used to interpret the references to indicators in SoC 

reports. The second aims to “systematically measure the negative and positive 

(intended and unintended) causal effects of interventions” (and/or development) 

(Mascia et al., 2014).  
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Table 8 Coding Table 

CODING DIMENSION CODING ITEMS AND DEFINITIONS 

44 UDCI 
1. Indicator generic name 
2. Keywords  

PROPERTY 
DESCRIPTION 
 

3. Name of the property 

4. Geographical Region  
5. Africa (AFR) 
6. Arab States (ARB) 
7. Asia and the Pacific (APA) 
8. Europe and North America (EUR) 
9. Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) 

10. Report year 

MANAGEMENT 
SITUATION ANALYSIS 

11. External Factor 
12. Internal Factor 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
13. Positively affecting conservation actions 

14. Negatively affecting conservation actions 

SUSTAINABILITY 
DIMENSIONS 

15. Economic:  
16. Permitting continuing compatible land uses or economic 

activity, such as tourism revenues, reuse of buildings, 
management capabilities (UNESCO WHC, 2013) , i.e., when 
the economic benefits or threats are mentioned (costs of 
conservation actions, funding, expenses or references to 
economic activities and functions, etc.) 

17. Environmental: 
18. When related to protecting the natural environment 

(particular ecosystems in and around properties), gradual 
changes due to geological, climatic or other environmental 
factors, threats and protection from natural hazards, 
pollution, efficiency and improvement of natural resources, 
environmental friendly interventions, etc. (UNESCO WHC, 
2013) 

19. Social: 
20. When related to social equity, by maintaining strong links 

with communities and contributing to society, professional 
creation, reception or participation activities but also actions 
related to government will, consultation processes, human 
resources, local population or civil society participation, 
improvement of life quality. Protecting less tangible assets 
within properties (communities, cultures and knowledge) 
(UNESCO WHC, 2013). 

Step 3: The analysis of correlations between steps 3 and 4 allows for a SWOT 

analysis on the basis of commonly used indicators and in relation to the 

management of WHC. Strengths are defined as the indicators representing urban 

factors that have a positive impact on the conservation of the WHC and are actions 

within local management competences. Weaknesses are defined as the indicators 

representing urban factors that have a negative impact on the conservation of the 

WHC and are actions directly related to the local management. Opportunities 
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represent urban factors that have a positive impact on the conservation of the WHC 

and are factors external to local management competences. Threats represent 

urban factors that have a negative impact on the conservation of the WHC and are 

external to local management competences. The database includes these 

references for corroboration. The SWOT analysis helps to devise a strategic agenda 

by isolating key issues that need to be prioritized in furthering a suitable and 

sustainable approach to the management of urban resources (Helms & Nixon, 2010; 

Lombardi, P., & Stanghellini, 2009; UNESCO WHC, 2013; Veldpaus et al., 2013). Step 

4: Factors are also classified by sustainability dimensions according to those 

previously defined by urban frameworks, but also adding the coverage of 

dimensions by applying the definitions of UNESCO (2013) (see Table 5)—social, 

economic, and environmental. This classification, often neglected in SD indicator 

studies, intends to raise awareness of the need for development (of a given 

territory) to be equitable, livable, and viable in order to be considered sustainable 

(WCED, 1987). The cultural dimension is added as the factors are found to be 

affecting the conservation of WHC. 

Results 

The shortlist of Urban Development Common Indicators 

From a total of 476 indicators gathered from 8 reports, it was found that the 

frequency of usage of indicators ranged from 1 to 4 times among the 8 reports 

analyzed. To define a list of UDCI, 41 indicators within the higher frequencies (3 and 

4) were retained (See Table 9). The shortlist shows that 88% of the indicators were 

used three times, whilst only 12% of the indicators could be found in the maximum 

number of four reports. According to the original classification per urban reports on 

sustainability dimensions, it was found that 59% of UDCI (24 indicators) were mainly 

associated with the equitable dimension. This is not surprising considering that the 

reports analyzed place a strong emphasis on cities’ economic strengths. However, a 

considerable proportion, 16 of the indicators (39%), were classified as sustainable 

in both urban management and competitiveness reports. These are related to the 

assessment of five urban factors: access and availability of natural resources, 

sources of pollution, natural disasters, transportation, and urbanization rate. 
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Table 9 Classification of UDCI per sustainability dimensions and frequency of use 

INDICATOR  DIMENSIONS FREQ. 
1. Air Pollution Sustainable 4 
2. % Public Green Space (Parks And Gardens) Sustainable 4 
3. Population With Higher Education Equitable 4 
4. Aircraft Movements Equitable 4 
5. No. Of Performing-Arts Venues Equitable 4 
6. Km Of High Capacity Public Transit System Per 100,000 

Population 
Sustainable 3 

7. Relating To The Different Modes Of Transport Considered Sustainable 3 
8. Urbanized Land Sustainable 3 
9. Electricity/ Household Connections Sustainable 3 
10. Disasters In The Last 10 Years Sustainable 3 
11. Consumption Of Water Per Capita Sustainable 3 
12. Percentage Of City Population With Potable Water Supply 

Service 
Sustainable 3 

13. Percentage Of City Population Served By Wastewater 
Collection 

Sustainable 3 

14. Wastewater Treated Sustainable 3 
15. Percentage Of City’s Solid Waste That Is Recycled Sustainable 3 
16. Percentage Of City Population With Regular Solid Waste 

Collection 
Sustainable 3 

17. Median Travel Time Sustainable 3 
18. Automobile Ownership Sustainable 3 
19. Km Of Light Passenger Transit System Per 100,000 

Population 
Sustainable 3 

20. Adult Literacy Rate Equitable 3 
21. School Enrollment Rates Equitable 3 
22. Cost Of Rent Equitable 3 
23. A Real Size Of Informal Settlements As A Percent Of City 

Area 
Equitable 3 

24. Number Of In-Patient Hospital Beds Per 100,000 Population Equitable 3 
25. Health System Performance Equitable 3 
26. Average Life Expectancy Equitable 3 
27. Percentage Of City Population Living In Poverty Equitable 3 
28. Population Growth Equitable 3 
29. Foreign-Born Population Equitable 3 
30. Freedom Of Expression And Human Rights Equitable 3 
31. Corporate Headquarters Economic 3 
32. Cost Of Business Occupancy Equitable 3 
33. No Of International Conferences And Conventions Equitable 3 
34. International Tourists Equitable 3 
35. Crime Equitable 3 
36. Financial And Business Services Employment Equitable 3 
37. Flow Of Goods Through Ports And Airports Equitable 3 
38. No. Of International Travelers Equitable 3 
39. No Of Museums Equitable 3 
40. Availability Of Quality Restaurants Equitable 3 
41. Elected And Nominated Councilors Equitable 3 
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Urban Development Common Indicators identified as urban 

factors affecting the conservation of World Heritage Cities 

UDCI and related keywords 

Out of the 41 UDCI, only 27 were found referenced as factors affecting the 

conservation of WHC. Referenced UDCI were adapted to 52 keywords using the 

possibility of expressing indicators according to the UNESCO list of threats (Figure 

9). For instance, the UDCI natural disaster risk has the highest number of keywords 

(nine): earthquake (25 references), flood (17 references), and fire (20 references) 

being the most frequently referenced. Modes of transport and Kilometers of public 

transport follow, both with five related keywords. The first includes transport 

system (5 references), and the word “transport” followed by node, network and 

center (1 reference each). The second includes the following keywords: extension (7 

references), connection (3 references) and expansion (1 reference). Next comes the 

UDCI Public park space, with four keywords: park (16 references), green area (9 

references), green space (4 references), and public garden (1 reference). Other 

UDCI, such as Elected councilors, were not found with their original description but 

rather with context-related keywords such as political (25 references) and elections 

(1 reference). For instance, “some deficiencies have been identified in the existing 

legislative framework, especially in four areas … Public management of the site has 

Figure 9 Indicators analyzed 
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to be made more stable, and less dependent on political cycles.” In this example, 

the reference states that political cycles or the process of electing/changing 

councilors is identified as an external factor affecting the management of a site. The 

list of factors and their numbers of related keywords is shown in Figure 10. 

Figure 10 Referenced UDCI and number of keywords 

Systematic classification of factors affecting the conservation 

of World Heritage Cities. 

Classification according to properties’ description 

The classification of UDCI references according to the properties’ 

description showed 301 references to urban factors affecting a reduced sample of 

69 WHC in SoC reports dating from 2000 to 2015 (See Figure 11). The distribution of 

number of references and WHC by geographical location presented similar 

proportions (Figure 12). The largest group of references and cities analyzed are 

located in EUR (37.5% and 42% respectively), followed by LAC with 27.6% of 

references and 23.2% of cities, and ARB with 13.3% of references and 16% of cities. 

Slight differences were found in the distribution between the AFR and APA regions. 

The AFR region was found discussing more urban factors (13%) in fewer cities (8.7%). 
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Whereas APA, having a higher number of cities (10.1%), is the region with the fewest 

urban factors discussed (8.6%). 

 

 

Figure 12 Classification by Property description  

Figure 11 Sample of WHC analyzed 



85 
 

  

 Management situation and Impact analysis 

The management situation showed that the majority of urban factors 

affecting the conservation of WHC are internal issues to the management of cultural 

heritage (56.15%). Urban factors classified within this group are represented by the 

following UDCI: sewage systems, electricity, employment business services, housing, 

restaurants, and museums. These actions are typically part of development and 

management plans and strategies aiming at the improvement and/or modernization 

of WHC. External factors make up the remaining 43.85%. The majority are related 

to external environmental phenomena or activities undertaken at a higher level 

(such as national or regional authorities), and urban dynamics created by the private 

sector. Related UDCI are natural disasters, transport systems (km), modes of 

transport, public parks, and recycled waste.  

The impact analysis showed that negative impacts are in the majority 

(52.82%). Considering that SoC reports mainly focus on negatives, it is remarkable 

that positive aspects reached a near-balanced share of 47.18%. Among the evident 

UDCI with negative impacts are found natural disaster risk, elected and nominated 

councilors, km of public transport, and automobile ownership. UDCI with positive 

impacts are no. of museums, sewage systems, house rent, international conferences, 

and employment in business and services. 

SWOT analysis 

  We observed that strengths (internal-positive factors), with 99 references, 

make up the largest group (33% of the total of 301, including 21 UDCI). The most 

referenced factors are the opening of site museums (27.4% of the total strengths), 

followed by the implementation of natural disaster risk plans (19.18%). Other 

positive factors mentioned include rehabilitation projects and/or conservation 

strategies such as the restoration of heritage buildings for (social) housing (12.33%); 

the establishment of parks (10.96%); and the improvement of urban facilities, which 

contributes to the property’s development, for example sewage (10.96%), energy 

connections (3.51%1), wastewater treatment (1.75%), and water connections 

(1.75%). Elected and nominated (4.39%) councilors are also influential as they offer 

their political support and commitment to conservation. Other, less referenced 

strengths (less than 1%), include the promotion of actions that enable employment, 

including that of heritage professionals; the organization of international 

conferences on management issues affecting a city; and education, with training 

programs for graduates. Figure 13 shows the distribution of SWOT analysis. 
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Weaknesses (internal-negative factors) represent 23% (70) of the 301 

references and include 13 UDCI. The most common urban factor referenced is the 

absence of natural disaster risk plans (32.86% of the 70 references), which 

contributes to the property’s vulnerability to identified threats; for example, fire-

protection, earthquakes, flooding, etc. Elected councilors follows (15.71%); this 

reflects upon the local political will and situation, and the likelihood of their 

implementing appropriate legislative protection and management plans. No. of 

museums is the third most referenced factor (12.86%). Examples include 

inappropriate approaches to the use of historic buildings as museums, the use of 

intrusive architecture in the heritage context, and the lack of impact assessments. 

The lack of sewage systems (10%2) is the most referenced infrastructure problem, 

whilst housing (7.14%) is found related to eviction regulations, lack of social housing, 

and degraded housing.  

 

Opportunities (external-positive factors) represent the smallest share of the 

SWOT analysis with 14% (43 references) of the total references, including 14 UDCI. 

Museums represent the most frequently referenced factor (23.26% of all 

opportunities) ranging from international cooperation programs led by institutional 

museums to the rehabilitation of local museums. Public spaces (16.28%) and their 

use are seen as opportunities when contributing to protection as buffer zones or 

transition areas. Also mentioned are improvements of urban services such as 

Figure 13 SWOT analysis 
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sewage systems (13.95%), water supply (4.65%), and the extension of km of 

transport systems (9.30%) and modes of travel (6.98%). 

Finally, threats (external-negative factors) represent 30% (89 references) of 

the total and include 15 UDCI. The largest group in this classification consists of 

issues related to risks from environmental phenomena (43.2% of the total threats), 

such as climate change effects or other disasters. Urban development projects 

undertaken at a higher authority level that introduce incompatible new dynamics, 

or disregard the local cultural heritage management office, are represented in the 

categories of public spaces (13.48%), km of transport systems (10.11%), and 

museums (3.37%). Additionally, the continuity of conservation actions and projects 

was identified as being closely related to the continuity of the elected and 

nominated councilors. In most cases, changes at the local government level are seen 

as threats (10.11%). Figure 14 shows the SWOT classification by indicators. 

Figure 14 SWOT classification per UDCI 
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Sustainability dimensions 

The classification of factors according to sustainability dimensions reveals 

that 46.18% of the 301 references were found to be satisfying all the principles of 

sustainability; that is, they were performing within each of the three dimensions 

(economic, social, and environmental). In other words, such factors and their impact 

on the conservation of WHC were discussed holistically. A total of 32.56% of the 

factors were found to be performing in two sustainability dimensions. Out of these, 

most factors focused on the equitable dimension (26.58%), followed by the livable 

dimension (4.65%), and the least discussed, the viable dimension (1.4%). The 

smallest group, 21.26% of the urban factors, were found to be performing in one 

dimension. From these, most factors covered the environmental dimension (9.97%), 

followed by the social dimension (9.3%), and lastly the economic dimension (1.99%). 

Figure 15 shows the coverage of the sustainability dimensions.  

 

Some trends were observed in correlation with the SWOT analysis. For 

instance, a plurality of strengths (45%) are discussed in terms of sustainability, but 

references tend to prioritize the economic and social dimensions (39% equitable and 

9% social dimensions). Strengths are the category with the fewest factors discussing 

the environmental dimension (1% environmental, 3.5% livable, and 2% viable 

Figure 15 Coverage of Sustainability dimensions 
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dimensions). Weaknesses have a higher share of references discussing the equitable 

impacts of factors (36%) than in sustainable terms (30%). Environmental factors 

constitute 14% of their references, and they have the highest share of all the SWOT 

categories on livable-related factors (9%); but viable factors only make up 1% of the 

total. 

The correlations of SD dimensions with the external factors showed that 

opportunities have a similar coverage to strengths, being widely discussed in 

sustainability terms (58%) with a tendency towards the equitable dimension (35%). 

This category was found to be performing the poorest in relation to environmental 

factors, with only 2% covering the viable dimension; it also has the lowest rate in 

the social and economic dimensions (2% apiece). Threats are mostly discussed in 

sustainability terms (48%), and have the strongest tendency towards the 

environmental factors of all the SWOT categories (29% environmental and 3% 

livable dimensions). The social and equitable dimensions respectively make up 10% 

and 9% of references.  

Conclusions 

The results confirm that urban dynamics, in its multiple disciplines, can be 

assessed in relation to the management of cultural heritage, and in its impact on 

social, economic, and environmental urban conditions. The SWOT analysis has 

shown that 27 urban factors can have both positive and negative impacts on the 

conservation of WHC. For instance, house rent can be positive, in that a social 

program can encourage local communities to invest in the conservation of protected 

buildings. But house rent rises as a result of gentrification can have negative 

consequences by displacing traditional functions in a protected urban area. In a 

similar way, a natural disaster risk is seen as positive when local authorities have 

developed a risk management plan and implemented it successfully. Thus, this study 

has provided insights into how those local actions lead to good or unsustainable 

practices. 

It was expected that this study would show a majority of urban factors 

(external and internal) having negative impacts, as these have been the subject of 

analysis of WH monitoring systems. What may be surprising is that a similar number 

of positive references were also found, correlating with a larger number of urban 

factors. For instance, strengths of WHC are largely based on the consolidation and 

enhancement of their habitability, urban infrastructure, transportation systems and 
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networks, job creation, etc.; as long as these are supported by local political will. 

Such benefits are largely related to the satisfaction of social and economic needs (P. 

Guzmán et al., 2017). However, the results have demonstrated that urban factors 

can be further discussed in their correlation with wider sustainability dimensions if 

heritage is considered within the synergies of complex urban systems. 

Consequently, we interpret that the low number of opportunities suggests that the 

benefits of such correlations can be potentiated when heritage conservation 

becomes a fundamental aspect of local urban development and planning.  

The use of a shortlist of common indicators confirms the lack of common 

conceptualizations on urban development themes. The wide selection of urban 

indicators (few of them commonly used) has been attributed to ambiguous 

definitions of sustainable development, and the objectives for their use (Tanguay et 

al., 2010). The need to identify keywords to adapt UDCI has shown this situation to 

be persistent in the heritage field. Thus, the identification process was not 

exhaustive, as the choice of terminology is dependent on a consultant’s 

interpretation of a reporting system with methodological flaws. Although 

comparison with natural heritage properties is not part of the scope of this chapter, 

it was observed that the search for indicators as originally described was more likely 

to be successful in natural heritage properties. This is due to the fact that “the 

natural heritage sector has made much progress in monitoring approaches, 

particularly in the relationship between processes and general management 

effectiveness” (UNESCO WHC, 2013, p. 97). Natural heritage reports make use of 

monitoring protocols and existing data sources, and thus tend to be more consistent 

in quantifying perceived conflicts between resource use, development, and 

conservation goals (UNESCO WHC, 2012). Despite these methodological burdens, 

the use of UDCI proved to be useful for the identification and quantification of the 

most commonly monitored urban factors in the field of heritage conservation, and 

also to shed light on the quality of their impacts.  

This study supports the integration of conservation into urban planning 

policies and strategies facilitated through a landscape-based approach for the 

management of cultural heritage. However, such understanding of urban heritage 

remains theoretical, particularly in the monitoring and assessment practices. In this 

regard, the SoC reports have proven to be a key source for providing useful insights 

on the interaction of heritage with its urban context. Although the WH Centre 

identifies 193 properties in this category, and 103 were discussed in SoC reports 

since 2000, it was only possible to analyze 69 WHC. As explained before, properties 
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such as historic cities, walled cities, and historic quarters were the most frequently 

identified. Therefore, it is noted that the current categorization of WHC has some 

limitations as urban heritage is broader than the properties matching this category. 

For instance, Zhang et al. (2015) and Yu et al. (2014) make relevant observations on 

the urban-rural challenges mainly posed to WH landscapes in China. The UNESCO 

WH list places the Asia and Pacific region second in terms of numbers of cultural 

heritage properties. Despite its high urbanization rate, particularly in Eastern Asian 

countries, this study presents the region as the least represented in the discussion 

of urban factors affecting the conservation of WHC. Thus it is possible to argue that 

a greater number of properties could have been included in the analysis, and hence 

more reliable information on the state of urban heritage could have been provided, 

if the classification of WH had been set according to the urban landscape approach.  

This chapter has demonstrated that a systematic classification of 27 

frequently used urban indicators can be tested as a relevant mechanism to gain a 

holistic understanding of factors affecting the conservation of World Heritage Cities. 

Urban factors with negative impacts, encompassed in weaknesses and threats, 

represent a slight majority in this study. However, the largest number of discrete 

factors are correlated with positive impacts. These are largely evidenced as 

strengths rather than opportunities. It was found that natural risk and elected and 

nominated councilors are mostly monitored as negative factors, whilst museums 

and km of public transport represent the most common positive factors. However, 

most indicators can be assessed as having both qualities. Thus, the use of common 

urban development indicators contributes to the identification of development 

priorities and areas for the application of sustainable principles in management 

practice. 

As the future of heritage management is expected to become more 

integrative, gradually working towards common ambitions through innovation, 

integration, and co-evolution, the compiled database can be further used to explore 

what data and sources can be best employed to improve the assessment of 

identified urban factors for the conservation of cultural heritage in terms of 

sustainable urban development. The database has the potential to become a 

valuable resource for scholars and practitioners in cultural heritage and urban 

development to elaborate multidisciplinary planning strategies and policies, as well 

as finding some common ground for the comparison of practices. Although still 

subjective, this chapter opens a debate on how a more relevant categorization of 
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urban phenomena affecting the management of WH properties would facilitate its 

monitoring process.  

Challenges identified in the process of application of the methodology 

should encourage the SoC system to improve the use of more consistent 

terminology, and, at all levels, to pursue reporting methods which are objective and 

sourced in information. Further research can provide an in-depth analysis of 

identified factors and the possible correlations among the results. Especially at the 

local level, a closer look at internal and external factors can provide insights into 

local governance and managerial skills. Moreover, the classification of 

positive/negative and internal/external factors can bring new approaches to what 

constitute the strengths, weakness, opportunities, and threats to the sustainable 

urban development of world heritage cities. These could provide an overview of the 

status of global urban heritage, per UNESCO’s geographical regions, trends, and 

evolution of trends by year, etc. Additionally, the application of this methodology at 

the local level can also indicate the level of integration of cultural heritage into urban 

development in cities’ approaches to sustainability.  
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CHAPTER 3 
The Sustainable Urban Development of Querétaro, a World 

Heritage City 

Monitoring sustainable development and cultural heritage management: lessons 

from Mexico’s emerging urban context. 

 (ARTICLE 3) in revision journal Cities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sustainable development has now expanded to include the role of cultural 

heritage. It requires a detailed understanding of the interactions within the urban 

system. Thus, monitoring tools are expected to explore multidisciplinary 

methodologies in order to contribute to holistic approaches. Within the Mexican 

emerging urban context, the implementation and efficiency of monitoring programs 

is challenged by a lack of policy assessments resulting from inefficient governance 

accountability. This chapter discusses the state of the practice on monitoring 

sustainable development and the integration of cultural heritage in six Mexican 

urban reports. The city of Santiago de Querétaro is analyzed as a case study of a 

medium-sized city where rapid growth has to be conjoined with a commitment to 

preserve its World Heritage property. Results show that sustainability is present in 

the Mexican development discourse; yet urban development is mostly valued in 

terms of social and economic benefits. The lack of operational definitions challenges 

the implementation of effective strategies and the evaluation of urban policies in 

the Mexican context. The city of Querétaro exemplifies local awareness of the 

benefits that cultural heritage offers as cultural capital. However, incompatibilities 

and conflicts between cultural heritage management and sustainable urban 

development were found; prioritizing market-led globalization and state-led 

development, which prioritizes tourism over sustainable and inclusive strategies.  
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Introduction 

During the last 30 years, the concept of sustainability has been the subject 

of a reorientation process, evolving from environmental concerns towards more 

multi-dimensional and interdisciplinary approaches (Holden et al., 2008). Nowadays 

the achievement of sustainable development is fundamentally framed at the local 

level, embedding cities’ efforts to protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and 

natural heritage (Habitat III Conference, 2016). This demands the integration of 

cultural heritage conservation into wider urban policies and planning. Reciprocally, 

fundamental principles of sustainability must also be applied when managing urban 

heritage. However, the complexity of questions on “what is to be sustained [and 

conserved], what is to be developed, how to link the dimensions and in what span 

of time” (Parris & Kates, 2003), increases within local dynamics and multi-

dimensional systems. Although there is a wide diversity of definitions of 

sustainability, a few principles remain desirable for the validity of practices. These 

include a long-term perspective, to maintain the balance between current and 

future generations (Lyytimäki, 2012; Portney, 2002); and a holistic approach, 

harmonizing development among the environmental, social, and economic (Mori & 

Christodoulou, 2012; Nilsen, 2010; Tanguay et al., 2010). Sustainability must also be 

seen as an adaptive/learning process making necessary the adoption of effective 

assessment tools (Boyle et al., 2001; Rosales, 2010; Scipioni et al., 2009). Commonly, 

urban sustainability assessments are carried out through empirical analysis, and 

indicators are the most common tools for measuring cities’ strategic programs and 

policies towards specific goals (Mayer, 2008; Mori & Christodoulou, 2012; Ness et 

al., 2007; Portney, 2009; Singh et al., 2012). The practice exemplifies a diversity of 

approaches to definition, motivation, process, and technical methodologies, whilst 

providing what cities value for their sustainable development (D. Meadows, 1998; 

Parris & Kates, 2003). 

Mexico is not an exception to the integration of the sustainability discourse 

in the urban development agenda, either at national (Sobrino et al., 2015; Sui-qui & 

Leng, 2015) or at city level (Balslev Clausen & Gyim, 2016; Cerón-Palma et al., 

2013b). This chapter pays special attention to the tools and instruments that aid 

understanding of the dynamic forces of urbanization in the emerging city of Santiago 

de Querétaro, Mexico, which was chosen as the case study. Focusing on the 

“operational definitions of sustainability that cities develop themselves, may well 

provide the foundational frameworks for more elaborated definitions” (Portney, 

2002). The objectives of this chapter are threefold: (1) to identify operational 
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versions of sustainable development within the Mexican urban context; (2) to 

identify the role of Cultural Heritage management in the local urban development 

agenda; (3) to analyze the relevance and validity of current common indicators to 

monitor the sustainable development of urban heritage. This chapter starts with an 

introduction to the Mexican emerging urban context and its current challenges for 

the monitoring of urban policies and development strategies. The case study is then 

introduced via a mixed methodology that analyzes six monitoring frameworks 

applied to the city of Querétaro. The results build a “state of the practice” on the 

integration of cultural heritage as a source for social and economic development in 

the Mexican urban context, particularly at the strategic level. The conclusions 

confirm that whilst sustainability and competitiveness are becoming the 

benchmarks for Mexican emerging cities, the lack of operationalization of urban 

development strategies and monitoring of urban management, at both national and 

local levels, are major constraints not only for the achievement of SUD and urban 

competitiveness, but also for the sustainable conservation of cultural heritage. 

Sustainable Development in Emerging Urban Context 

In developing countries, sustainable development focuses predominantly 

on cities’ environmental footprint and the management of and access to (natural) 

resources as consequences of uncontrolled urban sprawl and population growth 

(Almejo, García, & Benítez, 2014; Button, 2002; Cohen, 2006; Yu et al., 2014). 

Research shows that there is not one unique model for the sustainable city. 

However, the more sustainable models of urbanization are based on cities’ abilities 

to become resource-efficient, by maximizing the conservation of local resources, 

including those of a cultural character (Budd et al., 2008; Pereira Roders, 2013; 

Zheng et al., 2014). The increasing number of urban initiatives in which cultural 

heritage appears to play a fundamental role in the sustainable development of 

communities provide insights on what cities consider necessary for their own 

context and how they value or exploit their own resources. However, in a globalized 

world, it is essential for cities to address not only sustainability, but also their 

competitiveness in the global urban market, as part of their development agendas. 

It has been noticed that the principles of both sustainability and competitiveness 

are involved in the way the formulation of urban strategies needs to balance their 

advantages and limitations across multidisciplinary and dimensional factors (Taylor 

et al., 2011). For instance, cities today see in local (cultural) resources, such as 

cultural heritage, a competitive advantage in the attraction of investors, capital, and 

tourists (Fusco Girard, 2013; Giffinger & Gudrun, 2010; P. Guzmán et al., 2017). Thus, 
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the integration of heritage conservation into local development policies and 

strategies can be used as an indicator to determine how both the past and cultural 

resources are being acknowledged and even used in urbanization (Pereira Roders, 

2013; Veldpaus, 2015).  

In the last twenty years, HABITAT and UNESCO have disseminated the 

integration of heritage conservation as key to sustainable development at the 

strategic and operational level (P. Guzmán et al., 2017; Van Oers & Pereira Roders, 

2014). Accordingly, the rational use of the historic fabric (e.g. regeneration, 

rehabilitation, restoration, renewal, etc.) comes from a top-down approach, 

commonly associated with local development in terms of social and economic 

aspects (Evans, 2005, 2009; Kanai & Ortega-Alcázar, 2009; Rabbiosi, 2017; Soini & 

Birkeland, 2014; Zheng et al., 2014). However, such benefits, and the impacts of 

heritage conservation in general, are seldom operationalized in urban sustainability 

metrics (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). In this regard, urban assessment and reporting 

systems are a principal source of standardized themes reflecting the most common 

efforts cities are undertaking to achieve sustainable practices across multiple 

disciplines interacting within an urban system. Thus, in this chapter the statement 

of Newman et al. (2003) is adopted as the premise: that reports on sustainable 

urban development (SUD) can provide insights on the impacts of heritage 

conservation, and also the effect and extent to which heritage is sustained in the 

communities where it is valued. Additionally, as with SUD, the quality and purposes 

of conservation strategies may change by region and local context (Scipioni et al., 

2009). This reinforces the relevance of understanding local adaptations and 

priorities for SUD and heritage conservation. 

Challenges of Sustainable Development in Mexican Emerging Cities 

Research on SUD in Mexico often targets the uncontrolled urbanization 

processes, a model that has led to the emergence of new urban agglomerations. 

However, Mexico City has been the primary subject of analysis in different 

monitoring tools and comparative analysis on urban development and its 

sustainability (Aguilar, Ward, & Smith Sr, 2003; Cohen, 2006; Alfonso Xavier Iracheta 

Cenecorta, 2011; Kanai & Ortega-Alcázar, 2009; Rosales, 2011; Zheng et al., 2014), 

while less attention has been given to the new intermediate cities. Intermediate or 

emerging cities are relevant targets for SUD programs, as they are at a stage of 

development where “it is still possible to exploit economies of scale and control the 

costs of agglomeration, elevating global efficiency” (IDB, 2011, 2015). By 2010, 
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Mexico had 59 metropolitan zones (CONAPO, 2014; SEDESOL, 2011), that generated 

more than 73% of the economic productivity in the country, contained 71% of the 

workforce, and accounted for 81% of workers’ remunerations (PwC, 2012).  

Various authors confirm that today, Mexican cities are unsustainable. 

Scholars have cited five main explanations for the so-called crisis in the Mexican 

urban system. First, there is no agreed operational definition of sustainable 

development for the Mexican urban context. According to Sobrino et al. (2015), the 

terms sustainable and sustainability are very much present in the political discourse 

for development; yet the term is usually used as either a synonym for economic 

growth or when referring to the conservation and use of natural resources. Second, 

a short-term policy vision has been passed down from federal practices to 

development policies and initiatives at the city or municipal level (Guarneros-Meza, 

2008; Moctezuma, 2010). Results from policies and planning must be visible within 

the three-to-six years of the municipal governmental management lifespan. After 

this period, there is no or poor continuity of governmental projects. Third, urban 

development initiatives often target immediate visibility and tend to prioritize 

economic progress rather than being integral actions (Delgado & Santos, 2000; Lake, 

2000). Fourth, there is a lack of public policy assessments and governmental 

accountability, which prevents progress or regression in urban development from 

being measured (Almejo et al., 2014; G. M. Cejudo & López-ayllón, 2010; IDB, 2011; 

IMCO, 2016). Fifth, gaps exist in the availability of statistical information, particularly 

in matters relating to the performance of local authorities, especially at the 

municipal level (ICU, 2014).  

Together, all these practices have caused Mexico’s urban development to 

be inefficient, as imbalances between economic and social development and the 

lack of sustainable use of resources are still the biggest challenges to overcome 

(IMCO, 2014; A X Iracheta Cenecorta, 2011; Rosales, 2011; Sobrino et al., 2015). The 

Mexican political, administrative, and cultural settings can act as limitations to 

implementing efficient monitoring systems. As mentioned by Dhaka and Imura 

(2003), in an environment of non-transparent decision-making and political 

commitment, “a political leadership may hesitate to use the indicator system in 

policy making as it has the potential to show its inefficiency more visibly” (Munda, 

2006). 
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Methodology 

Case study description 

Mexico has the highest urban growth rate in intermediate cities in the Latin 

America and the Caribbean (LAC) region (IDB, 2015). With 34 World Heritage (WH) 

properties, it is the country with the sixtth-largest number of properties inscribed 

on the UNESCO World Heritage List, and ranks first in the LAC region. The city of 

Querétaro is an example of a Mexican emerging city dealing with pressing challenges 

on urban governance and planning whilst conserving a historic monument zone 

listed as a UNESCO World Heritage site. Since 2012, Querétaro State has featured in 

fifth place in national urban competitiveness rankings, after Mexico City, 

Aguascalientes, Nuevo Leon, and Colima (IMCO, 2016). These states, with the 

exception of Mexico City, do not include WHC in their territories. Querétaro is 

located in the Central Region of Mexico, which presents a disproportionate 

centralization of the cultural, scientific, and recreational resources of the country 

(IMCO, 2014; Rivera, 2013). As an emerging city, Querétaro is acknowledged for its 

capacity to forge, attract, and retain talent and investment; and for having a growing 

economy based on industry which now is being diversified through cultural tourism, 

placing the city among the foremost non-coastal tourist destinations at the national 

level (DATATUR, 2016). These characteristics, together with the city’s interest in 

developing sustainable urban strategies, distinguish Querétaro’s Historic 

Monument Zone (QHMZ) from similar colonial WHC in Mexico.  

This chapter adapts the methodology designed by Guzman et al. (2017), 

which integrates qualitative and quantitative methods of directed content analysis 

(Creswell, 2012; Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). Instead of global urban reports (as 

analyzed in Chapter 1), local urban reports are analyzed on the extent to which 

principles of sustainable development and cultural heritage management are 

integrated (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). The analysis of available assessment tools for 

the city’s development provides a “close-up” on real-life monitoring practices, 

viewing and testing them directly in relation to principles of sustainable 

development and cultural heritage, as they unfold in local practice (Flyvbjerg, 2016). 

The methodology follows four steps of analysis: (1) Search and selection of urban 

reports according to a sampling plan; (2) Analysis of references related to 

sustainable development and cultural heritage; (3) Extraction and analysis of 

frequently used indicators among reports; and (4) Identification and analysis of 

cultural heritage-related indicators. For both empirical analyses, the pre-and post- 

coding methods are further detailed below. 



99 
 

  

Step 1: Selection of urban reports  

First, a consultation with local authorities and experts was conducted to 

identify relevant urban reports produced at national and/or local level that could be 

applied to the case study. Similarly to Guzman et al. (P. Guzmán et al., 2017), the 

selection of reports was based on two premises: (1) Reports should provide a holistic 

analysis—that is, they should include a wide range of urban themes, phenomena, or 

fields (e.g. transportation, housing, poverty, etc.), rather than tackling only one or 

two; (2) Reports should include indicators as the main tools for assessment. The 

wider the correlation of interactions between urban phenomena that are explored, 

the broader the coverage of the three sustainability dimensions. These criteria will 

allow us to understand sustainable development priorities in the Mexican urban 

context; and also how cultural heritage2 is integrated into reports and within themes 

of urban analysis, and its correlations with the dimensions of sustainability. 

Step 2: Analysis of references related to sustainability and cultural 

heritage 

Quotes and statements from reports on sustainability and cultural heritage 

were extracted and indexed for analysis. References were classified according to 

reports’ approaches to development (e.g. urban management, competitiveness, 

local or/and national report), and examined on the extent to which assessment tools 

conceptualize SUD as a multidisciplinary process and how cultural heritage is 

included as part of the urban dynamics to be monitored. 

Step 3: Analysis of common indicators 

This chapter adapts the methodologies used by Tanguay et al. (2010) and 

Guzman et al. (2017) to analyze and select frequently used indicators among urban 

reports. As indicators can be described in different ways, we therefore used the 

reports’ definitions to ensure, as much as possible, correspondences in 

measurement units. Yet, while some indicators include several measuring units to 

assess a phenomenon (index), each measure could correspond to a single indicator 

in other studies. Thus, indicators were extracted and post-coded according to 

sustainability dimensions; considering their rationale, category and approaches as 

stated per report (see Figure 4). A shortlist of the most frequently used indicators 

                                                           
2 National urban reports collect and analyze available local data. Cultural heritage in this study is 

therefore defined by local governments; it benefits from some level of protection, e.g. World Heritage 
properties and other protected historic areas. 



100 
 

  

was compiled, ensuring that descriptions and units of measurement used allowed 

the definition of clear and distinct indicators. The analysis centered on the coverage 

of sustainability dimensions among retained indicators, and reports’ approaches; 

thus providing insights on the favored approaches and priorities inherent to the 

Mexican emerging urban context. This step is expected to contribute to the 

understanding of the role of cultural heritage from the perspective of Mexican urban 

development.  

Step 4: Analysis of cultural heritage indicators 

Indicators related to cultural heritage were further analyzed in relation to 

the reports’ urban approach, the extent to which they meet cultural heritage 

management concerns, and their coverage of sustainability dimensions. To do so, 

indicators were post-coded on how they related to cultural heritage: “As direct, if 

the indicator individually targets heritage (any kind); and indirect, if an indicator’s 

significance is extended to heritage and/or its conservation (cause/effect) while 

targeting any given urban phenomenon” (P. Guzmán et al., 2017).  

Results and Discussion 

Selected urban reports 

Six urban reports were identified as fulfilling the required premises for the 

study (Table 10). Reports studying a set of Mexican cities (including the case study) 

are classified as National level, and reports exclusively applying to the case study are 

classified as Local level. A description of the reports is shown in Table 7. Four reports 

assessed the development of major Mexican cities, including the case study. From 

these, three were produced by non-governmental institutions and assess the 

competitiveness of Mexican cities (Nos. 1 to 3). One report was produced by the 

Federal government (No. 4) and provides an overview of the national urban system 

in Mexico in terms of social and economic development (SEDESOL, 2012).  

Only two reports were found applying exclusively to the case study (Local 

level). The first is the indicators framework designed by UN-HABITAT global urban 

observatory (LUO) to evaluate cities’ ability to manage and mitigate effects of urban 

development. This framework is acknowledged by the local government to guide 

planning and decision-making and local policies. The indicators framework has been 

available on the Municipality website since 2010. However, no assessment has been 

implemented and reported so far due to disagreement on its territorial scope 

(metropolitan area versus municipal area).  
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Table 10 Summary of the six reports analyzed 

LEVEL REPORT AND SOURCE AIMS AND FOCUS #IND. 

N
A

TI
O

N
A

L 
LE

V
EL

 

1. Índice de 
Competitividad Urbana 
2014 (IMCO, 2014) 

Provides information for the design, monitoring 
and evaluation of public policies for 
competitiveness and the economic development 
in Mexico. Analyzes the major problems in terms 
of urban and regional policy in Mexican cities 

89 

2. Mexico’s States of 
Opportunity, 2012 
(PwC, 2012) 

Analysis of urban Mexico in economic and social 
terms; reflects the reinforcing threads of urban 
life and provide as reliable measure of current 
performance that each urban area can use to 
achieve prosperity. 

64 

3. Ciudades competitivas, 
ciudades cooperativas 
(Cabrero et al., 2003) 

To revise existing urban competitive indexes and 
elaborate a methodology for a competitive index 
that evaluate Mexican cities. 

36 

4. National Urban System 
Catalogue 2012 
(SEDESOL, 2012) 

A tool for planning, decision-making and analysis 
of the urban dynamics in Mexico at the three 
levels of government, academia and the private 
sector.  

24 

C
IT

Y
 L

EV
EL

 

5. Observatorio Urbano 
Local Del Municipio De 
Querétaro, OUL 
(IMPLAN Queretaro, 
2008) 

A comprehensive analysis for the participating 
organizations in the public, private, social and 
academic sectors strongly agree and promote 
public policies to address urban poverty. 

42 

6. GEO Zona 
Metropolitana 
Querétaro (Gobierno 
del Estado de 
Queretaro, 2008) 

Analytical tool on urban factors and their effects 
on the environment, human health, and actions 
that must be developed to mitigate the 
consequences of human activities, based PSIR and 
scenario analysis and proposals. 

42 

The second local report, GEO ZMQ (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 

2008)3, is a comprehensive urban environmental assessment in line with the GEO 

project by United Nations Environment Program (UNEP). It represents the only 

available and recent integral assessment for Querétaro’s metropolitan area on its 

development model. The report uses a wide range of indicators, based on pressure-

state-impact-response analysis (PSIR), to provide best- and worst-case scenarios on 

the most urgent environmental challenges and their impacts across different local 

development sectors. 

Approaches to sustainability and cultural heritage 

This chapter shows that none of the analyzed reports provides a conceptual 

definition of sustainable development or sustainability in the national and/or local 

                                                           
3 The report corresponds to an individual initiative of the governing administration at the time. 
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context (see Table 11). Reports of national scope traditionally support a 

sustainability approach on the efficient management of natural resources for social 

and economic development. Access to energy, water and sanitation infrastructure 

has been linked to the alleviation of poverty and marginalization; and to a lesser 

degree, the need for sustainable initiatives is linked to the mitigation of climate 

change problems and urban resilience (SEDESOL, 2012). However, sustainability is 

largely referenced even in those reports focusing on urban competitiveness 

(Cabrero et al., 2003; IMCO, 2016; PwC, 2012). The compact city model is being 

promoted to restrain an uncontrolled expansive model generally spreading across 

the country (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008; IMCO, 2016). But also, to “the 

good management of natural resources and their sustainability” is attributed a 

positive effect on investment and attraction of talent to cities in the medium and 

long term (IMCO, 2016). Another factor considered in the sustainability and 

competitiveness of Mexican cities is the transport system and mobility (PwC, 2012). 

The analysis found few references on the contribution of cultural heritage 

and its conservation in the Mexican urban context (see Table 11). However, heritage 

was found included in indicators (these are further discussed). Reports on urban 

competitiveness described cultural heritage as a competitive resource, framed 

around the idea of cultural consumption for entertainment purposes (IMCO, 2016; 

PwC, 2012). Reports also highlighted that although Mexican cities have poor cultural 

institutions, national cultural wealth is closely related to local cultural heritage (PwC, 

2012). Moreover, the National Urban System Catalogue, the only report produced 

by the federal government, does not mention or include any aspects of conservation 

despite stressing the link between sustainability and the use of (natural) resources. 

Thus, at the national level, cultural heritage and its management requirements were 

not found monitored as part of a national concern for urban management. Given 

the federal efforts to support urban development through touristic strategies for 

the use of cultural heritage (Secretaría de Turismo, 2016), the lack of references to 

other urban development strategies evidences the disarticulation between 

development policies and/or the lack of their assessment in an integral way, as 

noted by (G. M. Cejudo & Michel, 2014). 
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Table 11 Grid of references to Sustainability and Cultural Heritage 

LEVEL SOURCE REF. TO SUSTAINABILITY REF. TO CULTURAL 
HERITAGE 

N
A

TI
O

N
A

L 
LE

V
EL

 

1. (IMCO, 
2014) 

“The correct management of natural 
resources for their sustainability could have 
a significant impact on attracting investment 
and talent in cities in the medium and long 
term”. 

NONE 

2. (PwC, 2012) “The idea of sustainability and green areas as 
central to urban development is relatively 
new. Cities and Metropolitan Zones have not 
necessarily put this concept in practice…”  

“Strength for tourism, 
Mexico represents 
beaches, historic 
towns, colorful 
traditions, warmth of 
people. Mexican cities 
are real treasures in 
terms of CH”.  

3. (Cabrero et 
al., 2003) 

“Related to the process of generation and 
sustain resources as an urban skill, which 
depends on micro-economic factors and the 
capabilities offered by the territory to 
facilitate economic activities”  

Culture (including 
cultural heritage) is a 
dynamic competitive 
advantage. 

4. (SEDESOL, 
2012, p. 12) 

“Current urban model poses considerable 
challenges for the … sustainable use of 
natural resources and strengthen adaptation 
and mitigation measures to climate change.”  

NONE 

C
IT

Y
 L

EV
EL

 

5. (IMPLAN 
Queretaro, 
2008) 

NONE NONE 

6. (Gobierno 
del Estado 
de 
Queretaro, 
2008, p. 10) 

“To achieve sustainable development 
through a territorial and systemic approach 
that addresses effectively the linkages 
between sectorial policies from a 
multidisciplinary, in cooperation with a well 
informed and organized public 
participation”. 

Provides related 
indicators and an 
extensive analysis of 
the Monuments Zone 
of Queretaro, World 
Heritage. 

On the other hand, a commitment to protecting World Heritage properties 

is visible at the local urban level. Such commitment was found evidenced only in the 

GEO ZMQ report (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008). The report provides a 

description of the cultural values and material attributes of the property and 

acknowledges changes in the traditional habitational character towards an urban 

zone that concentrates services, commerce, and governmental institutions. 

Consequently, intangible aspects—such as religious traditions and festivities—are 

said to be transformed from a participative social process into an entertainment 

dynamic (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008, p. 78). This is attributed to the 

fact that in the past decades, local governments have fostered the creation of new 

cultural activities for the purpose of attracting tourists rather than to enhance 
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traditional community relationships. The report also considers environmental 

issues. For example, the protected area is considered to be at risk of flooding. Such 

risk could be potentialized due to the poor maintenance of its infrastructure. The 

local management offices are recognized as contributing to the physical 

conservation of the QHMZ. However, their approach, based on the enhancement of 

its monumental character, is criticized for its superficial maintenance and a lack of 

control of the uses and functions. The report also provides a set of PSIR indicators 

on urban factors affecting the conservation of the Monuments zone. These are 

discussed in the following section. 

Analysis of urban indicators 

A total of 297 urban indicators were gathered from the six reports, but only 

24 were found frequently used among reports. Noting that no indicator was used 

on more than four occasions, we selected those used at least three times. Table 12 

shows the local urban development common indicators (hereinafter LUDCI) listed 

by the theme in which these are included and the related dimension as described 

by the reports. Indicators are shown from a maximum to a minimum frequency.  

Table 12 List of frequently used indicators in the Mexican urban context 

INDICATOR DESCRIPTION RELATED CATEGORIES PER REPORT RELATED 
DIMENSION 

Sewage 
System 

Proportion of 
households with 
access to adequate 
sanitation facilities. 

1. Social-Demographic Indicators 
2. Inclusive, prepared and healthy 

society  
3. Access to basic services 
4. State of the Urban Environment  

Sustainable 

Access To 
Potable 
Water 

Proportion of 
households with 
access to improved 
water supply 

1. Sustainable management of the 
environment 

2. Urban development 
3. Access to basic services 
4. Pressures 

Sustainable 

Urban 
Population 
Growth 

Annual population 
growth in the urban 
agglomeration or in 
national urban areas 
over the past five 
years. 

1. Geographically balanced structures 
for humans settlements 

2. Social-Demographic Indicators 
3. Social-Demographic Indicators 
4. Pressures 

Sustainable 

Urban 
Density 

No. of city inhabitants 
per km2.  

1. Efficient and effective governments 
2. Social-Demographic Indicators 
3. Pressures 

Sustainable 
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Natural 
Disasters 

No. of natural events 
that exceeded the 
financial and response 
capabilities of state 
and municipal 
agencies 

1. Prevention and reconstruction 
actions in case of natural disasters 

2. Sustainable management of the 
environment 

3. Environmental Impacts 

Sustainable 

Water 
Consumption 

L. Per day, per person, 
p / domestic uses 

1. Efficient water management 
2. Sustainable management of the 

environment 
3. Pressures 

Sustainable 

% Of Treated 
Wastewater 

Percentage of waste 
water being treated 

1. Reduction of pollution in urban areas 
2. Sustainable management of the 

environment 
3. Response 

Sustainable  

Modes Of 
Transportatio
n 

% of commutes made 
in: a) private car; b) 
train, tram; c) bus or 
minibus; d) 
motorcycle; g) other 
modes 

1. Efficient transport systems and 
environmentally rational 

2. Precursors 
3. Urban development 

Sustainable 

Uninhabited 
Dwellings 

No. of uninhabited 
dwellings as a 
percentage of total 
housing.  

1. Security of land tenure 
2. Inclusive, prepared and healthy 

society 
3. Social-Demographic Indicators 
4. State of the Urban Environment 

Equitable 

Marginalizati
on Rate 

Persons employed 
under the welfare line, 
average level of 
deprivation, PEA with 
incomes up to two 
monthly minimum 
wages; % Of poor 
households 

1. Social integration and support to 
vulnerable groups 

2. Social-Demographic Indicators 
3. Pressures 
4. Inclusive, prepared and healthy 

society 

Equitable 

Telephone Telecommunications 
infrastructure 

1. Access to basic services 
2. Precursors 
3. Social-Demographic Indicators 
4. Urban-Spatial Indicators 

Equitable 

Crime Homicide; Vehicle 
theft; Reported 
amount in stolen 
goods; Violence and 
Incidence; Sentences 
per 100,000 
Inhabitants; Number 
of offenders 

1. Equal Opportunities for a  and secure 
life 

2. Reliable system of law and order 
3. Judicial reforms implementation and 

security 
4. Social-Demographic Indicators; 

Urban-Spatial Indicators 

Equitable 

Unemployme
nt 

Average 
unemployment rate 
(men and women) 
during the year, as a 
fraction of the 
workforce (formal). 

1. Association of the public and private 
sectors to stimulate productive 
employment opportunities 

2. Stable economy 
3. Social-Demographic Indicators 
4. Pressures 

Equitable 

Population 
Employed In 
The Tertiary 
Sector 

Economically active 
population working in 
services 

1. Stable economy 
2. Economic development 
3. Economic Indicators 
4. Social-Demographic Indicators 

Equitable 
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Population 
Employed In 
The 
Secondary 
Sector  

Economically active 
population working in 
industry 

1. Stable economy 
2. Economic development 
3. Economic Indicators 
4. Social-Demographic Indicators 

Equitable 

Population 
Employed In 
The Primary 
Sector 

Economically active 
population in the 
primary sector  

1. Stable economy 
2. Economic development 

3. Social-Demographic Indicators 

Equitable 

Hospital Beds  The number of 
hospital beds per 
population. A proxy of 
the health 
infrastructure from 
public health sector. 

1. Inclusive, prepared and healthy 
society 

2. Health access and coverage 
3. Urban-Spatial Indicators 

Equitable 

Income Per 
Capita 

Public investment 
capacity of local 
government 

1. Association of the public and private 
sectors to stimulate productive 
employment opportunities 

2. Efficient and effective governments 
3. Urban development 

Equitable 

Financial 
Capacity 

Self-sufficiency in local 
finances 

 

1. Decentralization and Strengthening 
of local authorities 

2. Economic development 

3. Institutional indicators 

Equitable 

Internet 
Users In Each 
Household 

Percentage of Internet 
users estimated from 
the information 
available on house 
with access to Internet 

1. Technological readiness 
2. Social-Demographic Indicators 

3. Urban-Spatial Indicators 

Equitable 

Level Of 
Formal 
Employment 

The number of 
employees in the 
formal sector as a 
percentage of the 
total working 
population. 

1. Efficient and effective governments 
2. Economic development  

3. Social-Demographic 
Indicators 

Equitable  

Inequality In 
Cities 

Wage Gini coefficient 
to measure inequality 
in wages of a 
population. 

1. Inclusive, prepared and healthy 
society 

2. Social-Demographic Indicators 

3. Pressures 

Equitable 

Access To 
Financial 
Services 

No. of branches and 
correspondents in the 
city commercial bank 
for every 10,000 
adults. 

1. Precursors 
2. Economic development 

3. Urban-Spatial Indicators 

Equitable 

GDP The GDP generated by 
sectors that have 
above average growth 
of all sectors 
nationwide growth. 

1. Stable economy 
2. Economic development 

3. Economic development 

Economic 

A comparison between all 297 indicators and the LUDCI on their coverage of 

sustainability dimensions and their combinations (See Figures 16 and 17) shows that 

the equitable dimension is largely prioritized, with a similar share among both 

groups (59% in all indicators and 58% in LUDCI). Common indicators reflect concerns 
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related to equity in monetary terms. These are defined by the social-economic 

character of the population in terms of quantitative benefits such as employment 

and access to services. In second place, in both groups of indicators, is the overlap 

of economic, social, and environmental dimensions, which is the sustainable 

dimension. This group has a higher percentage among the LUDCI (38%) than among 

all indicators (20%), and related indicators are more often found mentioned four 

times among reports. In general, sustainability-related indicators monitor in 

different ways cities’ impact and dependence on the environment. For instance, 

indicators range from assessing footprint, pollution, and urban density, to the 

availability of alternative energetic resources. Sustainable common indicators 

mainly target the access and management of environmental resources, but also the 

cities’ environmental risks. Indicators on public transport and use of vehicles are also 

included in this category.  

After these two main groups, the rest of the sustainability dimensions are 

disaggregated or understood independently from each other. For instance, the 

economic dimension monitors themes related to the ease of doing business in a city, 

the capacity of its financial infrastructure, the extent of its industry and international 

business, etc. In contrast, the social dimension in all indicators (4%) is very much 

related to institutional capacity in relation to justice enforcement, crime mitigation, 

and the demographic characteristics of society. Within the common social-related 

indicators, crime is also identified as equitable in two out of three reports. The 

environmental dimension is the one least often covered by indicators. It was found 

Figure 16 Classification of LUDCI Figure 17 Classification of all indicators 
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exclusively in the GEO ZMQ report (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008) and 

includes themes related the state of the urban environment in terms of soil erosion, 

forest land, and the quality of superficial and ground water.  

Analysis of cultural heritage-related indicators 

Eleven cultural heritage-related indicators (CHI) were identified in three 

reports. None of these were found among the LUDCI. Six cultural heritage-related 

indicators were found in urban competitiveness reports (IMCO, 2014; PwC, 2012). 

From these, the majority (four indicators) were classified as indirect: targeting the 

repositories of cultural forms, such as museums, theaters, and other cultural 

facilities. These are classified as indirect as such repositories are usually located 

within or in the proximity of protected urban areas and catalogued buildings; often 

these can also be museums about the WH property. Thus, their functions are usually 

understood as adding cultural value to the cultural heritage areas.  

Two indicators directly monitoring cultural heritage were found in 

competitiveness reports, targeting the availability of two types of nationally 

recognized cultural heritage: World Heritage properties and Magic Towns. The 

availability of WH properties is valued for the international recognition of local 

cultural heritage. In contrast, Magic Towns accounts for places across the country 

that “imbue symbolism, legends, history, important events, day-to-day life—that 

make them unique and historically significant” (Secretaría de Turismo, 2016). 

According to the reports, both types of heritage properties represent great 

opportunities for tourism, economic revenues, and recreation (IMCO, 2014; PwC, 

2012). However, these two designations require very different commitments 

towards their conservation. The Magic Towns program was established by 

Mexico's Ministry of Tourism (SECTUR) to provide grants to Mexican States aiming 

to diversify and improve the quality of their tourist destinations in terms of products 

and services, and to stimulate and encourage public and private investment. 

According to SECTUR (2016), this intitiative facilitates social and economic benefits 

based on the generation of economic income, employment creation and community 

development through the improvement of local infrastructure and urban image. On 

the other hand, the inscription of a property on the World Heritage List implies that 

local governments have agreed on the implementation of a tailored legal and 

management framework that ensures the protection of such properties (UNESCO 

World Heritage Centre, 2015). This requires the availability of adequate planning 

and monitoring tools that ensure coherent development while conserving cultural 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mexico
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Secretariat_of_Tourism


109 
 

  

and historic values and attributes. However, the process of conservation and 

management practice as part of local governance or urban management is not 

relevant for comparison. This means that heritage is understood as an urban asset 

that sets the basis for comparison at national level in terms of cultural capital, 

bringing international visibility to local cultural capital. 

The local report GEO ZMQ proposes five PSIR directly monitoring cultural 

heritage, reflecting the local commitment to preserve the WHC. Indicators in this 

report target pressures affecting the conservation of cultural heritage, the results of 

implemented conservation actions, and responses to mitigate undesired scenarios. 

This framework reflects on local concerns from the urban perspective; including the 

preservation of sustainable land use dynamics, the state of conservation of built 

structures (e.g. monuments), the need to create more environmentally-friendly 

urban spaces, and the strengthening of conservation policies in defined urban areas. 

These indicators not only extend their focus on the cultural management practice, 

but also to the coverage of the three sustainability dimensions, particularly the 

environmental dimension. However, impact indicators on cultural heritage are not 

proposed. 

The analysis of sustainability dimensions showed that the majority group, 

six CHI, predominately covered the social-economic dimensions, and that three CHI 

covered the social-environmental dimensions, whilst only two indicators were 

classified as sustainable. The analysis shows that the coverage ratio changes 

between those indicators used as a base for national comparison and those 

developed according to the needs of the case study (see Table 13). This is explained 

by the nature of the reports that applied to a set of Mexican cities, which focus on 

the monitoring of economic growth and its social benefits. In contrast, the report 

tailored to the case study monitors the urban management practice in a more 

holistic way. Therefore, it assesses a wider range of local urban management 

concerns and their interactions.  
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Table 13 List of cultural heritage-related indicators (CHI) 

LEVEL INDICATOR DESCRIPTION CATEGORY DIMENSION RELATION 

N
A

TI
O

N
A

L 

UNESCO 
properties 

The number of 
declared WH by 
UNESCO found no 
more than 50 km of 
the city. 

Utilization of 
international 
relations  

Equitable Direct 

Magic 
Towns 

Listing of all tourist 
towns that are 
registered in this 
category 

Recreational and 
cultural activities 

Equitable Direct 

Recreationa
l and 
Cultural 
Facilities  

Number of 
established 
institutions that 
offers ports, culture 
or recreational 
activities 

Urban 
development  

Sustainable  Indirect 

Museums Total number of 
museums in each 
municipality 

Recreational and 
cultural activities 

Equitable Indirect 

Theatres Total number of 
Theatres in each 
municipality 

Recreational and 
cultural activities 

Equitable Indirect 

Cultural 
Centers 

Total number of 
Cultural Centers in 
each municipality 

Recreational and 
cultural activities 

Equitable Indirect 

LO
C

A
L 

Land use 
changes 

Surface with 
changes in land use 
or natural area 
preservation to 
urban (annual) 

Pressures Sustainable Direct 

Damaged 
buildings 

Number of 
damaged 
monuments in the 
Historic Center 

State of the Urban 
Environmental 

Equitable Direct 

Conservatio
n actions 

Conservation 
actions of soil and 
vegetation 

Response Livable Direct 

Recreationa
l areas 

Increased 
recreational green 
area 

Response Livable Direct 

Protected 
urban areas 

Proportion of the 
territory of the ZMQ 
with declaration for 
their protection and 
conservation 

Response Livable Direct 
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Conclusions 

This study presents a state of the practice on the current operationalization 

of the concepts of sustainable development and cultural heritage in the context of 

Mexican emerging cities and their assessment tools. The analysis has concluded that 

there is not an institutional definition of SUD promoting integral and 

multidisciplinary operationalization for Mexican cities. Coupled with this is the fact 

that the systematic assessment of Mexican cities is not yet a common governmental 

practice, but rather one undertaken by the private or academic sector concerned 

with urban competitiveness, as evidenced in the selected reports. Consequently, 

sustainability aspects are understood as an urban theme related to the efficiency of 

resources, rather than a systemic practice. The analysis showed that social-

economic development issues are the foremost urban priority, leaving the 

environmental dimension often neglected in urban assessment and comparison 

tools. Socially, development is based on the population’s access to basic resources, 

framed in monetary terms. Economically, Mexican cities are concerned with their 

ability to attract investment and expand their economic sectors. This situation is also 

evidenced in the comparative analysis of indicators and the selection of frequently 

used indicators among reports, where a lack of consensus in their selection also 

suggests a diversity of approaches to sustainability and competitiveness, as 

highlighted by Tanguay et al. (2010). Moreover, the two indicator frameworks 

tailored to the case study demonstrate that “indicator programs remain only an 

attempt to implement such tools, especially in cities of developing countries” (Krank 

et al., 2010). 

Within the Mexican development context, an economic–competitive 

scenario predominantly relates cultural heritage to tourism and cultural 

consumption for recreational and entertainment purposes. This evidences a 

disarticulation at the operational level between urban and cultural heritage 

management. The quantification of heritage for urban competitiveness at the 

national level evidences a monitoring practice that prioritizes quantitative results, 

in which the assessment of urban dynamics, its correlations and management 

processes is not transcendent for urban management practice. In this national 

context, the city of Querétaro, as a case study of an emerging WHC, has proven to 

be part of a prevailing global approach in which (World) heritage is understood as 

an asset for cultural capital requiring tailored management as part of the 

governance practice (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). However, urban monitoring tools, as 

applied to the city of Querétaro, evidenced limited assessment of urban 
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management concerns and their interactions with cultural heritage in order to 

ensure its sustainable conservation. The passive role that the local government plays 

in the efforts to assess and evaluate urban management practices is a constraint not 

only for the achievement of SUD, but also for the sustainable conservation of 

cultural heritage. In this regard, the discussion of the application of sustainable 

practices in the Mexican context has highlighted that multidisciplinary approaches 

for assessing urban management and development are particularly needed in view 

of the fact that sustainability and competitiveness have complimentary roles in the 

development of Mexican cities (Sobrino et al., 2015). Further research is expected 

to contrast common urban indicators with those urban factors identified as affecting 

the conservation of the urban heritage in the case study. Such empirical analysis 

could identify incompatibilities and correlations between urban management levels 

and planning frameworks whilst discerning common conceptualizations for cities 

development towards more sustainable practices.  
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CHAPTER 4 
Monitoring Sustainable Urban Development in a World Heritage 

City: Querétaro as Case Study 

Identifying Urban Factors Affecting The Sustainable Development Of Querétaro 

Mexico, A World Heritage City. (Article 4) 

Submitted to Journal of Urban Affairs July 2017 

 

 

 

 

This chapter presents an analysis of indicators and urban factors affecting 

the conservation of Querétaro’s Historic Monument Zone (QHMZ). Querétaro is 

chosen as a case study due to its status as an emerging Mexican city and a UNESCO 

World Heritage City since 1996. Practical challenges to the operationalization of 

sustainable management of the urban cultural heritage are analyzed on the extent 

to which these are coherently reflected in current local monitoring tools. The 

Municipal Development Plan, QHMZ Management Plan, and QHMZ Development 

Plan are analyzed for their conceptualizations of Sustainable Development and the 

identification of urban factors affecting the conservation of the property. Identified 

factors are classified according to a SWOT analysis and their correlations to 

sustainability dimensions, as stated within tools. The results show that although 

there is a shared vision of cultural heritage as a competitiveness asset among local 

management levels, many actions seem to foster incompatibilities between urban 

development and heritage conservation. This evidences the need to strengthen the 

local triad of governance, management, and evaluation in order to support an 

adaptive (eco)system approach to sustainability policies. However, in a context 

where the examination of policies is not a common practice, requirements for the 

monitoring of WH property, although still limited, has been proven to foster local 

accountability on social-economic development impacts over time. This chapter 

contributes to broadening the concept of sustainability and the role of cultural 

heritage management in urban planning, whilst fostering coherent development 

and data-driven policies.  
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Introduction 

From the Rio Convention in 1992 to the recent HABITAT III New Urban 

Agenda in 2016, the conservation of natural and cultural resources has gained 

attention in the sustainability paradigm (Habitat III Conference, 2016; Janerio, 

1992). Sustainable urban development (SUD) considers cultural heritage as part of 

the complex urban system. This requires tailored management and appropriate 

assessment tools to provide empirical evidence regarding the extent to which city 

plans integrate heritage conservation. Although there is no agreement on how the 

concept of sustainability should be translated into practice, its acceptance in urban 

development policies has yielded a diversity of approaches, new management 

techniques and tools that support local adaptations and priorities for development 

(Berke & Conroy, 2017; Jepson, 2004; Portney, 2009). In this regard, cultural 

heritage has been closely involved with SUD through actions fostering the rational 

use of historic urban areas; such as urban renewal, regeneration, redevelopment, 

and regeneration projects (Evans, 2005; P. C. Guzmán, Pereira Roders, & 

Colenbrander, 2017; Zheng et al., 2014).  

In Mexico, the conservation of historic centers inscribed on the UNESCO 

World Heritage List is part of wider national development initiatives. Particularly in 

medium-sized cities, decentralized decision-making and local urban 

competitiveness encourages the conservation of cultural heritage for its tourism 

potential and recreational uses (Guarneros-Meza, 2008; Eduardo Rojas, 2011; Ruiz 

Chavez, 2008; Sui-qui & Leng, 2015). According to Balslev and Gyim (2016), the 

conservation of urban heritage in Mexico is part of a hegemonic discourse of 

sustainable development that implicitly imposes market preferences and growth in 

its processes. The loss of traditional functions and community dynamics in historic 

urban areas is attributed to such unbalanced development approaches (Francesco 

Bandarin & van Oers, 2012). However, assessing impacts of development is a 

challenging task in the Mexican emerging urban context as deficiencies in regulatory 

frameworks complicate the accountability of urban development policies and 

strategies (Almejo et al., 2014; G. M. Cejudo & López-ayllón, 2010; Sobrino et al., 

2015).  

When dealing with complex ecosystems that are constantly changing and 

evolving, such as cities and landscapes, management systems need to be adaptive 

in order to enable communities to evolve and develop improved futures (Boyle et 

al., 2001; Musacchio, 2009). Managing urban heritage with a landscape-based 
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approach has been globally recommended to facilitate meeting the goals of 

international policy processes (Reed et al., 2016; UNESCO, 2011), such as the SUD 

agenda. Placing heritage as “an active change agent in the process of urban 

management” is also expected to reconcile the so-long-opposing powers of 

development and conservation, by endorsing a holistic, integrated, and 

multidisciplinary management of resources (Veldpaus, 2015). Despite the lack of 

analysis on cultural heritage management plans, some consensus has been found 

on the fundamental objective of sustainable development: consistent support for a 

long-term, holistic planning framework and the active participation of a wide range 

of stakeholders in any development process; and the enforcement of assessment 

tools that allows the consideration of multiple situational influences and the impacts 

of decisions (Folke et al., 2005; P. C. Guzmán et al., 2017; Holden, 2006; Landorf, 

2009; Eduardo Rojas, 2012).  

This chapter explores the assumption of the city as an adaptive ecosystem 

as defined by Boyle (2001), in which a triad—formed by governance, management, 

and monitoring—continually support the course towards sustainability. The 

purpose of this part of the research is to reveal the level of integration between 

urban development and heritage conservation in monitoring tools, taking the 

medium-sized city of Querétaro as case study. This city’s local development agenda 

includes specific goals towards urban sustainability, tourist development, and 

sustainable territorial management practices anchored in the conservation of its 

World Heritage historic monument zone. 

 According to Mascarenhas et al. (2010), “the identification of common local 

indicators should give precedence to those that are most appropriate for: (i) an 

assessment of the common objectives, goals and targets of strategic instruments; 

(ii) an assessment of common features and resources; (iii) a participative scoping 

process e.g. where the main strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats can 

be identified”. Thus, the objectives of this chapter are threefold: (1) to identify the 

operational conceptualization of SUD within local governance, management, and 

monitoring tools; (2) to identify the approach to cultural heritage management and 

the factors affecting its conservation; and (3) to analyze the relevance and use of 

current monitoring tools. The results highlight the lack of a common 

conceptualization of sustainable urban development across documents, and 

highlight differences and coherences on the identification of urban factors affecting 

the conservation of QHMZ. The conclusions draw on the role of UNESCO’s 

monitoring requirements for World Heritage (WH) in advancing the accountability 
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of local development practices and heritage protection in the context of Mexican 

emerging cities.  

Monitoring for Sustainable Urban Practices 

UNESCO requires the periodic examination of key indicators to assess the 

state of conservation of WH properties; the identification of factors affecting them; 

and the impacts of trends, changes, and of proposed interventions (UNESCO, 

2015a). However, it is up to the States Parties to decide how to implement a 

systematic monitoring approach, framework, model or tool, to enable this periodical 

assessment on the state of conservation. Consequently, states parties vary on their 

implementation. Some states parties also tend to develop monitoring programs that 

are disassociated from the context, and from people and their concerns (Boyle et 

al., 2001). The traditional approach to monitoring heritage conservation is based on 

selecting quantitative indicators focused on the state of conservation of heritage 

properties and/or actual and possible threats (Mascia et al., 2014; Stem et al., 2005).  

Heritage Impact Assessments, or HIAs (ICOMOS, 2011), rooted in the 

practice of performing environmental impact assessments of development projects, 

are growing in implementation (Pereira Roders & van Oers, 2012). However, these 

are primarily reactive, seldom implemented at strategic levels or comparing the 

negative and positive impacts—economic, social and environmental—of heritage 

conservation vs. new development (Angrisano et al., 2016; Evans, 2005). HIAs are 

defined by their stakeholders. There are no standard procedures or indicators, but 

a flexible approach that facilitates the continuous revision and adaptation of the 

practices is widely encouraged (Bond et al., 2012; Veillon, 2014). According to 

Nijkamp (2012), pillars from the economics of environmental evaluation such as 

increasing scarcity, non-market values, and site specificity are also applicable to 

cultural heritage. However, due to the evolving complexity of development issues 

and the increasing negative impact on WH properties, assessment practices are 

broadening their scope towards social, economic, and environmental impacts on 

heritage conservation (Axelsson et al., 2013; Landorf, 2009; Tanguay et al., 2014; 

Volpiano, 2011). Within the sustainable paradigm, the concept of adaptive 

management has been widely discussed in environmental and cultural conservation 

efforts (Musacchio, 2009; UNESCO WHC, 2013). It gives “stakeholders the capacity 

to best account for conservation and development challenges within the landscape” 

(Reed et al., 2016). The complementarity between a landscape and a results-based 

management approach has also been acknowledged as a long term strategy to 
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ensure that heritage is kept maintained and functioning in a way relevant to society 

and/or  market-based demands (E. Rojas, 2012; UNESCO WHC, 2013). However, this 

requires more advanced and accurate monitoring tools.  

There is a wealth of studies focused on approaches to monitoring and 

evaluation within heritage conservation (Cassatella & Peano, 2011; Mascia et al., 

2014; Pereira Roders & van Oers, 2012; Pereira Roders Ana and Van Oers Ron, 2013; 

Stem et al., 2005; Volpiano, 2011). Commonalities of suitable tools for sustainable 

practices suggest that monitoring must include quantitative and qualitative 

methods; relate to programmatic goals, objectives, and activities; track progress 

towards a desired conservation state; and be based on a conceptual system model 

that explicitly recognizes relationships between society and the environment. 

Monitoring should also provide information at a range of spatial and temporal scales 

and be as anticipatory as possible, so that decisions may be made before the system 

is adversely affected. All these considerations reinforce “the need to prioritize 

indicators in order to strengthen a feedback mechanism as an adaptive element that 

redefines priorities as policies and social engagement takes place” (Cedano & 

Martinez, 2010).  

Sustainable Development, Governance Challenges in Mexico 

  The establishment of the first national heritage conservation policy in 

Mexico took place in 1938, aiming to protect archeological and paleontological 

heritage (Melé, 1995). This federal law was later complemented with the ratification 

of the World Heritage Convention of 1972, which is integrated into the Mexican legal 

system with the same force as a law. The Mexican State is therefore obliged to 

comply at all governmental levels, although some of the principles contemplated in 

the Convention are not established in state-level laws (provincial level)  (IMPLAN 

Queretaro, 2007). Mexico is the country in the Latin American and the Caribbean 

(LAC) region with most properties inscribed on the WH List, and sixth globally (after 

Italy, Spain, France, China and Germany), with 57 WH properties, out of which 10 

properties are classified as cities (UNESCO WHC, 2017), and four more are located 

in urban contexts. In Mexico, culture-related policies are used to address situations 

of physical, economic, and social decay through regeneration and “recovery” 

programs (Guarneros-Meza, 2008; Kanai & Ortega-Alcázar, 2009). According to 

Guarneros-Meza et al. (2008), such actions have been paired with global 
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development policies, such as the Washington Conservation Charter4, the UN-

Habitat Project5, and the National Program for Housing Regeneration in Poor Urban 

Areas6. In such cases, SUD is oriented towards the reduction of poverty, the 

coverage of basic social needs, access to urban services, community participation, 

etc. However, beneficial conditions for the implementation of culture as a 

mechanism for economic, social, and urban development are highly dependent on 

the complexities of local configurations of power and the negotiation of policy 

agendas (Kanai & Ortega-Alcázar, 2009). More and more, Mexican conservation 

policies on the pursuit of sustainable development are being articulated with 

tourism development rather than with urban policies (Balslev Clausen & Gyim, 2016; 

Ruiz Chavez, 2008). Consequently, medium-sized cities such as Querétaro are 

making use of their urban heritage to diversify their competitiveness resources with 

regeneration strategies (Guarneros-Meza, 2008; Sobrino et al., 2015, p. 106). This 

perspective emphasizes the exploitation of natural and cultural resources whilst 

ensuring their preservation mainly in their material attributes, rather than attending 

to integral interventions rooted in local needs (García Espinosa, 2005).  

  Traditionally, sustainable concerns and local conceptual models take the 

form of policies and regulations, which are enacted as part of a legislative process 

(Boyle et al., 2001). In Mexico, the concept of sustainability has been adopted in the 

political discourse as result of international commitments (Sobrino et al., 2015). Its 

operationalization, however, is constrained by an environment in the relatively early 

stages of accountability, with many and varied managerial challenges that affect all 

areas of public policy (López-Ayllón & Merino, 2010). Mexican cities have an 

imperative need to strengthen their governance capacities in order to meet the 

economic, social, and environmental objectives of sustainable urban development. 

Their success is challenged by cuts in local budgets, little or no governance training, 

and a lack of transparency culture in the governance practice (Bozzi, 2014; G. M. 

Cejudo & López-ayllón, 2010). Such institutional deficiencies produce two unwanted 

consequences: inability of local managers to solve problems integrally, and 

inefficiency in addressing public problems and the people who suffer from them (G. 

Cejudo, 2016). This has been evidenced in ungrounded initiatives, which can result 

in a fragmented and ineffective program, with an objective that, “while socially 

desirable, responds to different values … and requires different intervention 

                                                           
4 Charter for the Conservation of Historic Towns and Urban Areas (ICOMOS, 1987). 
5 Istanbul declaration on human settlements (Habitat II Conference, 1996) 
6 Programa HABITAT Mexico (SEDESOL, 2012) 
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instruments” (Boyle et al., 2001; G. Cejudo, 2016). In the pursuit of sustainability 

goals at the city level, Budd et al. (2008) stress the importance of adaptive 

governance for a coherent set of priorities across diverse stakeholders and 

communities. This include the development of a citizen-engaging vision for 

community sustainability; an inclusive process of resolving value trade-offs; 

managing the operationalization of this vision in appropriate policies and programs; 

and systematic monitoring of progress toward established milestones (Boyle et al., 

2001). In this regard, Querétaro’s municipality has been criticized for its inefficient 

control of the city’s sprawl, allowing the real estate business to shape the urban 

space by the indiscriminate creation of industrial and retail parks, residential 

neighborhoods, hotels, and universities (Delgado & Santos, 2000; García Peralta, 

1982; Guarneros-Meza, 2008). During the last 30 years, urban development has 

been defined by the needs of urban infrastructure, particularly road networks, water 

extraction and treatment, and land use. Local academics and practitioners 

acknowledge that such phenomena have resulted in speculation, abandonment, 

and destruction of Querétaro’s Historic Monument Zone (QHMZ) (Guarneros-Meza, 

2008; Hiernaux & González-gómez, 2014; Jiménez Guillén, 2016).  

Cultural Heritage Management in Mexico’s Urban Context  

Mexico is acknowledged as one of the pioneers among Latin American (LA) 

countries in cultural heritage management. According to the Inter-American 

Development Bank, most of the countries in the region “are still in an early phase of 

institutional and policy development process towards sustainable heritage 

preservation and urban development” (Lanzafame & Rojas, 2011). Management 

plans are a mechanism that states parties need to implement to ensure the 

conservation of WH properties, and to ensure that “the resource use that is 

permitted in and around cultural properties is compatible and sustainable and that, 

wherever possible, benefit-sharing is embraced (UNESCO, 2015a, p. 26). Thus 

conservation is shifting into an adaptive process where change is to be managed. 

However, definitions and conceptualizations that relate sustainable development 

and cultural heritage management are left open for interpretation. In practice, 

challenges to the sustainable development of cultural heritage are increasingly 

related to the lack of management plans and problems related to the 

implementation of adequate legal frameworks. According to UNESCO reports, “over 

3 properties out of 4 are negatively impacted by a management or institutional 

factor” (Veillon, 2014). This evidences the need for local governments to develop 
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their managerial abilities in order to implement sustainable urban development 

agendas.  

Methodology 

The case study 

The Historic Center of Querétaro was inscribed on the UNESCO World 

Heritage List in 1995. The development plan for the Historic Monument Zone was 

created in 2007, followed by the management plan in 2011. The management plan 

covers the WH property, which consists of a Historic Monument Zone within a 

sixteenth-century urban layout of colonial monuments and buildings, and a wider 

transitional area that includes traditional neighborhoods of less monumental 

character but with stronger intangible and community values (IMPLAN Queretaro, 

2010). The area of action (Figure 18) covers the four square kilometers of the historic 

center district, the smallest in the municipality (2% of the total land area). In the 

early 80s, the urban development plan (1980) and the Master plan (1982) identified 

for the first time the major issues of city sprawl and unplanned development. In the 

following decades, the decentralization of powers led to the creation of a local 

agency, IMPLAN, to attain a policy continuity between the short-term municipal 

administrations, not only in terms of heritage conservation, but also of its 

development. However, the tool has been criticized by practitioners for lack of 

implementation and for its simplicity, as it fails to propose an integral vision that 

coordinates all urban aspects related to conservation whilst providing accountable 

results of its management (Jiménez Guillén, 2016; Quartesan and Romis in 

Lanzafame & Rojas, 2011). In heritage conservation, as in the urban governance 

Figure 18 Querétaro's Historic District’s area of action (adapted from IMPLAN, 2010) 



121 
 

  

field, effective management is underpinned by well-designed monitoring and 

evaluation systems, able to clearly establish visions, objectives, goals and indicators 

to evaluate public policies in terms of institutional performance and programs 

(Bozzi, 2014; Stem et al., 2005). As yet, it is not possible to assess the effectiveness 

and possible rectification of conservation initiatives, due to the lack of monitoring 

and evaluation mechanisms (Lezama López, 2005).  

In this chapter, the designed methodology, which integrates qualitative and 

quantitative methods, is adapted to perform a policy analysis. Through qualitative 

and directed content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005), three local plans (text-based 

sources) published between 2007 and 2015 were analyzed to assess the extent to 

which sustainable urban development and cultural heritage conservation are 

integrated in local planning tools. The sources represent two management levels: 

the municipal level and the protected urban area and its management. The analysis 

consisted of a three-step methodology, aiming to identify (1) the local approach to 

sustainable development; 2) the urban factors affecting the conservation of the 

property; and 3) the categorization of factors as strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and threats, and also their correlation to the economic, social, and 

environmental dimensions of sustainability. 

Description of sources 

The 2015 Querétaro Municipal Development Plan (MDP) is selected for 

being the most important governmental tool for urban planning in which local 

efforts towards sustainable development and cultural heritage conservation are 

expected to be expressed. The 2011 management plan (MP) and 2007 development 

plan (DP) for the HMZQ are selected for being strategic frameworks for heritage 

conservation and development, in which principles of sustainable development are 

expected to be evidenced (Landorf, 2009). A description of the documents is shown 

in Table 14.  

An initial document familiarization showed that the plans follow a similar 

structure. They provide an extensive introduction to the development of the city 

and the WH property through history, from the colonial foundation to the 

contemporary city. All three documents include a diagnostics section that discusses 

the state of the city’s development and its negative and positive aspects. The reports 

also include results of public consultations and perceptions of local communities on 

development performance at the municipal level (MDP) and at the property level 
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(QHMZ-MP and QHMZ-DP). The three documents enlist a series of strategies and 

action plans. However, only the QHMZ-MP provides a monitoring tool, by means of 

indicators on the state of conservation of the WH property. 

Table 14 Description of analyzed documents 

DOCUMENT YEAR AIM MONITORING TOOLS 

MDP 2015-18 2015 

To achieve urban development 
through 5 guiding axis: Human City; 
Safe city; Compact City; City with 
Development; Government Openness. 

Not available 

HMZQ-DP 2007 
Define land uses, policies and 
strategies to ensure the conservation 
of the urban structure. 

Not available 

HMZQ-MP  2011 

To Identify the values and attributes 
that sustain the patrimonial site; 
Recognition of the conservation 
status of these attributes and the 
variables involved in their dynamics. 

Indicators establish the 
degrees of progress and/or 
setbacks in the areas of 
performance:  themes on  
economic, social, tourism, 
infrastructure and provision 
of services;   

Local approach to sustainable development and the role of cultural 

heritage 

The first step aims to identify a local conceptualization of sustainable 

development and the role of the World Heritage property. The analysis consisted of 

a semi-automated search of the three documents for the words “sustainability”, 

“sustainable development”, and “cultural heritage”. References found are analyzed 

for their commonalities, focuses, and limitations, in order to identify and assess the 

approaches among the three planning and development tools. 

Identification and analysis of urban factors 

The second step aims to identify the urban factors affecting the 

conservation of the QHMZ. Through targeted content analysis, relevant factors are 

identified across the three sources when referenced as interacting in the WH 

property. The search focused on the diagnostic and strategies sections in each 

document. Post-coding is applied to identify the level of consensus among 

documents. High consensus indicates that a factor is referenced in all three sources, 

medium consensus that it is referenced in two, and low consensus that it appears in 

only one document.  
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Classification of urban factors  

A classification of factors follows according to a post-coding instrument, 

with three coding dimensions based on the methodology used by Landorf (2009) 

and Ruhanen (2004): economic, environmental, and social. Post-coding was applied, 

consisting of seven items, to assess the type (Management situation) and quality of 

interactions (Impact analysis) and the correlations with the three sustainability 

dimensions (see Table 15). 

Table 15 Coding instrument 

DIMENSION POST-CODING ITEMS 

Management Situation Analysis 
1. External factor 

2. Internal factor 

Impact Analysis 
3. Positively affecting conservation actions 

4. Negatively affecting conservation actions 

Sustainability Dimension 

5. Economic 
6. Environmental 

7. Social 

The Management situation determines the correlation of urban factors with 

the management practices as external (beyond the control of the management 

level), or internal (what local heritage management is able to control) (Agarwal et 

al., 2012). The Impact analysis classifies urban factors by their positive or negative 

effect on the conservation of the HMZ. Lastly, the Sustainability dimensions aim to 

provide insights on factors’ coverage of the dimensions of sustainability. Definitions 

provided by UNESCO (2013) are used to guide the classification of  factors and their 

correlations with cultural heritage and sustainability dimensions. The economic-

related activities should allow continuing compatible land uses or economic activity. 

They include factors with economic benefits or threats; such as tourism revenues, 

reuse of buildings, management capabilities, costs of conservation actions, funding, 

expenses, references to economic activities and functions, etc. Environmental 

actions are those related to protecting the natural environment (particular 

ecosystems in and around properties); gradual changes due to geological, climatic, 

or other environmental factors; natural hazards; pollution, efficiency, and 

improvement of natural resources; environmental friendly interventions, etc. The 

social dimension is related to social equity; maintaining strong links with 

communities and contributing to society; professional creation, reception, or 

participation activities; and also actions related to government will, consultation 

processes, human resources, local population or civil society participation, and 
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improvement of life quality. Thus, it requires conserving those intangible assets 

within properties such as community dynamics, cultural diversity, and knowledge 

(UNESCO WHC, 2013). The overlapping of dimensions allows for a discussion on 

interdisciplinary and holistic approaches to development, in which the social-

economic dimension conforms to the equitable dimension; the overlap of economic-

environmental dimensions forms the viable dimension; and the social-

environmental dimensions, the livable dimension. When the three dimensions are 

discussed together, this corresponds to the sustainable dimension.  

Correlations among the Management situation and Impact analysis allow 

for a SWOT analysis of identified urban factors. The application of SWOT analysis 

has been growing in territorial environment, particularly in the ex ante evaluation 

of strategic planning, development programs, and integrated territorial projects 

(Lombardi, P., & Stanghellini, 2009). Thus, strengths and weaknesses are 

correspondingly positive and negative urban factors directly related to heritage 

management; whereas opportunities and threats are positive and negative urban 

factors that are enacted by an external entity. This may be a higher governance level 

(state or federal) or an external phenomenon (international tourism); either way, it 

must be external to the heritage management of the property. Rather than 

evaluating the coherence between policy areas as a whole, the purpose of a SWOT 

analysis is to understand if the decision-making (planning) is based on an 

acknowledgement of how initiatives impact each field. Thus, coherency is evaluated 

in terms of urban development priorities, and how these contribute to the 

achievement of sustainable urban development as a system.  

Results 

Approaches to sustainable urban development and cultural 
heritage 

Municipal level 

The MDP represents the highest policy level for the development of 

Querétaro’s municipality. The document defines sustainable development as “the 

efficiency of resources, by balancing economic, social and environmental 

dimensions”. The municipality agenda on sustainability states as priorities “the 

implementation of regulation mechanisms for those activities representing 

environmental risks, planning the urban growth, social development and the 

strengthening of production conditions” (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015). The 
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implementation of urban sustainable practices is often highlighted in reference to 

global commitments to the United Nations Development Program and HABITAT. The 

MDP organizes urban challenges and solutions within a framework of five 

development axes that lead to five general objectives: Human city, Safe city, 

Compact city, City in development, and Open government. There are also three 

transversal strategies: human rights, governance, and sustainability. The plan 

includes a total of 17 strategic programs, 253 lines of action, and 21 goals. A long 

term vision for 20 years is highlighted as part of the achievement of sustainable 

strategies (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 20). Sustainability and sustainable 

development can be found repeatedly throughout the document as adjectives to 

general objectives, strategies, goals, and action plans. 

The MDP includes specific actions targeting the QHMZ within the axes 

Human city, Compact city, and Open government. Human city strategies aim to 

ensure access to basic goods and services, the promotion of recreation, and 

activities for social development. Compact city strategies are related to the 

accessibility of urban infrastructure and mobility alternatives. Open government 

strategies target the optimization of local management resources, transparency, 

and accountability. In general, it was observed that actions within the MDP are 

vague and tend to remain in the form of recommendations. Also, there are no 

milestones established, nor any adequate monitoring tools to provide insights on 

how the city is progressing towards defined objectives. Moreover, the MDP does 

not propose an assessment tool to evaluate the city’s progress towards defined 

objectives. Instead, the MDP’s efficiency and success is expected to be reflected in 

the city’s ability to rise in national assessment rankings on management 

performance and competitiveness (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 167). 

QHMZ, District level 

The QHMZ-MP and the QHMZ-DP were found to share the same general 

objectives and strategic goals. However, different approaches and definitions 

concerning the sustainable development of cultural heritage were found in each 

document (see Table 16). The QHMZ-DP states that the protection of cultural 

heritage is fundamental for its development as cultural industry, whereas 

sustainable development is described as the basis for its competitiveness. It does 

not provide a concrete definition on what constitutes the sustainable development 

of QHMZ, but rather proposes goals that target sustainability dimensions. For 

instance, environmental aspects are paired with the rehabilitation of the urban 
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image, control of pollution, and urban cleanliness. Social development is to be 

achieved by ensuring the HMZ residential character and access to education, health, 

work, housing, and welfare; particularly in the less benefited traditional 

neighborhoods. In contrast the economic aspects are mainly discussed with regard 

to HMZ tourism potential, the increase of private and public investment, and the 

diversification of economic activities, supported by a compatible land use policy 

(IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, pp. 38–40). A time framework for accomplishing results 

specifies as the short term, the length of the municipal administration (four years); 

as the medium term, the length of Querétaro’s state administration (six years) and 

as the long term, the year 2025. Yet according to the QHMZ-DP, the development 

programs and complementary actions have a permanent nature. Thus, dates of 

culmination or temporary durations are not specified, as actions should be carried 

out until they meet a specific purpose. However, objectives, strategies, and related 

actions are not systematically aligned between them, but rather enlisted in an 

arbitrary form. Similarly to the MDP, the plan’s objectives and programs are not 

operationalized. That is to say, there are no milestones defining the basis for 

monitoring progress towards a desired state, either for the conservation of the 

property or for the actions related to its development. Both terms, sustainability 

and sustainable, were found as adjectives describing objectives and strategies 

throughout the document.  

The QHMZ-MP defines sustainability as the balance of economic and social 

development to be achieved through participative processes, involving diverse 

stakeholders and a long term sustainable urban scheme towards 2030 (IMPLAN 

Queretaro, 2010, p. II-268). However, social aspects are emphasized in the seven 

objectives, aiming at the improvement of life quality and social conditions for 

inhabitants. These include the decentralization of functions related to 

administrative services; the regulation of land uses; fostering public and private 

investment to increase the residential character of the district; the improvement of 

public services; public safety; environmental preservation; and natural hazards 

prevention and mitigation. The QHMZ-MP defines a set of indicators that evaluate 

the “sustainable management” of the WH property across six themes: Economic 

indicators, Social indicators, Public services indicators, Demographic indicators, 

Heritage buildings deterioration, and Safety indicators. These indicators are further 

discussed in terms of their relevance and contribution to the SUD of QHMZ in the 

next section. 
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Table 16 Analysis of Sustainable development approaches per governance level. 

DOCUMENTS 
SUSTAINABILITY 
DEFINITION 

URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 
APPROACH 

CULTURAL 
HERITAGE 
APPROACH 

MDP 

“Meeting the needs of 
the present generation 
without jeopardizing the 
capacity of resources and 
opportunities, of future 
generations in their 
social, economic and 
environmental 
dimensions.” 

The city’s 
competitiveness should 
ensure that the economic 
development of the city 
is inclusive and equitable, 
socially and territorially. 

The historic center has 
important competitive 
resources in terms of 
population well-being, 
urban services, leisure 
and cultural 
infrastructure. 

QHMZ-MP 

Sustainable development 
should be based on 
balancing Economic and 
Social Sustainability 
through stakeholders’ 
involvement (citizens, 
residents and users of the 
Historic Center) in urban 
management processes. 

To develop the historic 
center’s competitiveness 
and strengthen the urban 
economy in a sustainable 
way (IMPLAN Queretaro, 
2007, p. III-22) 

To stablish a 
management 
mechanisms for the 
QHMZ that include 
tangible and intangible 
values and enhance 
stakeholder’s 
participation.  

QHMZ-DP Not provided 

Cultural tourism should 
be supported in 
heritage’s sustainable 
development, also as a 
fundamental component 
for the city’s 
competitiveness. 

To define land uses, 
policies and strategies 
to ensure the 
conservation of the 
built structures within 
the ZMHQ and the 
Traditional 
Neighborhoods 

Urban factors affecting the conservation of QHMZ and 
their coverage of sustainability dimensions 

A total of 36 urban factors were found referenced 114 times in the reports 

as having an impact on the conservation and development of QHMZ (Table 17). Out 

of these, a big majority (61%) were found to be covering the overlap of the social-

economic dimensions, referred as the equitable dimension in Table 17. Only 25% of 

urban factors were found to be covering all three sustainability dimensions, and 

were thus classified as sustainable. The number of references per factor varied from 

one to eight among the three analyzed documents. For instance, factors related to 

urban infrastructure and urban equipment were among the themes most frequently 

mentioned (from three to eight times); whereas factors related to demographic 

aspects, security, and elements for social development were less often mentioned 

(one to three times).  
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Table 17 Urban factors referenced among QHMZ documents 

INDICATORS DIMENSIONS 
NO. 
REFERENCES 

1. Road Network Equitable 8 
2. Access To Sewage System sustainable 6 
3. Modes Of Transport Equitable 6 
4. No. Of Automobile -Road Traffic sustainable 6 
5. Productive Sectors  (Services And 

Commerce Sectors) 
Equitable 5 

6. Investment For Intervention (Peripheral 
Neighborhoods) 

Equitable 5 

7. Electricity (Light Infrastructure) sustainable 4 
8. Urban Size sustainable 4 
9. Recreational-Sport Areas Equitable 3 
10. Access To Water Supply sustainable 3 
11. # Markets  Equitable 3 
12. Telephone (Access, Visual Disruption) Equitable 3 
13.  % Of Green Areas- Recreational Parks  sustainable 3 
14. Protected Natural Area  Environmental 3 
15. No. Public Libraries Equitable 3 
16. No. Of Theatres And Music Halls Equitable 3 
17. Festivals And Religious Parties Social 3 
18. Population Density Equitable 3 
19. Population With University Degree Equitable 3 
20. Research And Development  Equitable 3 
21. Financial Organization Economic 3 
22. Natural Risk sustainable 3 
23. Air Pollution sustainable 3 
24. Accessibility (River Area) sustainable 3 
25. No. Schools Equitable 2 
26. No. Of Museums Social 2 
27. Community Involvement In Decision 

Making Processes 
Social 2 

28. Housing Equitable 2 
29. No. Of Police Equitable 2 
30. No. Of Hotels  Equitable 2 
31. Crime Level (Robbery) Equitable 2 
32. New Constructions/ % Of New Buildings (On 

Virgin Land) 
Equitable 2 

33. Deterioration Phenomena Equitable 2 
34. Literacy Rate  Equitable 1 
35.  Marginalization Rate (Low) Equitable 1 
36. % Population With Access To Healthcare Equitable 1 

The analysis shows that the more references a factor has, the less consensus it has 

among the documents regarding its impact on the conservation of the WH 

property. This is further explained in the SWOT analysis. 
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SWOT analysis  

The analysis showed that the QHMZ-MP is the document with most 

references to urban factors affecting the conservation of QHMZ, whereas the MDP 

has the fewest references of the three documents (see Figure 19). The classification 

of factors evidenced that the majority (64%) are referenced for having a negative 

impact on the conservation of QHMZ (see Figure 22). Of these, urban factors were 

twice as often referenced as weaknesses (38%) than as threats (19%). Strengths and 

Opportunities are closer together, with slightly more Strengths (25%) than 

Opportunities (19%). Thus, local documents predominantly discuss urban factors 

that are internal to the management of the property. However, a lack of consensus 

among the reports was found, not only regarding the urban factors referenced, but 

also their SWOT classification (see Figure 20). For instance, a narrow plurality of 

factors (14) are referenced in all three reports (high consensus) for their impact on 

the conservation of the property. Nine factors are referenced in two documents 

(medium consensus), with five mutual factors among the DP and the MP, and five 

factors among the MDP and the MP. Three factors are only referenced in the MP 

(low consensus). Ten factors have contradictory references among the reports (no 

consensus) regarding their impacts on QHMZ. Figure 21 shows the level of consensus 

of factors among the reports analyzed. Factors, references, and their level of 

consensus as further discussed as SWOT. 

 

Strengths 

A total of 15 urban factors are referenced 28 times among the documents, 

the MDP being the document with the most references classified as strengths (see 

Figure 19 SWOT analysis Figure 20 Consensus among 
reports 

Figure 21 Urban Factors 
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Table 18). The analysis of consensus between documents showed that five factors 

share high consensus, and one factor medium consensus.  

Table 18 Strengths 

Factors with high consensus are those that identify the cultural and 

environmental assets of the historic district. For instance, the Cerro de las Campanas 

URBAN FACTORS DIMENSION MDP MP DP INDICATOR 

1. Urban Size Environmental √ √ √ None 

2. Protected Area  Sustainable √ √ √ 

Cataloged historical monuments on 
the total buildings 

Cataloged historical monuments on 
the total of historical buildings 

3. Recreational-Sport 
Areas 

Equitable √ √ √ 

None 

4. No. Schools Equitable √ X X 

5. Markets Equitable √ X X 

6. % Of Green Areas- 
Recreational Parks 

Sustainable √ X X 

7. No. Public 
Libraries 

Equitable √ √ √ 

8. No. Of Theatres 
And Music Halls 

Equitable √ √ √ 

9. No. Of Museums Equitable X √ √ 

10. Festivals And 
Religious Parties 

Equitable √ √ √ 

11. Productive Sectors 
(Commerce And 
Tourism) 

Equitable X √ √ 

Distribution of productive activity 
according to the corresponding 
group in the tertiary sector, those 
properties with mixed use: 
commercial/housing and 
housing/services 

Distribution of the economically 
active and employed population 
according to the productive sectors 
by gender 

Historic monuments with tertiary 
uses 

Properties with touristic use on the 
total of buildings with tertiary use in 
the Historical Center 

Cataloged properties with tourist 
use on the total of cataloged 
buildings with tertiary use in the 
Historic Center 

12. Access To Water Sustainable X √ √ 
Degree of pressure of water 
resources 

13. Sewage System Sustainable X √ √ 

None 14. Telephone Equitable √ X X 

15. Electricity  Sustainable X √ √ 
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National Park and the QHMZ have the highest percentage of protected (natural and 

cultural) areas in the municipality. Whilst natural areas contribute to the livability of 

the area, the QHMZ provides the city with its identity, contrasting with the 

unplanned urbanization of the modern city (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 34). Also, 

the size of the district is put forward at the municipal level as the desired 

development model based on the compact city (Button, 2002; Municipio de 

Queretaro, 2015, p. 30), as it concentrates a wealth of urban services, infrastructure, 

and cultural resources. These include entertainment, recreation, and educational 

facilities. At the municipal level, the ensemble of cultural-recreational offers 

available in the QHMZ is related to a good quality of life, linked to the equitable 

dimension. However, available indicators mostly focus on the number of buildings 

catalogued as historic monuments out of the total number of buildings in the QHMZ. 

Weaknesses 

The productive economic sectors in the historic district are recognized as 

commerce and tourism. These are also seen as opportunities but also contested as 

weaknesses. The QHMZ-MP proposes indicators to quantify the number of buildings 

with service- and commerce-related uses, particularly those related to tourism. 

Access to services in the QHMZ is highlighted as a strength for its long-established 

infrastructure and coverage. This is contrasted with new industrial and real estate 

developments, accused of compromising the sustainability of resources (Municipio 

de Queretaro, 2015). On the other hand, the QHMZ-MP and QHMZ-DP see these 

services as weaknesses due to the ageing state of their infrastructure. Only one 

indicator measuring the degree of pressure on water resources was found related 

to these factors. 

The MP was found referencing the largest number of the weaknesses (21), 

followed by the DP (16), and the MDP (6) (see Table 19). The analysis of consensus 

between documents showed that ten factors (the largest group) have conflicting 

references, five factors share high consensus, three factors medium consensus and 

three factors have low consensus. 

High consensus factors include demographics and the social and economic 

characteristics of the inhabitants of the historic district. For instance, the district has 

the lowest population density in the municipality, but concentrates a high number 

of the elderly, the disabled, and students, who in their majority represent a non-

working population. A depopulation process is acknowledged, linked to the 
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inhabitants’ lack of appropriate financial resources to maintain historic houses 

(IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 30). The QHMZ-MP is the only document that explores 

in detail correlations between marginalization levels and levels of conservation of 

protected buildings (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010, p. I;22-24). Among the 

marginalization indicators found are literacy rate, population with access to 

healthcare, and education levels.  

The number of automobiles circulating in the historic district is also a factor 

with high consensus. This has resulted in increased traffic congestion and greater 

demand for parking places in the last few years. Although the MDP acknowledges 

the problem, the DP and the MP go further to identify those services and urban 

facilities that are prone to creating automobile saturation problems. These are 

traditional markets, schools, recreational-sport areas, and parks or public spaces 

(IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, 2010). Another high consensus factor is road extension. 

The construction of roads has been privileged over the creation of pedestrian and 

walkable areas, leading to a deep mobility problem acknowledged by all three 

documents. Whilst the MDP tackles the problem in general terms, the QHMZ-DP 

and QHMZ-MP relate the impact of this problem to the loss of the city’s river as a 

natural and cultural landmark. The increased levels of pollution in the river’s water, 

and the widening of parallel roads disrupting the accessibility of neighboring areas, 

have led to the river’s systematic neglect. Both instruments include within their 

objectives urban interventions targeting the river’s visual and spatial recovery. 

However, no indicators or other assessment frameworks to monitor progress were 

found proposed.  

Table 19 Weaknesses 

URBAN FACTORS DIMENSION MDP DP MP INDICATORS 

1. No. Of Automobile -
Road Traffic 

sustainable √ √ √ None 

2. Population Density Equitable √ √ √ 

% Population with disabilities 

Population by age group (% 
Elder population, students) 

Population by gender (women) 

3. Population With 
University Degree 

Equitable √ √ √ Literacy rate 

4. Air Pollution sustainable √ √ √ None 

5. Accessibility (River 
Area) 

sustainable √ √ √ None 

6. Community 
Involvement In 
Decision Making 
Processes 

Social X √ √ None 
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7. Housing Equitable X √ √ 

Properties with residential use 
on the total of buildings in the 
Historic Center 
Properties cataloged with 
residential use on the total 
cataloged buildings in the 
Historic Center 
Private owned cataloged 
properties 

8. Deterioration 
Phenomena 

Equitable X √ √ 

% of Deteriorated-ruinous 
buildings (20%) 
No. of Cataloged historical 
monuments abandoned to total 
cataloged buildings Historical 
Center 
No. of Properties with visual 
disruptions on the total 
cataloged buildings in the 
Historic Center 

9. Literacy Rate  Equitable X X √ 
Literacy rate (low education 
level in historic neighborhoods) 

10. Marginalizati
on Rate (Low) 

Equitable X X √ None 

11. % Population 
With Access To 
Healthcare 

Equitable X X √ None 

12. Road 
Network 

Equitable √ X √ None 

13. Access To 
Sewage System 

sustainable X √ √ None 

14. Productive 
Sectors  (Services 
And Commerce 
Sectors) 

Equitable X √ √ 

Properties with tertiary uses on 
the total of buildings in the 
historic center 
Properties with touristic use on 
the total of buildings with 
tertiary use in the Historical 
Center 
Cataloged properties with 
tourist use on the total of 
cataloged buildings with 
tertiary use in the Historic 
Center 

15. Electricity 
(Light Infrastructure) 

sustainable X √ √ None 

16. Recreational-
Sport Areas 

Equitable X √ √ None 

17. Access To 
Water Supply 

sustainable X √ √ None 

18. # Markets  Equitable X √ √ None 

19. Telephone 
(Access, Visual 
Disruption) 

Equitable X √ √ None 

20. % Of Green 
Areas- Recreational 
Parks  

sustainable X √ √ None 

The majority of medium-consensus factors as weaknesses are referenced in 

the QHMZ-DP and the QHMZ-MP; only one is referenced in the MDP and QHMZ-
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MP. Among these, the community’s involvement in the decision-making process for 

the development of the historic district is highlighted as being insufficient (IMPLAN 

Queretaro, 2007, p. 33, 2010, pp. 1–3 V). The deterioration and/or alteration of 

protected buildings is attributed to the lack of governmental support to help the 

inhabitants invest in the conservation of buildings and the lack of guidance for 

transformations. Alterations include subdivisions and the introduction of new 

materials and building layouts, interfering with traditional construction. This 

problem has been made worse by changes in land use to mixed-uses, in which 

commerce and tourism services are thriving; thus some productive sectors are 

influencing dynamics of speculation (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010, p. II-26). Six 

indicators quantify the number of properties with their functions correlating to land 

use changes over time. Particular attention is given to the dynamics of residential 

functions converted into tourism services. Three indicators (shown in Table 16) 

focus on the state of conservation of built structures, correlating social and 

economic dimensions. 

Other factors with conflicting consensus have been discussed as strengths. 

For instance, urban infrastructure is referenced by the MDP as a strength, whereas 

the QHMZ-MP and QHMZ-DP report on its poor quality. Water and sewage 

infrastructure are particularly outdated, causing leakages and bad smells in the 

historic district. Also, obsolete electricity and telephone cables cause visual 

disruptions (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010, p. 22 II). These problems are discussed in 

more detail in the QHZM-MP and more generally in the QHZM-DP in correlation to 

marginalization levels, particularly in housing access to basic services, but also in 

terms of resilience and the ability to manage natural disasters such as flooding. Thus, 

urban infrastructure has an impact on all three sustainability dimensions. However, 

no indicators were found correlating these issues. Similarly, the availability of quality 

green and recreation areas in the historic district is seen as a strength for the district, 

at the municipal level. The QHMZ-MP and QHMZ-DP acknowledge that these 

resources are still insufficient in terms of urban requirements.  

Opportunities 

A total of 8 urban factors are referenced 21 times among the documents as 

opportunities (19% of the total number of references). The QHMZ-MP was found 

referencing the largest number of opportunities (eight), followed by the DP (seven), 

and the MDP (six) (see Table 20). The analysis of consensus between documents 
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showed that three factors have high consensus, four factors have conflicting 

references, and only one factor was found with medium consensus.  

There is consensus across the three documents on the inclusion of academia 

and wider sectors of society as opportunities to better guide development and 

conservation of the property. Within the objective of enhancing the city’s tourism 

offers, the municipality aims to encourage wider touristic agendas with academic, 

business, and gastronomy scopes (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 144). Similarly, 

the QHMZ-MP acknowledges the participation of community groups, universities, 

and other organizations in the valorization, documentation, and management of 

QHMZ. The QHMZ-DP highlights the creation of a trustee for the historic center to 

encourage investment in the real estate market and to improve the administration 

of financial resources (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 61). It also proposes the 

restructuring of the Historic Center patronage and other committees to enhance 

their participation in the decision-making processes. However, further description 

on how these collaborations or partnerships will be developed, their purposes, and 

time frameworks for the implementation of actions are not provided in any of the 

documents.  

The increase of police coverage in the area is the only factor with medium 

consensus among the MDP and the QHMZ-MP. This is seen as an opportunity to 

reduce the level of criminality in the WH property. Conflicting factors were found 

related to the mobility strategy for the historic district. This privileges the expansion 

of the road network and the enhancement of current infrastructure for car use 

(IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 45, 2010, p. I-6), despite documents noting that 

previous expansions had negative impacts. The strategy also includes the adaptation 

of secondary roads with bike lanes and the conversion of secondary streets to 

pedestrian and bike use only. In a similar way, also discussed is an opportunity to 

tackle the lack of efficient transport via the reorganization of bus stops and bus 

lanes. However, transport is also discussed as a threat, as will be seen in the next 

section. Such strategies are also seen as opportunities to tackle air pollution. 

However, these factors are mainly discussed as equitable development, and 

especially as opportunities to increase tourism in the area. Despite that, the QHMZ-

DP and QHMZ-MP present thorough analyses on roads and transport (IMPLAN 

Queretaro, 2010, p. I-6).  
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Table 20 Opportunities 

CONSENSUS URBAN FACTORS DIMENSION MDP DP MP INDICATOR 

High 

1. Research and 
development  

Equitable √ √ √ None 

2. Financial 
organization 

Economic √ √ √ None 

3. Investment for 
intervention  

Equitable √ √ √ None 

Medium 4. No. of police Equitable √ X √ None 

Conflictive 

5. Road network Equitable √ √ √ None 

6. Access to sewage 
system 

sustainable X √ √ None 

7. Productive sectors   Equitable X √ √ None 

8. Modes of 
transport 

Equitable √ √ √ None 

Other opportunities for investment, at the municipal level, include 

conservation actions. The rehabilitation of public spaces, the maintenance of road 

infrastructure, exploiting the cultural resources in place, the development of new 

cultural activities, and events for the local community’s development are described 

as “having a social character aiming at the improvement of the urban environment” 

(Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 68). The QHMZ-DP describes five intervention 

axes: environmental improvement, spatial planning, improvement of the urban 

image, conservation of built heritage, and urban mobility. The QHMZ-MP 

emphasizes the need to invest in the rehabilitation of the poorer areas peripheral 

to the WH property, to improve housing conditions and to foster equitable 

development. Within these scopes, mentions of environmental aspects are limited 

to reduction of air pollution (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 45). No indicators were 

found or identified monitoring expected outcomes or evaluating programs. 

Threats  

Threats were found discussed in 9 urban factors, referenced 22 times 

among the documents analyzed. The QHMZ-MP has the most references (nine 

threats), followed by the MDP with seven, and the QHMZ-DP with five (see Table 

21). The consensus between documents showed that three factors share high 

consensus, five factors share medium consensus, and three factors have conflicting 

references. 

The first factor with high consensus is natural risks, and flooding is 

acknowledged as the most common natural threat. At the municipal level, measures 
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target training and improvement of the performance of the civil protection unit. 

Actions include “the creation and maintenance of hydraulic and pluvial 

infrastructure” (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 20). Measures from the QHMZ-DP 

target the renovation of infrastructure and the introduction of drains and sewers, 

specifying problematic areas and streets (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2007, p. 43). Although 

the QHMZ-MP mentions that renovation of such infrastructure is needed within the 

entire monuments zone, it stresses that decayed urban infrastructure in the 

traditional neighborhoods increases the risk of flooding. Modes of transport and the 

number of automobiles are also threats with high consensus. These are correlated 

with the inefficiency of the public transport system, which leads to a high use of 

private automobiles in the city. Also, conflictive transport nodes are linked to the 

creation of traffic. To reduce automobile usage, parking meters and parking located 

at the outskirts of the QHMZ are proposed as the main solutions, rather than 

targeting the public transport problem. No indicators were found assessing these 

three issues. 

Factors with medium consensus include the number of hotels, as a proof of 

the growth of the tourism sector, and the level of criminality. The MDP highlights 

that the proliferation of hotels in the surroundings of industrial zones at the city’s 

outskirts is interfering with the development of cultural tourism in the inner city. 

The QHMZ-MP identifies the increase of changes in monuments’ functions towards 

touristic services, replacing housing and other traditional uses. However, neither the 

QHMZ-MP nor the QHMZ-DP states whether a balance of uses is to be achieved in a 

time frame, nor in what proportion. Moreover, a national crisis in terms of crime 

and insecurity is identified as a threat within the MDP and QHMZ-MP. The QHMZ-

MP states that crime levels are particularly high in the WH property, automobile and 

house robberies being the most common. Proposed solutions include increasing the 

number of police. However, no indicators or concrete actions were found related to 

this issue.  

Moreover, the increasing amount of housing construction in new areas of 

the city is considered a threat as it fosters the loss of population in the historic 

district. The lack of financial aids for inhabitants to invest in conservation of historic 

houses and the lack of green and recreational areas in the historic district are 

mentioned as competitive weaknesses in comparison to the new real estate market 

developing in the city’s periphery. Due to this, a considerable number of historic 

buildings are being abandoned. One indicator was found monitoring this 

phenomenon 
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Table 21 Threats 

CONSENS
US 

URBAN 
FACTORS 

DIM. MDP DP MP INDICATOR 

High 

1. Natural risk Sustainable √ √ √ None 
2. Modes of 

transport 
Equitable √ √ √ None 

3. No. of 
Automobile -
Road traffic 

Sustainable √ √ √ None 

Medium 

4. No. of Hotels  Equitable √ X √ None 

5. Investment for 
intervention 
(peripheral 
neighborhood
s) 

Equitable X √ √ 

Cataloged 
historical 
monuments 
abandoned to total 
cataloged 
buildings Historical 
Center 

6. Crime level 
(robbery) 

Equitable √ X √ None 

7. New 
constructions/ 
new buildings 

Equitable √ X √ None 

8. Urban size Sustainable √ X √ None 

Conflictive 9. Road network Equitable √ √ √ None 

. The last factor within this group is the current unplanned urban model, 

which is identified as a threat for having transformed economic advantages into 

disadvantages in terms of accessibility and low levels of well-being for the local 

population (Municipio de Queretaro, 2015, p. 138). However no direct or indirect 

impacts to the conservation of QHMZ are highlighted. The QHMZ-MP mentions that 

the expansive urban model has fostered negative impacts in the historic district; 

mainly related to population loss, higher levels of traffic congestion problems, and 

lack of investment for the re-use of historic buildings (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2010, p. 

27 II). No indicator was found on this topic.  

Lastly, road networks and their expansion is the only conflictive factor found 

as a threat. There is a consensus on the lack of accessibility between urban areas as 

a result of the urban sprawl and the construction of high density roads. This problem 

has particularly affected the river banks, defaulting the mobility between the WH 

property and the traditional neighborhoods. Yet a large number of actions and 

interventions, discussed as opportunities, continue to prioritize this particular 

infrastructure.  
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Conclusions 

The three documents analyzed cover two levels of local governance. The 

highest level corresponds to the Municipal Office, which is responsible for the 

creation of MDP. This plan enables the municipal urban planning office (IMPLAN) to 

plan and develop strategies for the sustainable development of Querétaro City. The 

planning office is also responsible of the management and development of QHMZ. 

The plans analyzed were produced in different years: the most recent is the MDP 

(created in 2015), the QHMZ-MP was created in 2012, and the oldest, the QHMZ-

DP, was created in 2007. Thus, these correspond to different administrations at the 

municipal level. The analysis showed that conceptually, the three documents 

understand sustainability through the balance of the three dimensions: economic, 

social, and environmental. However, there is no common operational definition of 

sustainable development agreed among the documents to be applied in the QHMZ. 

The three plans were found proposing strategies and action plans, overusing 

sustainable and sustainability as “buzz words”. However, a systematic and 

comprehensive framework structuring planning and development sectors between 

documents was found to be lacking. This corroborates an institutional limitation on 

developing coherent urban planning tools that can offer continuity in the medium 

and long term. Consequently, programs and actions in general are more likely to 

provide open recommendations on “what” should be done, rather than defining 

specific and accountable actions to show “how” it should be done. 
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  The identification of urban factors affecting the conservation of the WH 

property show that in practice, development is framed primarily in social and 

economic terms, whereas environmental factors are less prioritized. Moreover, the 

SWOT analysis of development factors showed discrepancies in development and 

conservation approaches to the QHMZ (see Figure 22). The MDP mostly highlights 

the strengths of QHMZ as a model of a compact city that concentrates different 

resources, particularly those natural and cultural resources that contribute to the 

quality of life. The QHMZ-DP places a strong emphasis on weaknesses. The QHMZ-

MP emphasizes negative impacts as both threats and weakness. Negative impacts 

together (weaknesses and threats) include a wider range of factors (28 in total) and 

have higher consensus among the three documents analyzed. Positive factors 

together include fewer urban factors (23 in total) and reach lower consensus. 

Despite the extensive acknowledgment of weaknesses resulting from the unplanned 

urban sprawl of the city, heritage development goals are commonly aligned towards 

improving the city’s competitiveness through cultural tourism. Thus, more emphasis 

is given to the improvement of tourism potential through cultural and leisure 

activities taking place in the Historic Center, rather than focusing development on 

local inhabitants’ quality of life based on community’s needs.  

 

Figure 22 SWOT of identified urban factors per document analyzed 
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Although the documents share a vision in which cultural heritage is seen as 

an asset for Querétaro’s competitiveness, there are no references regarding local 

commitments that ensure the WH property’s conservation and its sustainable 

management at the municipal level. Moreover, the QHMZ-DP and QHMZ-MP barely 

discuss external factors as the responsibility is attributed to a higher level of 

governance. Also observed was a lack of continuity between urban factors identified 

as weaknesses and threats though participatory processes and the establishment of 

action plans, not only in terms of heritage-related goals, but also across 

sustainability dimensions. In this regard, many concrete actions were found 

targeting conflicting factors. Examples include problems relating to the lack of an 

efficient transport system, the poor control of automobile usage, the continuous 

expansion of road networks and the crowding out of “unwanted” functions from the 

WH property to solve traffic and mobility issues.  

The three documents acknowledge that local planning policies on 

transportation, mobility and social participation have been ineffective as these have 

been subjects of short-term priorities and a weak metropolitan approach (Municipio 

de Queretaro, 2015, p. 115). Moreover, the QHMZ-DP warns that the Municipal 

Organic Law of the State of Querétaro does not contemplate heritage conservation 

actions and that the city was the last Monument Zone in the country to be given a 

management plan. The QHMZ-MP denounces a lack of urban and environmental 

policies targeting the recovery of Querétaro’s river and the difficulties that local 

inhabitants face with the inflexibility of current conservation policies. Whilst 

investment within the property is expected to foster the tourism sector, financial 

tools for conservation of historic dwellings and the improvement of the quality of 

public infrastructure are commonly lacking. Therefore, proposed actions seem 

rather to perpetuate the punctual short-term solutions already acknowledged as 

unsustainable. This evidences a lack of coherence between governance levels in 

setting common priorities for the integration of sustainable urban development and 

heritage conservation.  

Current conservation indicators are used to monitor and document changes 

over time by providing information on the state of conservation of buildings and 

land use changes based on social and economic drivers for development. 

Environmental aspects are excluded from these tools, whereas social aspects are 

framed within economic interests. Although the monitoring tools of the QHMZ go 

beyond material attributes by mapping land use and buildings’ functions (these 

correlate intangible heritage attributes with built structures), the discussion on the 
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relationship between sustainable urban development and heritage conservation 

remains limited to the impacts on material heritage; excluding, for example, the 

discussion on limits of acceptable change, the participation of a large range of 

stakeholders, and the correlations with wider urban factors for urban development. 

However, in a context where policy evaluation is not a common practice, the 

monitoring tools for Querétaro, WH City, provide a basis for the accountability of 

local conservation policies through time, and to some extent contributes to the 

evaluation and reform of local urban management practices. Yet in order to advance 

sustainable urban development and achieve better governance practices, the role 

of monitoring tools must be acknowledged in higher levels of urban management.  

The results have shown that the inclusion of cultural heritage in the 

development of the city of Querétaro is as an asset that sustains the city’s 

competitiveness. However, nuances of the role of cultural heritage in local urban 

development were evidenced within the triad of the city’s governance, the 

management, and current monitoring tools (Boyle et al., 2001) for the QHMZ. The 

analysis showed that sustainability is used as a buzz word to describe strategies and 

objectives at the three levels, whereas its operationalization is mostly framed within 

socio-economic priorities. A few environmental aspects are referenced, but are 

rarely targeted in actions. However, current development strategies and actions 

tend to focus on what is to be done rather than how, providing vague 

recommendations rather than tailored and accountable actions. This evidences that 

local efforts to coordinate coherent strategies with identified needs are still uneven. 

The lack of assessment and evaluation of actions also reveals the weak role that 

governmental institutions play in the adaptive process of sustainable development.  

The identification of factors affecting the conservation of the property at 

the three levels evidenced common themes for the inclusion of heritage in local 

strategic planning, but also conflicts in management approaches. At the governance 

levels the diversity of cultural assets and functions in the historic districts are 

highlighted as strengths for cultural tourism. At the management levels, factors are 

explored more deeply, alerting for their negative impacts. Thus, the majority of 

positive factors (strengths and opportunities) were found evidencing conflictive 

development approaches. Negative factors are predominantly referenced as results 

of unplanned urban sprawl. Impacts related to the lack of efficient public 

transportation and the high dependence of society on the use of private 

automobiles were found to be the most pressing issues among the three 

documents. Other needs related to the need for local inhabitants to access 
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conservation programs to improve housing. However, development strategies 

emphasize the touristic and commercial character of the WH property.  

Current monitoring tools applied to the QHMZ consist of a systematic 

surveillance of social and economic conditions independent to any conservation 

effort. The commerce and tourism sectors, housing, and a little demographic 

information, are the main themes that relate to urban development and the 

conservation of QHMZ. Considerable challenges, such as the setting of conflicting 

priorities for development, will persist if a common approach to development is not 

operationalized and supported with appropriate monitoring and evaluation tools. 

Current indicators constitute a basis for providing systematic documentation on the 

impacts of prioritized factors. This information could be repurposed to contribute to 

the examination of conservation and/or development policies and strategies 

(Mascia et al., 2014). Beyond being a global technical requirement, the monitoring 

of the state of conservation of QHMZ is a relevant instrument that sheds light on the 

modernization process of Querétaro’s urban governance in terms of accounting for 

conservation efforts. Further research should identify urban development factors 

commonly addressed at governance and management level in order to provide 

more systematic analysis on positive and negative impacts. The systematic analysis 

of case studies could contribute to the empirical evidence on the effective 

integration of heritage conservation into urban planning and development. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Comparative Analysis on the inclusion of Cultural Heritage 

Conservation and Urban Development in Monitoring Tools  

 

 

 

 

 

This chapter presents a comparative analysis that systematically analyzes 

the reciprocal inclusion and the bridges with sustainability dimensions of cultural 

heritage conservation and urban development in the respective monitoring tools. 

The analysis compares results at global and local levels, using for the latter the city 

of Querétaro, Mexico as case study. Particular focus is given to the comparison of 

common urban indicators. Shortlists of commonly used indicators at both local and 

global levels were used to highlight relationships, as found via a SWOT analysis, of 

urban factors affecting the conservation of World Heritage Cities (WHC). The results 

reveal variations in the urban strategic, operational, and monitoring levels. Fourteen 

factors commonly monitored by means of indicators in both fields and at both levels 

are discussed in terms of trends and priorities for the development of WHC. From 

the conservation perspective, this part of the research demonstrates that urban 

factors provide wider linkages with sustainability dimensions when analyzed in 

terms of their impacts on cultural heritage. Although the monitoring of negative 

impacts (weaknesses and threats) still reflects the prominent narrative of 

development being opposed to conservation, the analysis of indicators revealed 

emerging narratives on positive interactions (strengths and opportunities) between 

them. This chapter makes a contribution to the selection of more relevant context 

indicators for better assessing the sustainability of urban practices, whilst providing 

a baseline for the development of data-driven management practices, integrating 

cultural heritage management and urban development. 
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Introduction 

This chapter aims to answer the question “What is the relation between 

global and local levels in monitoring the sustainable urban development of World 

Heritage Cities?” To do so, a comparative analysis is presented between monitoring 

tools used for urban development and cultural heritage conservation at the global 

and local level, using the city of Querétaro as case study. First, global commitments 

for concrete actions that integrate cultural heritage into urban development are 

discussed by empirical research. A theoretical discussion follows on the role of 

monitoring tools to underpin sustainability strategies at global and local levels. The 

case study is introduced as an example of a Mexican emerging city in which the 

political and development context poses particular challenges to the 

implementation of efficient monitoring tools. The analysis focus on the extent to 

which current monitoring tools contribute to the understanding of wider 

correlations between these two fields, whilst providing global and local specificities, 

in terms of (1) the identification of common urban factors affecting the conservation 

of WHC; (2) links among sustainability dimensions; and (3) their ability to provide 

qualitative insights into the correlations found through a SWOT analysis.  

Monitoring the Sustainable Development of Cultural Heritage 

Monitoring frameworks have fostered the use of indicators as the most 

common and standardized tools to compare cities’ performance and assess their 

progress towards sustainable development (Jeníček, 2013; Mori & Yamashita, 2015; 

Scipioni et al., 2009; L. Shen & Zhou, 2014). Their popularity has spread their use to 

proving mostly quantitative achievements (Tanguay et al., 2010), but also to wider 

global urban development concerns beyond sustainability, particularly to urban 

management and competitiveness (Button, 2002; Giffinger & Gudrun, 2010; Taylor 

et al., 2011).  

On the other hand, the broader scope of cultural heritage management in 

the urban context poses considerable challenges to current global monitoring 

practices for cultural heritage. It has been pointed out that the UNESCO World 

Heritage system represents the most complete collection of information on the 

conservation of World Heritage Cities and impacts of development. The limitations 

to broadening understanding between sustainable development and heritage 

management have also been acknowledged (Chapter 2). These consist of a 

predominant focus on negative impacts or threats to WH properties, and the lack of 
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a standardized reporting process and formalized concepts related to urban 

development, which together can lead to inaccurate assessments (Guzman et al. 

2017b).  

Today, monitoring tools that assess interdisciplinary practices, derived from 

the interaction of heritage conservation and urban development, are still limited or 

partial. This is due to the fact that from their own traditional perspectives these 

disciplines have been regarded as opposing (Francesco Bandarin & van Oers, 2012; 

Veldpaus et al., 2013). This is rather suggested in the sectorial approach to heritage, 

in which heritage values must be considered in development, and thus restrain it. 

According to Soini and Birkeland (Soini & Birkeland, 2014), this approach places the 

conservation of cultural resources as a parallel pillar of culture next to the 

environmental, social, and economic dimensions. Eventually, these fields have been 

forced to cross scientific boundaries in order to solve practical issues encountered 

in the management practice that request multidisciplinary analysis. This has altered 

the view of heritage from the urban perspective from an opposing force to a means 

for development (Soini & Birkeland, 2014), as seen in Chapter 1. However, the 

paradigm shift on sustainable development is, in discourse, taking a step forward. A 

step in which culture is fundamental to achieving sustainability.  

The previous chapters have demonstrated the limitations of the ability of 

current monitoring tools, from the urban development and cultural heritage 

perspectives, to provide a holistic and interdisciplinary overview on the interactions 

between these two fields. To contribute to advancing this, an innovative 

methodology has been designed to integrate quantitative and qualitative data 

analysis on common urban factors targeted by SUD and cultural heritage monitoring 

tools at global and local levels (Chapters 2 and 3). The resulting pilot project allows 

for the formalization of shared concepts whilst enhancing the understanding of 

interactive and/or mediating relationships between urban dynamics and heritage 

management in terms of social, economic, and environmental dimensions. This 

method sets a comparative basis to assess practices integrating global trends and 

local perspectives. At the local level, the process of integrating SUD and heritage 

conservation should be supported by an adaptive system based on governance, 

management, and systematic monitoring of progress toward established milestones 

(Boyle et al., 2001). In addition, a standardized global appraisal is expected “to 

provide insights and share knowledge from a mutual learning processes” and to 

establish benchmarks obtained from best practices (Mascarenhas et al., 2010; Saha, 

2009; L. Y. Shen et al., 2011). 
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Monitoring the Sustainable Development of Querétaro Historic Monument 

Zone 

The case study was chosen for a set of reasons that combine global 

pressures with local development limitations that exemplify the complexity of 

implementing efficient monitoring tools. At the global level, Mexico is considered to 

have the highest growth of emerging cities and the greatest number of WH 

properties in the urban context in the Latin American and Caribbean region (IDB, 

2015; UNESCO WHC, 2017). Within the Mexican urban context, Querétaro is ranked 

in fifth place for urban competitiveness and, after Mexico City, is the only 

municipality including a WHC: the Historic Monument Zone (QHMZ). Local 

development strategies focus on the attraction of new investment and the 

diversification of a predominantly industrial economy, whilst including sustainable 

development based on the conservation of resources to underpin economic growth 

(Chapter 3). In this regard, cultural heritage is framed as a resource to improve the 

tourism and service sectors. However, there are institutional challenges to the 

implementation of efficient monitoring tools for sustainable development in the 

Mexican urban context. These are a lack of operational definition of sustainable 

development (Sobrino et al., 2015); a short-term policy vision, prioritizing actions 

visible within the three-to-six years of the municipal governmental management 

lifespan (Guarneros-Meza, 2008; Moctezuma, 2010); and the tendency of urban 

development initiatives to prioritize economic progress rather than being integral 

actions (Delgado & Santos, 2000; Lake, 2000). All these happen within a poor culture 

of public policy assessments and governmental accountability (G. M. Cejudo & 

Michel, 2014; González & Pierre Ramos, 2015; IMCO, 2016; López-Ayllón & Merino, 

2010). However, as part of UNESCO requirements for WH properties, local managers 

are requested to implement monitoring tools to assess the state of conservation of 

WH properties. In this regard, the monitoring system for the QHMZ has proven to 

foster the accountability of changes to monuments due to social-economic 

development over time (Guzman et al. 2017d). However, other urban factors have 

been identified affecting the conservation of the property whilst evidencing broader 

interactions between conservation and urban development. These not only 

highlight the inclusion of heritage in local strategic planning, but also the conflicts 

between local urban and cultural heritage management approaches. 
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Methods 

To answer the research question, this thesis develops a comparative 

analysis of the inclusion of cultural heritage conservation and urban development in 

each other’s monitoring tools. The analysis includes a comparison at two levels: (1) 

international tools used for urban development and World Heritage Cities; and (2) 

the local level, using the city of Querétaro WHC as case study (see Figure 23).  

 

This research integrates qualitative and quantitative methods, and consists 

of three steps. Step 1: Global and local urban development tools (see Table 22) were 

analyzed through directed content analysis in order to identify and quantify 

references to cultural heritage in monitoring tools for urban development. 

References have been previously classified on three levels. As introduced in Chapter 

1, these are (1) the strategic level, (2) the operational level, and (3) the monitoring 

level.  

The first two consist of the identification of recommendations and best 

practices in which heritage is included in urban planning frameworks. The third 

consists of the identification of current indicators that monitor cultural heritage and 

urban development, whilst covering the three sustainability dimensions. “Indicators 

were post-coded on their relation to cultural heritage: as direct if the indicator 

individually targets heritage (any kind) and indirect if an indicator’s significance is 

extended to heritage and/or its conservation (cause/effect) while targeting any 

given urban phenomenon. For their categorization according to the sustainability 

dimensions, an empirical analysis was carried out, considering the reports’ urban 

approaches, the description of the category they belong to, and, when available, the 

Figure 23 Comparative analysis scheme 
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rationale behind which linkages with the sustainability dimensions were 

interpreted”(P. Guzmán et al., 2017, p. 194). 

Table 22 List of global and local urban reports analyzed 

SCALE 
TYPE OF 
REPORTS 

NUM DESCRIPTION 

G
LO

B
A

L 

UN-HABITAT 6 
Provide an overview of urban development, trends 
and the adoption of strategies and policies 

Un-HABITAT 
regional reports 

5 
Examine urban growth, trends and the specific 
situations in the 5 UN geographical regions 

Urban 
Competitiveness 

4 
Provide a comprehensive ranking of the leading 
global cities from around the world through their 
functioning on finance, commence and culture. 

Urban 
Management 

4 
Frameworks for urban indicator systems that allows 
for global comparability of city performance, urban 
management and policies. 

LO
C

A
L 

Urban 
Competitiveness 

3 
Provides information for the design, monitoring and 
evaluation of public policies for competitiveness and 
the economic development in Mexican cities 

Urban 
Management 

3 
Tools for planning, decision-making and analysis of 
the urban dynamics at the three levels of 
government, academia and the private sector 

  

Step 2: Global and local monitoring tools for the conservation of World 

Heritage Cities (WHC) were compared on how they monitor urban factors affecting 

the conservation of World Heritage Cities. For this purpose, a pilot project was 

developed (Chapters 2 and 4) to shortlist the common indicators in 25 urban reports 

at both global (19) and local (6) levels. The lists of common indicators served as 

references to urban phenomena that cities are monitoring. The sources analyzed at 

the global level were the UNESCO State of Conservation reports (SoC) of 69 WHC. At 

the local level, the municipal urban development plan, the management plan, and 

the development plan for Querétaro’s WH property were used as the main sources. 

Identified indicators in global and local sources have been categorized as strengths, 

weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT analysis). Thus, this step of 

comparison includes (1) the share of indicators and urban factors found in 

monitoring tools per discipline at global and local levels; (2) the ability of indicators 

and factors to cover sustainability dimensions per levels and disciplinary field; and 

(3) the shares and differences of factors identified as SWOT at both global and local 

levels.  
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Step 3: A final analysis takes a closer look at the common indicators retained 

in the four levels of analysis of urban development and cultural heritage 

conservation whilst integrating global and local perspectives. The analysis firstly 

discusses the possibilities for such factors to identify trends, contradictions, and 

challenges on the current state of the practice, and secondly compares common 

indicators with current local indicators. Thus it reveals the relationship between 

global and local levels in monitoring the sustainable urban development of World 

Heritage Cities. 

Results 

Step 1 

References to cultural heritage in urban reports were found supporting 

three different approaches to the integration of cultural heritage conservation and 

sustainable urban development. These are (1) the strategic level, representing the 

inclusion of cultural heritage as an urban development strategy; (2) the operational 

level, representing the inclusion of cultural heritage in planning and development 

programs; and (3) the inclusion of cultural heritage in indicators for urban 

development (see Figure 24).  

 

 

Figure 24 Analysis scheme of the urban development discipline 
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Strategic level 

The strategic level refers to those references promoting the integration of 

cultural heritage conservation into urban planning frameworks. References were 

found within three contexts: Good governance strategies, Strategic planning 

strategies, and Competitiveness strategies. The first approach is seen in the earliest 

references recommending the institutionalization of heritage management as an 

urban sector (shown in Table 23). The creation of local institutions in charge of 

cultural heritage management at the city level, and the establishment of inventories 

and catalogues of urban heritage, are described as part of good governance 

initiatives (UN Habitat, 2001, 2004). At the local level, such recommendations are 

found applied to the delimitation of the QHMZ: the identification of historic 

monuments protected from the first conservation policies to the efforts made for 

the inscription of the property on the UNESCO World Heritage List (Gobierno del 

Estado de Queretaro, 2008). This encourages a model of urbanism that recognizes, 

protects, and identifies cultural heritage for its economic function as cultural capital, 

as part of a global vision of good urban governance adopted at the local level.  

Table 23 Strategic level: Strategic Planning initiatives 

LEVEL STRATEGIC PLANNING INITIATIVES DIMENSIONS 

G
LO

B
A

L 

 Regeneration Equitable 

 Reuse of historic structure Equitable 

 Inclusion of CHM in planning frameworks Equitable 

 Recovery, renovation of historic public spaces and structures  Equitable 

 Recognition of symbolic relationships  Equitable 

 Landscape heritage Sustainable 

 Limits of change Sustainable 

 Good quality environment Sustainable 

 Citizen participation Sustainable 

LO
C

A
L  References to the Historic Center and its territorial 

surroundings with steep slopes and steep slopes. 

Sustainable 

After the recognition of heritage as a local resource to be considered in a 

city’s development, planning and development strategies target heritage’s potential 

for economic and social development. This second approach highlights a rational 

use of heritage as a transformational tool in urban planning and development (P. 
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Guzmán et al., 2017). Recommended actions include regeneration, reuse, renewal, 

and adaptive reuse of heritage. Such improvement of the built environment has 

been linked to the equitable dimension as it contributes to reducing dynamics of 

social exclusion and improving living conditions (UN Habitat, 2006, 2010, 2012a). 

Latest urban recommendations from UN-HABITAT reports are broadening their 

recommendations beyond the conservation of material attributes so as to include 

environmental conservation and qualitative aspects such as citizen participation 

within planning. Concepts linked to sustainability principles in heritage management 

are gaining more attention in the urban perspective. For instance, a landscape-

based approach to heritage management, the conservation practice discussed in 

terms of limits of change, the role of ecological or environmental values and their 

linkages with society and heritage, the identification of symbolic relationships, and 

cultural diversity are referenced as fundamental parts of the development of 

sustainable interventions (IMPLAN Queretaro, 2008; UN Habitat, 2011, 2013a, 

2013b). This dynamic expansion of concepts also reflects a shift from the dominant 

top-down approach to heritage management, driven by social and economic 

development (Evans, 2005; Kanai & Ortega-Alcázar, 2009; Rabbiosi, 2017), towards 

an increased acknowledgment of communities’ participation in related strategies 

(Habitat III Conference, 2016; UN Habitat, 2011). 

At the local level, sustainable development strategies correlate 

conservation with its geographical surroundings with the purpose of better 

mitigating natural risks (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008). But this leaves 

aside the participation of social participation and need in the management of QHMZ. 

A third argument (see Table 24) was found promoting the management of 

heritage as an urban asset (Ambiente Italia, 2001; PwC, 2014; Westfall, MS, de Villa, 

2001). The contribution of cultural heritage to the urban economy is attributed to 

the consumption of its recreational use, and its role in enhancing local identity (P. 

Guzmán et al., 2017). At the local level, cultural heritage conservation was found 

framed in strategic planning with the aim of improving a city’s competitiveness, 

mainly by strengthening its image as a tourist destination (PwC, 2012). At the global 

level, reports on urban competitiveness were less likely to reference the benefits of 

heritage conservation beyond its consumption (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2012; 

Kearney AT, 2012; PwC, 2014). This was also observed in competitiveness reports 

for Mexican cities (IMCO, 2016; PwC, 2012).  
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Table 24 Strategic level: Heritage as an urban asset 

LEVEL MANAGING HERITAGE AS AN ASSET  DIMENSIONS 

G
LO

B
A

L 

 Managing heritage as urban physical asset Equitable 

 Promotion of cultural consumption  

 Recreational function Equitable 

 Distinctiveness in cities Equitable 

LO
C

A
L 

 Strength for tourism.  Economic 

 Cultural heritage as a dynamic competitive advantage. Economic 

Operational level 

This level refers to those urban development practices, by means of 

programs and actions, which are led by cultural strategies arising from the 

integration of heritage within strategic planning. These actions are commonly top-

down oriented, prioritizing the rational use of tangible attributes through renewal, 

rehabilitation, redevelopment, and restoration projects. Two types of practices, in 

line with two urban development approaches (shown in Table 25), have been 

identified at the global level (P. Guzmán et al., 2017).  

The first approach responds to a globalized trend which consists of the 

addition of cultural value in historic centers and their surroundings through 

contemporary architecture and new cultural facilities. These practices have been 

widely criticized when they are intrusive to the historic context, with contemporary 

architecture that disregards scale, materials, and local social dynamics (UN Habitat, 

2001, 2006). Examples discussed include cities aiming to foster their global visibility 

and international acknowledgment though new cultural assets, such as the 

Guggenheim in Bilbao or the Centre George Pompidou in Paris. These types of 

programs are linked with the social dimension, as these interventions take place in 

deteriorated urban areas; and also with the economic dimension, as they aim to 

boost the city’s economic construction, tourism, and cultural sectors.  

The second approach places heritage conservation at the heart of 

development programs through renovation and recovery, among other 

redevelopment actions aiming to promote social and economic sustainability of 

local communities (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). At the local level, programs are aligned 
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with this trend. Local actions include the improvement of built structures and the 

image of the architecture of the Historic Center, through cobblestone streets, night 

illumination of facades and towers, elimination of vehicle transit in streets closer to 

main squares, and the elimination of electrical and telephone wiring in stretches of 

streets in the monumental areas (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 2008). Such 

strategies target the conservation of the tangible attributes of heritage; but not 

community dynamics, social relationships, or meanings of heritage. That is to say, 

the intangible attributes are not discussed in local planning. 

Table 25 Operational level 

LEVEL 
CULTURE-LED 
PROGRAMS 

DIMENSIONS 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 
PROGRAMS  

DIMENSIONS 

G
LO

B
A

L 

The top-down 
development of 
new cultural 
facilities, including 
new architecture, 
museums, cultural 
centers, etc.  

Equitable Renewal, redevelopment and 
restoration projects that aim to 
tackle the tangible aspects of 
social, economic and 
environmental needs. 

Sustainable 

LO
C

A
L 

None  Restoration projects aiming the 
improvement of architectural 
conditions and the public 
space. 

Sustainable 

Monitoring level 

This section compares those indicators related to cultural heritage found in 

global and local reports for urban development. Indicators are classified as direct 

when their scope includes cultural heritage and/or its management directly; and as 

indirect when in the monitoring of any given urban phenomenon the indicator 

includes its impacts on heritage conservation (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). A total of 18 

Indicators monitoring cultural heritage were extracted from 8 global and 3 local 

reports on urban competitiveness and urban management (see table 26).  

The majority of indicators (12 in total) were found at the local level (Gobierno 

del Estado de Queretaro, 2008; IMCO, 2016; PwC, 2012). Six direct indicators shared 

consensus at both levels. These quantify the number of WH properties, other 

heritage sites, and protected urban areas. Two local direct indicators monitor the 

state of conservation of historic monuments (Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro, 
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2008). These are also linked to the conservation of the urban vegetation and soil 

within the QHMZ. 

Table 26 List of extracted indicators monitoring cultural heritage 

Indirect indicators constitute the largest group at both levels. Those that 

monitor the availability of other cultural resources are predominant at the local 

level. Indicators that quantify the number of museums and public spaces/green 

areas are common at both levels. Indirect indicators at the global level tend to 

correlate wider urban phenomena with heritage management (P. Guzmán et al., 

 DIRECT INDIRECT 
 INDICATORS SD INDICATORS SD 

G
LO

B
A

L 

1. Protected urban areas (Km2) 
2. Other heritage/historical 

sites 
3. No. of World Heritage sites 

Sustainable 
Equitable 
Equitable 

1. Public open space 
2. Level of citizen 

satisfaction in general 
and with regard to 
specific features in 
the municipality 

3. Citizen access to 
nearby public open 
areas and other basic 
services 

4. Number of times that 
the limit values for 
selected air pollutants 
are exceeded 

5. Number of museums 
6. % of jobs in the 

cultural sector 

Sustainable 
Sustainable 
 
Sustainable 
 
Sustainable 
 
Equitable 
Equitable 

LO
C

A
L 

4. The number of declared WH 
by UNESCO found no more 
than 50 km of the city. 

5. Listing of all tourist towns 
that are registered as Magic 
Towns 

6. Number of damaged 
monuments in the Historic 
Center 

7. Proportion of the territory of 
the ZMQ with declaration for 
their protection and 
conservation 

8. Conservation actions of soil 
and vegetation 

Equitable 
 
Equitable 
 
Equitable 
 
Livable 
 
 
Livable 

7. Surface with changes 
in land use or natural 
area preservation to 
urban (annual) 

8. Number of 
established 
institutions that offers 
sports, culture or 
recreational activities 

9. Total number of 
Theatres in each 
municipality 

10. Total number of 
Cultural Centers in 
each municipality 

11. Number of 
museums 

12. Increased 
recreational green are 

Sustainable 
 
Sustainable 
 
Equitable 
Equitable 
 
Equitable 
Livable 
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2017). The share of sustainability dimensions among the total identified indicators 

shows a predominance of the equitable dimension (see Figure 25). However, at the 

global level, the coverage of the three dimensions (sustainable) narrowly ranks in 

the lead, followed by the equitable dimension. Whereas the local analysis shows 

wider coverage of combined categories, the equitable dimension being the most 

predominant (six indicators), followed by the livable (three indicators). The 

sustainable dimension is the least covered at the local level, with only two 

indicators. These correlate natural resources: their conservation and their 

contribution to recreational activities for communities. 

 

Step 2 

This section compares the results of identified urban factors affecting the 

conservation of WHC at the global and local levels (Figure 26). Two shortlists of 

urban development common indicators were extracted from urban development 

monitoring tools analyzed at global and local levels. At the global level 41 common 

indicators (UDCI) were identified among 8 reports specialized in urban 

competitiveness and urban management performance (Chapter 2). At the local 

level, 24 common indicators (LUDCI) were identified among 6 reports also on urban 

competitiveness and urban management (Chapter 3). A total of 27 urban factors 

were identified in global monitoring tools for WHC (SoC reports), and 37 urban 

Figure 25 Share of sustainability dimensions in cultural heritage indicators 
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factors were identified in local tools for management and monitoring of QHMZ 

(Chapters 2 and 3).  

Share of urban indicators and urban factors identified at 
global and local levels. 

From the shortlists, 11 indicators shared a consensus between monitoring 

tools for urban development at global and local levels. Thus, 13 indicators were 

exclusively related to the case study urban concerns. A total of 27 UDCI were 

identified in UNESCO SoC reports. Within local monitoring tools for cultural heritage, 

a total of 19 urban factors were identified exclusively as UDCI, 9 factors were 

identified as both UDCI and LUDCI, and only 3 factors were identified exclusively as 

LUDCI. Additionally, 6 urban factors were identified as exclusive to the management 

Figure 26 Analysis scheme for cultural 
heritage discipline 

Figure 27 Share of common indicators found per discipline and level of analysis 
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of QHMZ. The distribution of UDCI and LUDCI in cultural heritage monitoring tools 

is shown in Figure 27. This demonstrates that there are homogenized tendencies 

that can be recognized at the local level. However, there are phenomena that are 

particular to the local context that also play a role in the management of WHC. The 

particularities of the common indicators identified as urban factors at both global 

and local levels are further discussed in the results of Step 3. 

Coverage of sustainability dimensions per discipline at the 
global and local levels 

The classification of global and local urban indicators and urban factors 

identified in WHC according to sustainability dimensions is shown in Figure 28. The 

graphics show that the equitable dimension is predominant, particularly in the way 

urban phenomena are analyzed at the local level in urban development and heritage 

conservation. It has been observed that local monitoring tools prioritize the 

economic development of cities through employment opportunities, reduction of 

poverty, and expanding the economic profile of Mexican cities (Chapter 3). In this 

regard, it has been explained that the exploitation of local cultural resources is well 

established in tourism strategies and goals.  

In the coverage of the three dimensions, the sustainable dimension is the 

second most represented among the four levels of analysis. However, it is in the 

global monitoring tools for WHC that the analysis of factors is found with wider 

correlations of sustainability dimensions, particularly with the environmental 

dimension. This is because the most-monitored factors are those related to natural 

Figure 28 Distribution of Sustainability dimensions per group of analysis 
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disaster risk and the impacts of managing natural resources in WHC (Chapter 2). This 

trend is also noticeable at the local level (Chapter 3). However, at the local level, 

dimensions are more likely to be regarded as independent sectors.  

Comparison of SWOT at global and local levels 

It has been pointed out that monitoring tools for WH conservation still 

monitor development in a conservative way; meaning that development factors are 

discussed in a conflictual perspective to the aims of conservation efforts. However, 

the analysis of references of urban factors at global and local level for WHC tools 

evidenced that factors are not only mentioned for their negative impacts on the 

conservation of WHC: positive impacts were also identified. The overall classification 

of factors as SWOT (Figure 29) reflects a slight dominant focus on negative impacts. 

At the global level, threats—external factors that have negative impacts on the 

management of the property—are the largest negative group. In contrast, at the 

local level the factors most commonly seen are weaknesses: factors internal to the 

management with negative impacts. However, strengths represent the largest 

group of references at the global level; this group comes second at the local level.  

  

Figure 29 SWOT comparative analysis 
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Step 3 

Common urban indicators for the sustainable development 
of WHC applicable to the QHMZ. 

A total of 14 indicators and urban factors were found common between 

global and local levels and the two disciplinary fields. Table 27 shows indicators, the 

number of keywords as found in SoC reports, and their classification according the 

SWOT analysis at global and local levels. The methodology and strategies for the 

identification of keywords and SWOT has been explained in Chapter 2.  

Table 27 List of common urban factors and indicators 

  STRENGTHS OPPORTUNITIES WEAKNESSES THREATS 

Indicators Keywords Global QHMZ Global QHMZ Global QHMZ Global QHMZ 

Natural disaster risk 9 14  23   1   39   

No. of Museums 1 20   9   10   3   

Green areas- recreational 

parks  4 8   3   7   12   

Sewage/Wastewater 

Household connections 2 8   7   6   0   

house rent 1 9  5   2   2   

Road network 5 1  1   4   9   

modes of transport 5 2  0   3   4   

Water/ Household 

connections 1 2   2   2   0   

 Electricity (Light 

infrastructure) 2 4   2   0   0   

Employment business 

services 1 5   0   0   0   

Automobile ownership 1 0  1   0   2   

Crime 1 1  0   0   0   

No. of Theatres and 

music halls 1 1   0   0   0   

Population with 

university degree 1 1   0   0   0   

 

For the local analysis, the color blue represents a local factor in agreement 

in classification with a specific global trend. These consist of only six indicators. 

Three urban factors are in agreement with major trends, represented by a higher 

number of indicators. For instance, the first and most referenced indicator is the 
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natural disaster risk, and there is consistency at both levels on its classification as a 

threat (Chapter 2). At the local level, a recurrent risk is flooding, which is represented 

as one of the keywords (Chapter 4). Also, there is consistency with the availability of 

other cultural resources (museums and theaters) within the protected zones: this is 

seen as a strength. Differing from the trends, crime levels and the proportion of the 

population with university degrees are seen as threats and opportunities 

respectively. At the local level, crime has become a national concern, whereas the 

inclusion of the academic sector is mentioned as an opportunity in the elaboration 

of conservation strategies.  

The red color shows conflicting references of indicators at the local level: 

these form a majority with eight indicators. Conflictive indicators at the local level 

have been discussed in depth in Chapter 4. Three indicators can be identified with 

the most contradictions. These are indicators related to the provision and 

management of natural resources, which are discussed in a broader way. For 

instance, the coverage capacity of sewage at the local level is seen as a strength; its 

maintenance and modernization as included in municipal programs is seen as an 

opportunity. However, the management plan discusses the bad state of 

conservation of the system as a weakness, affecting the quality of life in QHMZ. In a 

similar way, indicators such as modes of transport, automobiles, and employment 

in the business sector are discussed from different perspectives. In general, 

conflictive indicators are discussed as (a) acknowledgment of the problem (threat or 

weakness) or (b) current benefits and possible solutions (strengths and 

opportunities). At the local level, this situation evidences the lack of coherence 

among management levels; that is, the higher municipal, the urban planning, and 

the cultural heritage management levels (Chapter 4). 

Local indicators for managing the QHMZ, bridges and gaps 
to monitor identified urban factors 

The list of current indicators used to monitor the conservation of QHMZ is 

shown in Table 28. These are not the same as the urban factors identified at the 

local level. When comparing the list of common urban factors with current local 

indicators used to monitor the state of conservation of QHMZ, it has been observed 

that a wider number of 20 indicators make correlations with fewer urban 

phenomena and therefore create limited bridges with sustainability dimensions. 

Only four urban factors (represented as themes) are covered, with a predominant 

focus on the equitable dimension. The theme Access to services exemplifies the 
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trend of monitoring the management of natural resources and their links to the 

sustainability dimension. Also, local indicators show a predominant focus on the 

tertiary sector and its impacts on QHMZ in terms of land use changes and impacts 

on the conservation of built structures. This evidences an approach to development 

that prioritizes economic profits, and an approach to conservation that prioritizes 

the tangible aspects of heritage.  

Table 28 List of indicators monitoring the state of conservation of QHMZ 

THEMES DIMENSION INDICATOR DESCRIPTION 

Economic 
Indicators 

Equitable Productive structure 

Distribution of productive activity 
according to the corresponding 
group in the tertiary sector, those 
properties with mixed use: 
commercial/housing and 
housing/services 

Equitable Productive structure 

Distribution of the economically 
active and employed population 
according to the productive 
sectors by gender 

Equitable Population density 

Population density and a ratio of 
total population of the study area 
with respect to the surface 
thereof. This shows the evolution 
of habitability or abandonment of 
the historic center 

Equitable Population by gender 
Gender distribution in terms of 
tenure in the study area 

Equitable 
Population by age 
group 

Identifies the incidence of infants, 
young and elderly 

Equitable Literacy rate 

Relationship between the total 
population to 15 who cannot read 
or write to the total population in 
the same age range if literate 

Indicators 
Of The Built 
Heritage. 

Equitable 
Cataloged historical 
monuments on the 
total buildings 

Existing coverage information of 
historical buildings of the Historic 
Center to total property, through 
the process of cataloging 
performed by the INAH in 2000 

Equitable 

Cataloged historical 
monuments on the 
total of historical 
buildings 

Existing coverage information of 
historical buildings of the Historic 
Center to total historic buildings, 
through the process of cataloging 
performed by the INAH in 2000 

Equitable 

Cataloged historical 
monuments abandoned 
to total cataloged 
buildings Historical 
Center 

It describes the state of 
conservation and risks of historical 
monuments to be abandoned 
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Equitable 
Historic monuments 
with tertiary uses 

Establishes behavior of tertiary 
land use of historic buildings in the 
Historic Center 

Access To 
Services 
Indicators 
 

Sustainable 
Degree of pressure of 
water resources 

Measure of the water balance and 
the population demand in the 
historic center. This information 
defines the status of the service, 
does not consider the impact the 
aquifer 

Sustainable Wastewater treatment 

Percentage of wastewater treated 
in the study area and the 
percentage generated at the 
Central State Water Commission 
plant on its total capacity 

Sustainable Solid waste 

Generated per capita. Shows the 
evolution of solid waste generated 
in the study area and the impact 
of environmental programs being 
implemented in the city of 
Queretaro 

Building 
And Uses 
Indicators 

Equitable 

Properties with tertiary 
uses on the total of 
buildings in the historic 
center 

Defines the behavior of tertiary 
land use in the Historic Center 

Equitable 

Properties with 
residential use on the 
total of buildings in the 
Historic Center 

Establishes the degree of 
habitability in the Historic Center 

Equitable 

Properties cataloged 
with residential use on 
the total cataloged 
buildings in the Historic 
Center 

Degree of habitability of the 
historic monuments of Historical 
Center 

Equitable 

Properties with visual 
disruptions on the total 
cataloged buildings in 
the Historic Center 

Degree of visual contamination of 
cataloged buildings of the Historic 
Center 

Equitable 

Cataloged properties 
with tourist use on the 
total of cataloged 
buildings with tertiary 
use in the Historic 
Center 

The behavior of touristic land use 
in cataloged properties with 
tertiary use in the historic Centre 

Equitable 

Properties with touristic 
use on the total of 
buildings with tertiary 
use in the Historical 
Center 

Behavior of touristic land use on 
properties with tertiary use in the 
Historical Center 

Equitable 
Private owned 
cataloged properties 

Cataloged properties with private 
ownership with on the total of 
cataloged buildings of the Historic 
Center 
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Conclusion 

This chapter has demonstrated the mutual inclusion of cultural heritage 

conservation and urban development in each other’s monitoring practices. The 

inclusion is proved to represent a dynamic expansion of the concepts from the urban 

development perspective. Three stages have been identified: the inclusion of 

heritage in strategic planning; its inclusion in programs and actions, called the 

operational level; and lastly, in the development of indicators related to cultural 

heritage. It has been evidenced that from the urban development perspective, the 

understanding of cultural heritage is being transformed from a sectorial approach, 

or a parallel dimension to the three sustainability dimensions as explained by Soini 

and Birkeland ((Soini & Birkeland, 2014), in which heritage is recognized as an urban 

asset, towards the inclusion of its management in development processes. Thus, it 

is seen a driver for development or as a transversal dimension (see Figure 1). This is 

evidenced by the tendency of current indicators to approach heritage as a cultural 

resource which is most valued for its contribution to the improvement of cities’ 

competitiveness. However, this dynamic in terms of indicators is still in the process 

towards the inclusion of cultural heritage as a fundamental part of sustainable urban 

development. The emergence of indicators with broader correlations between 

urban phenomena and heritage conservation seems to be accelerating. Yet these 

share less consensus and agreement between monitoring tools. This limits their 

systematic analysis and their standardization.  

On the other hand, within the cultural heritage monitoring practice, a 

conservative approach to development persists in which threats are the main focus 

of the practice. However, the pilot project proposed in this research has allowed 

analysis of references to urban development factors. The comparative analysis has 

demonstrated that development can be identified as positive and negative, and as 

an internal or external issue to the management of cultural heritage at the global 

and local levels of practice. Thus, this chapter has presented trends in urban 

development and its impacts on WHC and the QHMZ in terms of strengths, 

weaknesses, opportunities, and threats.  

The classification of references, as well as indicators, according to 

sustainability dimensions (social, economic, and environmental with their 

combinations), has been deduced from approaches stated in urban reports. It also 

includes a level of subjectivity, as UNESCO SoC reports depend on consultants and 

lack a systematic reporting system. Despite these and other methodological flaws 
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discussed in previous chapters, the comparative analysis has demonstrated that the 

understanding of urban factors implies broader connections in terms of 

sustainability dimensions when it is related to cultural heritage and its conservation. 

However, the most representative tendency prioritizes the economic and social 

dimensions of sustainability, particularly in the case study. Such a tendency suggests 

the positioning of cultural heritage as a driver for development in a global urban 

world. In this regard, the profitable aspects of heritage have been widely 

demonstrated, prompting cities to maintain their historic built structures; this has 

prevented the loss of heritage. However, it also emphasizes an imbalance with the 

social and environmental dimension. The integration of cultural heritage into urban 

development strategies has been proven to consider the social-economic needs of 

cities, reflected in the improvement of quality of life as correlated to the availability 

of recreation areas, public spaces, access to infrastructure, and the appropriate 

management of natural resources. However, in the local analysis, priorities tend to 

fulfill economic demands than social or community needs. This exemplified in the 

comparison of factors identified at the local level with the current indicators 

framework. Additionally, the analysis of existing indicators related to heritage at 

global and local levels, and identified urban factors, still shows that intangible 

aspects, community involvement, and qualitative data are largely absent not only as 

related to heritage, but also to development. For instance, the monitoring of 

identity, community symbolic relations, dynamics, and community participation are 

still lacking in the urban development debate.  

At the global level, the UNESCO reporting system identified at least 27 urban 

factors affecting the conservation of WHC. The SWOT analysis showed that the 

largest number of factors were discussed as strengths; but overall, factors 

considered to be affecting WHC negatively (weaknesses and threats) surpassed 

those with positive effects (strengths and opportunities). A higher number, 37 

factors, were found at the local level, affecting the conservation of QHMZ. At the 

local level, the largest number of factors were seen as weaknesses—problems 

internal to the local management practice. Between global and local levels, 14 

factors were found in common, from which 9 were found with double or 

contradictory classification in the SWOT analysis at the local level. Conflictive 

common factors can exemplify the lack of coherence between governmental levels 

on their approach to particular urban phenomena, but can also suggest that such 

phenomena are extensively analyzed in their relation to the WHC. Thus, the SWOT 

analysis has proven to provide insights on development issues that can vary from 

global trends to local practices. However, the SWOT analysis still carries a certain 
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level of subjectivity, as the classification depends on the researcher, whose biases 

can possibly influence the analysis. The comparative analysis demonstrates the 

potential of an indicator-based management to monitor the contribution of heritage 

conservation to communities and their sustainable development; if existing 

indicators are expanded in their use, and also if the conservation practice is 

understood as a learning process in which monitoring and evaluation is aligned with 

the planning of strategies and programs.  

Finally, this chapter expands knowledge from the common form of empirical 

and case-based research to a systematic understanding of dynamics between 

development and heritage management by means of commonly used urban 

indicators. The identification of common factors serves as the foundation for a 

systematic analysis of global urban trends in other WHC. It has also demonstrated 

the need to counterbalance global identified trends with the development needs of 

the local (national and city level) urban context. This analytical framework can be 

further explored to enhance the classification methods, and also to report results in 

a more systematic way and by integrating quantitative and qualitative methods. 
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CHAPTER 6 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This thesis has selected a few principles of sustainability as research 

premises. These are centered on the shift of sustainable discourses, in which urban 

resources to be sustained now include cultural heritage. The four sustainability 

principles that gave direction to this research are the need to assess urban 

development with an (eco)system approach, in which economic, social, and 

environmental dimensions are to be balanced. Such balance is dependent on both 

global external factors and local needs and priorities. At the same time, to put into 

practice such principles it is fundamental to understand sustainable development as 

a learning process that needs to be adaptive, as the urban environment and 

community constantly evolves. In a similar way, sustainability principles are being 

integrated into the field of cultural heritage conservation. A landscape-based 

approach, to be implemented at the management level, advocates for 

interdisciplinary practices, the consideration of territorial scales, and the expansion 

of development approaches so as to include tangible and intangible attributes, and 

participation of a wider range of stakeholders. The complexity of a landscape-based 

approach, like the expansion of the sustainability concept, poses considerable 

challenges to the premise. These challenges are related to the elaboration of 

efficient methods that support decision-making and assess progress and 

interactions of the urban system in order to achieve sustainable practices. 

Therefore, methods are needed “that compare, match and merge the variety of 

experiences, knowledge and data available between the involved levels, disciplines 

and fields” (Veldpaus, 2015). 
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RESEARCH RELEVANCE 

Thus, this research analyzed the state of the practice on current monitoring 

tools from both urban development and heritage conservation perspectives, applied 

to both global and local levels. It also aimed to explore the possibilities and 

limitations that current tools offer to bridge interdisciplinary boundaries in order to 

meet the discussed premises. Thus, this research has both practical and scientific 

contributions.  

The state of the practice on the monitoring of cultural heritage from the 

global urban development perspective identified a trend in which heritage is 

becoming better understood as an urban resource, contributing the cultural capital 

valued for cities’ competitiveness. However, strategically, the expanding 

sustainability discourse is promoting the assessment of wider interactions and 

contributions of urban resources. The state of the practice on the monitoring of 

development from the global cultural heritage perspective identified the 

predominance of a traditional point of view in which impacts of development are 

understood as threats, particularly to the material attributes of heritage. This is 

reflected in the discussion on impacts to built heritage, its structures and/or 

monumental attributes. This trend has been confirmed at the local level. The city of 

Querétaro proved to be an example of local awareness of the opportunities that 

heritage represents in terms of tourism opportunities and cultural offers. It also 

exemplifies local challenges for the implementation of sustainable practices, 

evidencing institutional limitations to the implementation of efficient monitoring 

and assessment tools. 

The methodology presented in this research, with a systemic approach, 

respects the original three dimensions of sustainability but places culture as 

fundamental to the urban landscape system and its sustainable development. It 

assesses interactions in terms of their impacts on cultural heritage. The pilot project, 

designed to merge monitoring practices, demonstrates that it is possible to use 

current monitoring tools to explore urban dynamics and heritage conservation in 

their correlations with sustainability dimensions. As a result, a database of urban 

factors interacting with the conservation and management of WHC expands 

knowledge from the common forms of empirical and case-based research to a 

systematic understanding of dynamics between development and heritage 

management by means of commonly used urban indicators. The identification of 

common factors serves as the foundation for a systematic analysis of global urban 
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trends in other WHC, as applied to the case study. The identification of factors 

reveals global trends, but also highlights the need to counterbalance such trends 

with local development needs. This is, however, the new approach that sheds light 

on current interactions integrating both global and local perspectives: a 

methodology that has the potential to explore further impacts of development, and 

also the efficiency and coherence of public policies and strategies. 

RESEARCH QUESTION 

In order to answer the main question— What is the relation between global and 

local levels in monitoring the sustainable urban development of World Heritage 

Cities?—This thesis elaborated two sub-questions that assessed the contributions 

to the state of the practice at the two levels. Each of these were composed of two 

further questions (A and B), addressing the approaches from the disciplines of urban 

development and heritage conservation. Chapters 1 and 2 aimed to answer the 

question of the relationship between the two disciplines at the global level in 

monitoring sustainable urban development of WHC; whereas Chapters 3 and 4 

targeted the same question at the local level, taking the city of Querétaro, Mexico, 

as case study. In Chapter 5, the comparison between these four questions answered 

the main research question.  

1A - How do global monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

This question was addressed in Chapter 1. It focused the state of the practice 

of 19 reports from the urban perspective on the integration of cultural heritage as a 

means for SD. This chapter confirmed the recognition of cultural heritage as an 

important resource and urban phenomenon from the urban development 

perspective. Through references, best practices and related indicators, the research 

identified two main approaches to heritage: as cultural capital and as an urban 

phenomenon requiring tailored urban management. Such approaches were 

supported by the inclusion of cultural heritage at the strategic level, at the 

operational level, and at the monitoring level, by means of cultural heritage-related 

indicators.  

A dominant approach that understands heritage as an asset for cultural 

capital, whose recreational qualities contribute to cities’ competition for global 

markets, was found to be particularly related to frequently used indicators 

monitoring cultural heritage. The quantification of World Heritage properties was 
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found prominent in urban reports. A second approach understands heritage as 

having a designated role in urban complexity, requiring tailored management as part 

of governance practice. At the strategic level, this approach particularly reflects the 

widening process of the sustainability concept to be applied to both urban 

development and heritage conservation, as discussed in theory. In this regard, the 

latest recommendations advocate the integration of cultural heritage conservation 

into wider development and planning frameworks, the implementation of a 

management strategy with a landscape-based approach to cultural heritage, and the 

integration of communities’ participation. The acknowledgment of such elements as 

fundamentals for achieving sustainable urban practices was noted, contrasting with 

the current operationalization of heritage for development and the availability of 

indicators frequently used to monitor heritage. The operational level remains 

embedded in the conservation of the built environment and the improvement of 

the tangible aspects of social and economic needs.  

The analysis of cultural heritage-related indicators according to the 

framework for cultural statistics evidenced strong linkages with the economic and 

social sustainability dimensions. Indicators from a competitiveness perspective are 

relevant to the showcasing of cultural capital, cultural consumption for tourism, and 

the entertainment of local communities. The number of WHS is among the 

frequently used indicators. These also provide information on the implementation 

of conservation policies and local engagement with cultural heritage conservation. 

However, the governance and managerial processes behind this status do not form 

the basis for comparing urban performance towards sustainable development. 

More indicators seem to relate wider urban phenomena with cultural heritage 

conservation. Thus, monitoring tools are broadening their scope towards the 

exploration of interactions between heritage conservation and the quality of the 

urban environment. Although indicators indirectly related to heritage are not yet 

reaching a clear consensus, these provide wider bridges with sustainability 

dimensions. The analysis of urban indicators also highlighted that intangible aspects 

are largely absent from urban monitoring tools. Chapter 1 concluded that whilst 

managing cultural heritage contributes to all three dimensions of sustainability—

economic, environmental, and social— theoretical shifts on sustainability discourses 

for urban development are not yet reflected in the monitoring practice. Therefore, 

more thorough conceptualization and clearer correlations between cultural heritage 

management, intangible heritage, natural heritage, and wider urban phenomena, 

are still needed. This is fundamental for the development of appropriate monitoring 

and evaluation tools and methodologies that support sustainable development.  
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1B - How do global monitoring systems on World Heritage monitor 

sustainable urban development? 

Chapter 2 applied a designed pilot project that identified UDCI as urban 

factors affecting the conservation of WHC in the UNESCO State of conservation 

reporting system. The pilot project proved to be a relevant mechanism for gaining a 

holistic understanding of 27 factors affecting the conservation of 69 World Heritage 

Cities as SWOT, and also in their coverage of sustainability dimensions. The analysis 

showed that negative impacts (weaknesses and threats) made up a slight majority. 

However, positive factors covered a higher number of individual factors, thus 

providing a wider correlation with urban dynamics. Among the most frequently 

monitored factors, natural risk and elected and nominated councilors were mostly 

classified as having negative impacts in the conservation of WHC. In contrast, 

museums and kilometers of public transport were commonly discussed as having 

positive impacts through enhancing, adding, and communicating cultural, historic, 

and other values of WHC. However, most indicators were assessed as having both 

qualities. Therefore, the pilot project can facilitate the comparison of practices, 

define what constitutes a best (or worst) practice, and can also show that a given 

factor can be positive for one property and negative for another. Additionally, the 

database resulting from the analysis of common urban development indicators 

contributes to the identification of development priorities per region and provides 

a list of priorities discussed by the WH Committee per year. Thus, it has the potential 

to become a valuable resource for scholars and practitioners in cultural heritage and 

urban development to elaborate multidisciplinary planning strategies and policies, 

as well as finding common grounds for the comparison of practices. 

2A - How do local monitoring systems on sustainable urban development 

monitor World Heritage? 

Chapter 3 applied the same methodology used in Chapter 1 to analyze the 

state of the practice on the integration of cultural heritage in six urban reports 

applied to a set of Mexican emerging cities, including the case study. The analysis 

was contextualized within an environment in which the implementation and 

efficiency of monitoring programs is challenged by the lack of policy assessments 

and governance accountability. The selected reports evidenced that in Mexican 

cities, systematic assessment is not yet a common governmental practice, but it is 

rather undertaken by the private or academic sector, triggered by urban 

competitiveness. 
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Although the sustainability discourse is present in Mexico’s development 

context, the lack of institutional or operational definitions challenges the 

implementation of effective strategies, and consequently their assessment under 

sustainability principles. Instead, a development approach that mostly values social 

and economic benefits in monetary terms was found predominant. In this regard, 

access to basic resources and the functioning infrastructure are seen as the main 

targets for equitable development over life quality, equity, and environmental 

quality. Cultural heritage at the local level was confirmed to be regarded as an urban 

resource, benefiting Mexican cities as cultural capital. The quantification of heritage 

for urban competitiveness at national level evidences a monitoring practice that 

prioritizes quantitative results, in which the assessment of urban dynamics, their 

correlations and management processes is not transcendent for assessing the urban 

management practice. On the other hand, Querétaro exemplifies local awareness of 

compatibilities and conflicts between cultural heritage management and 

sustainable urban development. However, urban development is largely assessed 

by market-led globalized factors which prioritize tourism over sustainable and 

inclusive strategies. This situation is also evidenced in the comparative analysis of 

indicators and the selection of frequently used indicators among reports. The 

analysis showed a lack of consensus on their selection, which suggests a diversity of 

approaches to sustainability and competitiveness as highlighted by Tanguay et al. 

(2010). Moreover, the two indicator frameworks tailored to the case study 

demonstrate that “indicator programs remain only an attempt to implement such 

tools, especially in cities of developing countries” (Krank et al., 2010).  

In the Mexican context, the city of Querétaro, as a case study of an emerging 

WHC, has proven to be part of a prevailing global approach in which (World) heritage 

is understood as an asset for cultural capital requiring tailored management as part 

of governance practice (P. Guzmán et al., 2017). However, urban monitoring tools, 

as applied to the city of Querétaro, evidenced limited assessment of urban 

management concerns and their interactions with cultural heritage to ensure its 

sustainable conservation. This poses a constraint not only for the achievement of 

SUD, but also for the sustainable conservation of cultural heritage. In this regard, 

the discussion on the application of sustainable practices in the Mexican context has 

highlighted that multidisciplinary approaches for assessing urban management and 

development are particularly needed, since sustainability and competitiveness have 

complementary roles in the development of Mexican cities (Sobrino et al., 2015). 
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2B - How do local monitoring systems on World Heritage monitor 

sustainable urban development? 

Chapter 4 presents the practical challenges to the operationalization of 

sustainable urban development in the QHMZ, the case study. As there were no 

available monitoring frameworks applied at the local level, the tools of analysis were 

the Municipal Development Plan, the QHMZ Development Plan, and the QHMZ 

Management Plan. The last included a set of indicators monitoring the state of 

conservation of the property as part of UNESCO requirements for managing WH 

properties. To answer the above question, the tools were analyzed on their 

conceptualizations of sustainable development and their identification of urban 

factors affecting the conservation of the property. Urban factors affecting the 

conservation of the WHC were then identified and classified according to a SWOT 

analysis, and by their correlations to sustainability dimensions. These were 

compared with current indicators to analyze the ability of local managers to manage 

acceptable change in the property and thus to ensure the sustainable development 

of the property. The analysis of selected tools allowed for the understanding of 

development and cultural heritage within the institutional triad of governance, 

management, and monitoring tools. According to Boyle (2001), these “inform 

decisions to resolve the necessary tradeoffs and continually chart a course to 

sustainability”. The results evidenced that strategies and actions were repeatedly 

mentioned as sustainable in all the documents. Sustainable and sustainability were 

found mostly as buzz words, as there is no defined concept for their 

operationalization to provide the documents with a consistent vision and 

coherence. 

This evidences a disarticulation at the operational level between urban and 

cultural heritage management. The city’s development is mostly framed within 

socio-economic priorities. It was also observed that, though a few environmental 

aspects were referenced, they were rarely targeted in actions. Nuances among 

documents towards the sustainable development of the QHMZ were noticed in the 

analysis of urban factors affecting its conservation. The SWOT analysis highlighted 

common themes for the inclusion of heritage in local strategic planning, but also 

discrepancies in development and conservation approaches to the QHMZ. At the 

municipal level, the diversity of cultural assets and functions in the historic districts 

are highlighted as strengths for cultural tourism. At the heritage management level, 

the factors are explored more deeply, alerting mostly for negative impacts. 

Weaknesses are acknowledged due to the unplanned urban sprawl of the city 
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affecting the quality of life of local inhabitants. In contrast, positive factors are 

aligned with competitiveness assets of cultural tourism. In this regard, current 

monitoring tools applied to the QHMZ consist of systematic surveillance of social 

and economic conditions. These objectives were found disarticulated from concrete 

efforts to monitor urban conservation. The commerce and tourism sectors, housing, 

and a few types of demographic information were the main themes that relate 

urban development and the conservation of QHMZ. This field evidences a 

disarticulation at the operational level between urban and cultural heritage 

management. Moreover, development strategies and actions tend to focus on what 

is to be done rather than how, remaining as vague recommendations instead of 

tailored and accountable actions. The lack of congruency and coordination between 

development approaches and the conservation priorities at institutional levels 

evidences the weak role that governmental institutions play in supporting a 

landscape-based approach to sustainability policies. 

  Requirements for the monitoring of WH property, though still limited in 

their assessment of interactions between heritage and the urban context, have 

proven to foster local accountability on social-economic development impacts over 

time. In a context where the examination of policies is not a common practice, 

beyond being a global technical requirement, the monitoring tools for the state of 

conservation of QHMZ are relevant instruments that shed light on the 

modernization process of Querétaro’s urban governance in terms of accounting for 

conservation efforts. 

What is the relation between global and local levels in monitoring the 

sustainable urban development of World Heritage Cities?  

To answer the main question, a comparative analysis of cultural heritage 

conservation and urban development monitoring tools used at global and local 

levels was presented in Chapter 5. From the global urban development perspective, 

the dynamic expansion of the sustainability concept is creating a momentum at the 

strategic level for the inclusion of cultural heritage. More integral approaches 

relating heritage with environmental aspects and with more intangible aspects of 

development were found in the latest recommendations for strategic planning. 

However, a dominant approach in which cultural heritage is a driver for 

development is particularly evident at the operational level. This approach pushes 

forward the beneficial role of conservation actions for social and economic 

dimensions. Instead, the monitoring level still suggests a sectorial approach to 
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heritage from the urban development perspective. Related indicators on urban 

protected areas tend to be quantitative: this acknowledges the role of heritage as 

an urban asset requiring tailored management. The rationale behind such indicators 

mainly centers on its contribution to urban competitiveness. In this regard, 

processes related to heritage management do not play yet a relevant role in the 

assessment of urban development practices. Therefore, the ongoing theoretical 

expansion of sustainable urban development is still in an early stage at the level of 

monitoring practices. 

On the other hand, within the cultural heritage monitoring practice, a 

conservative approach to development persists in which threats are the main focus. 

The dominant focus is also on impacts on tangible attributes, rather than intangible 

ones such as community dynamics, identity, and traditions. At the local level, 

monitoring tools implemented as part of UNESCO requirements proved that the 

sustainability principle of assessing development with a systemic approach is not yet 

a common practice. The main challenges at the local level were identified as rooted 

in institutional abilities to operationalize sustainable development policies and 

strategies. However, the replacement of traditional functions due to global-led 

pressures such as tourism and profitable services were found as the main correlation 

being monitored. As yet, conservation actions are not being monitored as aligned 

with urban development strategies and objectives.  

As new methodologies are being requested for the interdisciplinary 

assessment of sustainable development, the pilot project proposed in this research 

allowed for the identification of interactions between urban development and 

cultural heritage management at the global local level of monitoring practices. 

Similarly, the methodology was found relevant for the identification of discrepancies 

and agreements between governance levels on urban development and 

conservation approaches. At the global level, 27 urban factors were identified as 

strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to the conservation of WHC. At 

the local level, 37 factors were identified affecting the conservation of QHMZ. 

Between global and local levels, 14 factors were found in common. The SWOT 

analysis showed that 9 urban factors were found to be evidencing conflicting 

approaches at the local level whilst aligned with some global trends. At the local 

level, conflictive indicators exemplify a lack of coherence between governmental 

levels on their approach to particular urban phenomena and their impact on cultural 

heritage.  
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The pilot project based on global and local shortlists of common urban 

indicators was useful for identifying and classifying common urban factors affecting 

the conservation of WHC. The classification of factors as SWOT proved to be a 

relevant tool for the analysis of quantitative and qualitative correlations between 

these two disciplines. Thus, it has been demonstrated that urban development can 

be identified as positive and/or negative and as an internal or external issue to the 

management of cultural heritage at both levels. The SWOT analysis provided insights 

on development issues that can vary from global trends to local practices, and also 

on their correlations with sustainability dimensions (economic, social, and 

environmental). A global trend confirms the positioning of cultural heritage as a 

driver for sustainable development in a global urban world. From the conservation 

perspective, this research demonstrates that urban factors provide wider linkages 

with sustainability dimensions when analyzed in terms of their impacts on cultural 

heritage. Although the tendency towards monitoring negative impacts (weaknesses 

and threats) still reflects the prominent narrative of development being opposed to 

conservation, the pilot project presented in this research opens possibilities for new 

narratives to emerge on positive interactions (strengths and opportunities) and 

wider linkages among sustainability dimensions. The comparative analysis 

demonstrates the potential of an indicator-based management to monitor the 

contribution of heritage conservation to local communities and their sustainable 

development; if existing indicators are expanded in their use, and also if the 

conservation practice is understood as a learning process in which monitoring and 

evaluation are aligned with planning strategies and programs.  

LIMITATIONS 

This scientific exercise encountered some limitations. Perhaps the most 

important was the subjective aspect of the empirical character of the research, in 

which the author’s interpretation of references played a major role, despite efforts 

to define as systematically as possible the interpretations that led to classifications. 

Additionally, subjectivity was also acknowledged in the sources. For instance, SoC 

reports lack systematic assessment and are also influenced by the interpretations of 

consultants. Similarly, resources used at the local level, such as planning and policy 

tools, were found influenced by political interests; often discussing just one side of 

the impacts of development and their sustainability.  

The second challenge observed was the lack of common conceptualizations 

of urban phenomena in UNESCO State of Conservation reports. To overcome this, 
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several indicators were adapted into diverse keywords. However, it was not within 

the scope of this research to develop an exhaustive method to match taxonomies 

or the formalization of common terminology.  

Lastly, the analysis of existing indicators related to heritage at global and 

local levels and identified urban factors still shows that intangible aspects, 

community involvement, and qualitative data are largely absent not only from 

heritage monitoring tools, but also from urban development tools. For instance, the 

monitoring of identity, community symbolic relations, dynamics, and communities’ 

participation is still lacking in the urban development debate. These challenges open 

a debate over how a more relevant categorization of urban phenomena affecting 

the management of WH properties could facilitate the monitoring process.  

FURTHER RESEARCH AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The analytical framework here presented can be further explored in order 

to enhance classification methods, and also to report results in a more systematic 

way and by integrating quantitative and qualitative methods. The improvement of 

the database, resulting from this research, has the potential to provide an in-depth 

analysis of identified factors and the possible correlations among the results. For 

instance, the classification of positive/negative and internal/external factors can 

create new approaches on what constitute the strengths, weakness, opportunities, 

and threats to the sustainable urban development of world heritage cities. 

Additionally, these could provide an overview of the status of global urban heritage 

per UNESCO’s geographical regions, and the evolution of trends over time. This 

research is expected to encourage the use of more consistent terminology, and, at 

all levels, to help develop quantitative and qualitative methods in order to pursue 

reporting methods that are objective and sourced in information. 

Moreover, this thesis detects an element that is beyond the scope of this 

investigation but is recognized as crucial for its general purpose: to improve the 

state of the practice of monitoring systems. This section clarifies some examples 

that the analysis exposed as needing to be addressed by further research. 

The first recommendation is that research should be oriented towards 

broadening the understanding of the concept of urban competitiveness in relation 

to sustainable development. Competitiveness values concepts of productivity and 

efficiency, based on results derived from global-market pressures. These can be 

contradictory to the shifting conceptualization of sustainable development. Cities 
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are challenged to find a balance between both approaches, which poses practical 

problems for monitoring tools in expanding their rationale towards the inclusion of 

intangible aspects: community dynamics, traditions, and other aspects that do not 

necessarily represent immediate profit. Thus, the scope of current indicators can 

risk perpetuating a traditional quantitative approach that leaves out heritage 

complexities and wider contributions. 

The second recommendation is aligned with the approach to heritage of 

urban management reporting systems. Cultural heritage-related indicators 

proposed by such monitoring systems focus on protected urban areas. These show 

that the organizational design of urban administrations continues to be a sectorial 

practice, which by definition is opposed to interdisciplinary monitoring efforts. This 

reinforces the relevance of continuing the scientific research that focuses on the 

institutional structure of governance, management and monitoring tools that pave 

the way for sustainable development. In this regard, further research should focus 

on bridging the gaps in local conceptualizations of sustainable development at the 

strategic level (governance approaches), their operationalization (management 

approach), and efficient monitoring practices. The analysis of case studies under 

these premises could benefit the understanding of local limitations and provide 

opportunities to compare practices. This will also complement studies on the level 

of integration of cultural heritage conservation within institutional 

conceptualizations of sustainability; that is to say, as sector to be developed, as 

driver for development, or as part of an urban system intertwined with all areas of 

development.  

This research followed a pragmatic process of observing and analyzing 

indicators. However, the analysis of the case study acknowledges that urban factors 

targeted by monitoring tools are the result of local development processes. Thus, as 

a third recommendation for further research, it is suggested that in order to find 

causes and origins of urban problems it is important to incorporate an analysis of 

the processes that lead to the selection of certain indicators. At the local strategic, 

operational, and monitoring levels, it was evident that the political culture and 

administrative conditions of different countries influences the efficiency and 

effectiveness of processes, and may even impede the sustainable conservation of 

cultural heritage. 

Lastly, throughout the research, community participation and wider 

intangible aspects were consistently excluded in results. This is not a surprise, since 

communitarian aspects are hard to integrate into a monitoring system created from 
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top-down approaches. As these elements should be formulated from experiences 

and viewpoints of the communities that create them, further research should focus 

on how stakeholders should be included, and the ways in which monitoring systems 

reflect consensual sustainability targets. All these aspects have a fundamental 

impact on the different monitoring practices. It is therefore essential to take them 

into account when analyzing the state of practice of sustainable conservation of 

urban heritage.  



180 
 

  

SOURCES 

Agarwal, R., Grassl, W., & Pahl, J. (2012). Meta‐SWOT: introducing a new strategic planning tool. 
Journal of Business Strategy, 33(2), 12–21. https://doi.org/10.1108/02756661211206708 

Aguilar, A. G., Ward, P. M., & Smith Sr, C. . (2003). Globalization, regional development, and mega-
city expansion in Latin America: Analyzing Mexico City’s peri-urban hinterland. Cities, 20(1), 3–
21. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0264-2751(02)00092-6 

Alcaldía de Medellín. (2009). Indicadores Urbanos para América Latina y el Caribe. Una Propuesta 
oara evaluación de políticas públicas. Medellín. 

Almejo, R., García, J., & Benítez, I. (2014). La Urbanización en México 2010-2030 : un esbozo de los 
retos y oportunidades asociados al crecimiento urbano y regional oportunidad. 

Ambiente Italia. (2001). Towards a Local Sustainability Profile. European Common Indicators. 
Methodology Sheets. Luxembourg. 

Angrisano, M., Biancamano, P. F., Bosone, M., Carone, P., Daldanise, G., Rosa, F. De, … Girard, L. F. 
(2016). Towards operationalizing UNESCO Recommendations on “Historic Urban Landscape”: a 
position paper. Aestimum, 0(69), 165–210. https://doi.org/10.13128/aestimum-20454 

Avrami, E., Randall, M., & de la Torre, M. (2000). Values and Heritage Conservation. The Getty 
Conservation Institute. Los Angeles. Retrieved from 
https://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/pdf_publications/pdf/valuesrpt.
pdf 

Axelsson, R., Angelstam, P., Degerman, E., Teitelbaum, S., Andersson, K., Elbakidze, M., & Drotz, M. K. 
(2013). Social and cultural sustainability: Criteria, indicators, verifier variables for 
measurement and maps for visualization to support planning. Ambio, 42(2), 215–228. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13280-012-0376-0 

Balslev Clausen, H., & Gyim, S. (2016). Seizing community participation in sustainable development: 
pueblos Magicos of Mexico. Journal of Cleaner Production, 111, 318–326. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2015.01.084 

Bandarin, F., & van Oers, R. (2012). The Historic Urban Landscape: managing heritage in an urban 
century (Vol. 3). Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. https://doi.org/10.1002/9781119968115 

Bandarin, F., & van Oers, R. (Eds.). (2014). Reconnecting the City: The Historic Urban Landscape 
Approach and the Future of Urban Heritage. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell. 

Bandarin, F., Van Oers, R., & Folin Calabi, L. (2010). In focus: revising the approach to Urban 
Conservation. World Heritage. No. 55. 

Baumgärtner, S., & Quaas, M. (2009). What is sustainability economics? 
https://doi.org/doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.11.0199 

Berke, P. R., & Conroy, M. M. (2017). Are We Planning for Sustainable Development? Journal of the 
American Planning Association, 4363(March), 20–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01944360008976081 

Bolay, J. C., & Rabinovich, A. (2004). Intermediate cities in Latin America risk and opportunities of 
coherent urban development. Cities, 21(5), 407–421. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2004.07.007 

Bond, A., Langstaff, L., Baxter, R., Kofoed, H.-G. W. J., Lisitzin, K., & Lundström, S. (2004). Dealing with 
the cultural heritage aspect of environmental impact assessment in Europe. Impact 
Assessment and Project Appraisal, 22(1), 37–45. 
https://doi.org/10.3152/147154604781766085 

Bond, A., Morrison-Saunders, A., & Pope, J. (2012). Sustainability assessment: the state of the art. 
Impact Assessment and Project Appraisal, 30(1), 53–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14615517.2012.661974 

BOP. (2012). World Cities Culture Report. London. Retrieved from 
http://www.worldcitiescultureforum.com/ 

Bourdic, L., Salat, S., & Nowacki, C. (2012). Assessing cities: a new system of cross-scale spatial 



181 
 

  

indicators. Building Research & Information, 40(5), 592–605. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09613218.2012.703488 

Boyle, M., Kay, J., & Pond, B. (2001). Monitoring in support of policy: an adaptive ecosystem 
approach. Encyclopedia of Global Environmental Change, 4(14), 116–137. 

Bozzi, S. O. (2014). Evaluación de la gestión RSP pública: conceptos y aplicaciones en el caso 
latinoamericano. Revista Do Serviço Público, 52(1), 25–55. Retrieved from 
http://seer.enap.gov.br/index.php/RSP/article/view/299 

Bromley, R. D. F. (1998). Informal Commerce: Expansion and Exclusion in the Historic Centre of the 
Latin American City. International Journal of Urban and Regional Research, 22(2), 245–263. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00138 

Bryman, A. (2006). Integrating quantitative and qualitative research: how is it done? In Mixed 
methods. Volume II. (pp. 93–111). 

Budd, W., Lovrich, N., Pierce, J. C., & Chamberlain, B. (2008). Cultural sources of variations in US 
urban sustainability attributes. Cities, 25(5), 257–267. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2008.05.001 

Button, K. J. (2002). City management and urban environmental indicators. Ecological Economics, 40, 
217–233. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(01)00255-5 

Cabrero, E., Orihuela, I., & Ziccardi, A. (2003). Ciudades competitivas - ciudades cooperativas: 
Conceptos claves y construcción de un índice para ciudades mexicanas (DIVISIÓN DE 
ADMINISTRACIÓN PÚBLICA No. DOCUMENTO DE TRABAJO 139). México, D.F. Retrieved from 
www.cide.edu 

Camagni, R. (2002). On the Concept of Territorial Competitiveness: Sound or Misleading? Urban 
Studies, 39(13), 2395–2411. https://doi.org/10.1080/004209802200002702 

Camagni, R., Capello, R., & Nijkamp, P. (1998). Towards sustainable city policy: an economy-
environment technology nexus. Ecological Economics, 24(1), 103–118. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-8009(97)00032-3 

Caragliu, A., Del Bo, C., & Nijkamp, P. (2011). Smart Cities in Europe. Journal of Urban Technology, 
18(2), 65–82. https://doi.org/10.1080/10630732.2011.601117 

Carrion, F. (Ed.). (2001). Centros Históricos de América Latina y el Caribe (FLACSO Sed). Quito. 
Cassatella, C., & Peano, A. (2011). Indicators for the Assessment of Historic Landscape Features. In C. 

Cassatella & A. Peano (Eds.), Landscape Indicators (Vol. 53, pp. 1–30). Dordrecht: Springer 
Netherlands. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0366-7 

Cedano, K., & Martinez, M. (2010). Consensus indicators of sustainability for urban infrastructure. In 
Proceedings of the 2010 IEEE International Symposium on Sustainable Systems and Technology, 
ISSST 2010. https://doi.org/10.1109/ISSST.2010.5507705 

Cejudo, G. (2016). La fragmentación de la acción gubernamental:Intervenciones parciales frente a 
problemas complejos (Documentos de trabajo del CIDE No. 297). México DF. 
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27330.17607 

Cejudo, G. M., & López-ayllón, S. (2010). Assessing transparency across levels of government in 
Mexico: Rules , institutions , practices. In First Global Conference on Transparency Research. 
(pp. 1–36). Newark, New Jersey. Retrieved from http://www.transparency-initiative.org/wp-
content/uploads/2013/04/Hivos-meeting-reading-list-Zotero-report.pdf 

Cejudo, G. M., & Michel, C. (2014). Coherencia y políticas públicas . Metas , instrumentos y 
poblaciones objetivo (Documentos de Trabajo del CIDE No. 284). México DF. Retrieved from 
www.cide.edu 

Cerón-Palma, I., Sanyé-Mengual, E., Oliver-Solà, J., Montero, J.-I., Ponce-Caballero, C., & Rieradevall, 
J. (2013). Towards a green sustainable strategy for social neighbourhoods in Latin America: 
Case from social housing in Merida, Yucatan, Mexico. Habitat International, 38, 47–56. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2012.09.008 

Chen, C. F., & Chen, F. S. (2010). Experience quality, perceived value, satisfaction and behavioral 
intentions for heritage tourists. Tourism Management, 31(1), 29–35. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2009.02.008 

Choi, H. C., & Sirakaya, E. (2006). Sustainability indicators for managing community tourism. Tourism 



182 
 

  

Management, 27(6), 1274–1289. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.05.018 
Cohen, B. (2006). Urbanization in developing countries: Current trends, future projections, and key 

challenges for sustainability. Technology in Society, 28(1), 63–80. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techsoc.2005.10.005 

Colantonio, A. (2007). Social sustainability: An exploratory analysis of its definition, assessment 
methods metrics and tools. EIBURS Working Paper Series, (July 2007), 1–37. Retrieved from 
http://www.eprints.lse.ac.uk/35947 

Coll-Serrano, V., Blasco-Blasco, O., Carrasco-Arroyo, S., & Vila-Lladosa, L. (2013). Un sistema de 
indicadores para el seguimiento y evaluación de la gestión sostenible del patrimonio cultural. 
Transinformação, 25(1), 55–63. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-37862013000100006 

CONACYT. (2012). Convocatoria para la formación de recursos humanos de alto nivel en programas 
de posgrado de calidad en el extranjero. 

CONAPO. (2014). Proyecciones de la población por municipios y localidades. Retrieved May 28, 2016, 
from http://www.conapo.gob.mx/es/CONAPO/Proyecciones 

Creswell, J. (2012). Creswell (2013) Qualitative Research Narrative Structure.pdf. In Qualitative 
Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches, Third Edition (pp. 220–230). 

DATATUR. (2016). Resultados de la actividad hotelera enero-diciembre 2016. Retrieved from 
http://www.datatur.sectur.gob.mx/Documentos Publicaciones/2016-MES_12_Publico.pdf 

Delgado, J., & Santos, M. (2000). Querétaro: hacia la ciudad-región*, 655–700. 
Dhakal, S., & Imura, H. (2003). Policy-based Indicator Systems: emerging debates and lessons. Local 

Environment, 8(1), 113–119. https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830306674 
Dramstad, W. E., Fry, G., Fjellstad, W. J., Skar, B., Helliksen, W., Sollund, M. L. B., … Framstad, E. 

(2001). Integrating landscape-based values—Norwegian monitoring of agricultural landscapes. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 57(3–4), 257–268. 
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-2046(01)00208-0 

Economist Intelligence Unit. (2012). Hot Spots: Benchmarking global city competitiveness. London. 
Retrieved from http://www.citigroup.com/citi/citiforcities/pdfs/eiu_hotspots_2012.pdf 

Evans, G. (2005). Measure for measure: Evaluating the evidence of culture’s contribution to 
regeneration. Urban Studies, 42(5), 959–983. https://doi.org/10.1080/00420980500107102 

Evans, G. (2009). From cultural quarters to creative city economy clusters – creative spaces in the 
new city economy. The Sustainability and Development of Cultural Quarters: International 
Perspectives, 32–59. Retrieved from 
http://www.citiesinstitute.org/fms/MRSite/Research/cities/079-
cultural_quarters_and_urban_regeneration-090722-evans.pdf 

Flyvbjerg, B. (2016). Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research. Qualitative Inquiry, 12(2), 
219–245. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800405284363 

Folke, C., Hahn, T., Olsson, P., & Norberg, J. (2005). ADAPTIVE GOVERNANCE OF SOCIAL-ECOLOGICAL 
SYSTEMS. Annu. Rev. Environ. Resour, 30, 441–73. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511 

Fossaert, R. (2001). World Cities, Cities in the World Systems. Revista Mexicana de Sociologia, 63(4), 
141–155. Retrieved from 
http://search.proquest.com/docview/59724322/abstract/embedded/WWP5895J7MDINB4D?s
ource=fedsrch 

Fredholm, S. (2015). Negotiating a dominant heritage discourse. Sustainable urban planning in Cape 
Coast, Ghana. Journal of Cultural Heritage Management and Sustainable Development, 5(3), 
274–289. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCHMSD-04-2014-0016 

Fusco Girard, L. (2013). Toward a smart sustainable development of port cities/areas: The role of the 
“Historic Urban Landscape” approach. Sustainability (Switzerland), 5(10), 4329–4348. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/su5104329 

Garcia-Sanchez, I. M., & Prado-Lorenzo, J. M. (2008). Determinant factors in the degree of 
implementation of local agenda 21 in the European Union. Sustainable Development, 16(1), 
17–34. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.334 

García Espinosa, S. (2005). Centros históricos ¿herencia del pasado o construcción del presente? 



183 
 

  

Agentes detonadores de un nuevo esquema de ciudad. Scripta Nova Revista Electrónica de 
Geografía Y Ciencias Sociales, IX(194 (39)). 

García Peralta, B. (1982). La lógica de las grandes acciones inmobiliarias en la ciudad de Querétaro. 
Estudios Demográficos Y Urbanos. 

Garrocho, C. (2013). Dinamica de las ciudades de Mexico en el siglo XXI. Mexico: El Colegio 
Mexiquense. Retrieved from 
https://www.gob.mx/cms/uploads/attachment/file/112493/Dinamica_de_las_ciudades_en_el
_siglo_XXI.pdf 

General Assembly, United Nations. (2015). Transforming our world: The 2030 agenda for sustainable 
development. 
https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/7891Transforming%20Our%20Wo
rld. pdf. https://doi.org/10.1007/s13398-014-0173-7.2 

Giffinger, R., & Gudrun, H. (2010). SMART CITIES RANKING: AN EFFECTIVE INSTRUMENT FOR THE 
POSITIONING OF CITIES? Architecture, City and Environment, (12), 7–25. 

Global Cites Institute. (2008). List of Indicators Global City Indicators Facility. Toronto. Retrieved from 
http://www.cityindicators.org/Deliverables/Core and Supporting Indicators Table SEPTEMBER 
2011.pdf 

Gobierno del Estado de Queretaro. (2008). Perspectivas del Medio Ambiente Urbano: GEO Zona 
Metropolitana Querétaro. PNUMA, SEDESU, CONCYTEQ. Santiago de Queretaro. Retrieved 
from http://arxiv.org/abs/1011.1669 

González, S. F., & Pierre Ramos, L. (2015). Crisis of national urban system facing socioenvironmental 
challenges in Mexico. Por La Cultura a La Libertad, 2, 56–68. 

Guarneros-Meza, V. (2008). Local governance in Mexico: The cases of two historic-centre 
partnerships. Urban Studies, 45(5–6), 1011–1035. https://doi.org/Doi 
10.1177/0042098008089851 

Guzmán, P. C., Roders, A. R. P., & Colenbrander, B. J. F. (2017). Measuring links between cultural 
heritage management and sustainable urban development: An overview of global monitoring 
tools. Cities, 60, 192–201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.09.005 

Guzmán, P., Pereira Roders, A., & Colenbrander, B. J. F. (2014). Bridging the gap between urban 
development and cultural heritage protection . In 34th Annual Conference of the International 
Association for Impact Assessment (pp. 1–6). Vina del Mar: IAIA. 
https://doi.org/10.13140/2.1.4633.7923 

Guzmán, P., Pereira Roders, A., & Colenbrander, B. J. F. (2017). Measuring links between cultural 
heritage management and sustainable urban development: An overview of global monitoring 
tools. Cities, 60, 192–201. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2016.09.005 

Habitat, U. (2005). State of the World’s Cities 2004⁄ 2005–Globalization and Urban Culture. New York 
P UNCHS Habitat, 198. Retrieved from 
http://scholar.google.com/scholar?hl=en&btnG=Search&q=intitle:The+state+of+the+world’s+c
ities+2004/2005:+globalization+and+urban+culture#1 

Habitat II Conference. (1996). Istanbul declaration on human settlements: overview. 
Habitat III Conference. (2016). QUITO DECLARATION ON SUSTAINABLE CITIES AND HUMAN 

SETTLEMENTS FOR ALL. New York. Retrieved from http://www.eukn.eu/news/detail/agreed-
final-draft-of-the-new-urban-agenda-is-now-available/ 

Hampton, M. (2005). Heritage, local communities and economic development. Annals of Tourism 
Research, 32(3), 735–759. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2004.10.010 

Heath, T., Oc, T., & Tiesdell, S. (2013). Revitalising historic urban quarter (Routledge). 
Helms, M. M., & Nixon, J. (2010). Exploring SWOT analysis – where are we now? Journal of Strategy 

and Management, 3(3), 215–251. https://doi.org/10.1108/17554251011064837 
Heritage, E. (2009). Management of World Heritage Sites in England: English Heritage Guidance Note 

to Circular for England on the Protection of World Heritage Sites. London. 
Hernández-Morcillo, M., Plieninger, T., & Bieling, C. (2013). An empirical review of cultural ecosystem 

service indicators. Ecological Indicators, 29, 434–444. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2013.01.013 



184 
 

  

HERO. (2011). The road to success: Integrated Management of Historic Towns Guidebook. 
Regensburg: Rotaplan. 

Hiernaux-Gómez, D., & Gonzalez Gomez, C. I. (2014). Gentrificación, Simbólica y Poder en los Centros 
Históricos: Querétaro, México. Revista Electrónica de Geografía Y Ciencias Sociales, XVIII(493), 
15. https://doi.org/B. 21.741-98 

Hiernaux, D., & González-gómez, C. I. (2014). Gentrificación, simbólica y poder en los centros 
históricos: Querétaro, México. Scripta Nova Revista Electrónica de Geografía Y Ciencias 
Sociales, XVIII(493). 

Holden, M. (2006). Urban indicators and the integrative ideals of cities. Cities, 23(3), 170–183. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2006.03.001 

Holden, M., Roseland, M., Ferguson, K., & Perl, A. (2008). Seeking urban sustainability on the world 
stage. Habitat International, 32(3), 305–317. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2007.11.001 

Hosagrahar, J., Soule, J., Girard, L. F., & Potts, A. (2016). Cultural Heritage , the UN Sustainable 
Development Goals , and the New Urban Agenda. International Council on Monuments and 
Sites (ICOMOS). Retrieved from http://www.usicomos.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Final-
Concept-Note.pdf 

Hsieh, H.-F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three Approaches to Qualitative Content Analysis. Qualitative 
Health Research, 15(9), 1277–1288. https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687 

Ianni, O. (1994). Globaliza??o: novo paradigma das ci?ncias sociais. Estudos Avan?ados, 8(21), 147–
163. https://doi.org/10.1590/S0103-40141994000200009 

ICOMOS. (1987). Charter for the Conservation of Historic Towns and Urban Areas (Washington 
Charter 1987). Icomos. Retrieved from 
http://www.international.icomos.org/charters/towns_e.pdf 

ICOMOS. (2005). Threats to World Heritage Sites 1994-2004: An Analysis, (May). Retrieved from 
http://www.icomos.org/world_heritage/Analysis of Threats 1994-2004 final.pdf 

ICOMOS. (2011). Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World Heritage Properties 
(Vol. 1). Paris. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004 

IDB. (2011). Urban Sustainability in Latin America and the Caribbean. Retrieved from www.iadb.org 
IDB. (2015). Emerging and Sustainable Cities. Retrieved August 15, 2016, from 

http://www.iadb.org/en/topics/emerging-and-sustainable-cities/responding-to-urban-
development-challenges-in-emerging-cities,6690.html 

IMCO. (2014). ¿QUIÉN MANDA AQUÍ? La gobernanza de las ciudades y el territorio en México, Índice 
de Competitividad Urbana 2014. Mexico D.F. Retrieved from www.imco.org.mx 

IMCO. (2016). Reelección Municipal y rendición de cuentas: Cómo lograr el írculo virtuoso?. Mexico 
D.F. 

IMPLAN Queretaro. Plan parcial de desarrollo urbano de la Zona de Monumentos y Barrios 
Tradicionales de la Ciudad de Queretaro (2007). Queretaro: Municipio de Queretaro. 

IMPLAN Queretaro. (2008). Indicadores onu-hábitat. OBSERVATORIO URBANO LOCAL DEL MUNICIPIO 
DE QUERÉTARO. Santiago de Queretaro. Retrieved from http://oul.implanqueretaro.gob.mx/ 

IMPLAN Queretaro. Plan de Manejo y Conservación de la Zona de Monumentos Históricos de 
Santiago de Querétaro (2010). Queretaro: Instituto Municipal de Planeacion Queretaro. 

Iracheta Cenecorta, A. X. (2011). Ciudad Sustentable: Crisis y Oportunidad en Mexico. Architecture, 
City and Environment, (16), 173–197. 

Iracheta Cenecorta, A. X. (2011). Sustainable city: Crisis and opportunity in Mexico. Architecture, City 
and Environment, (16), 173–197. Retrieved from 
http://www.scopus.com/inward/record.url?eid=2-s2.0-
79960544633&partnerID=40&md5=e4fb58dbbada3f3b79a45d3c413318b3 

Janerio, R. De. (1992). United Nations Conference on Environment & Development Rio de Janerio , 
Brazil , 3 to 14 June 1992. Reproduction, (June), 351. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11671-008-
9208-3 

Jeníček, V. (2013). Sustainable development – indicators, 2013(2), 74–80. 
Jepson, E. J. (2004). The Adoption of Sustainable Development Policies and Techniques in U.S. Cities. 

Journal of Planning Education and Research, 229–241. 



185 
 

  

https://doi.org/10.1177/0739456X03258638 
Jiménez Guillén, D. (2016, December 11). 20 años después; Zona de Monumentos Históricos de la 

ciudad de Querétaro. Diario de Queretaro. Queretaro. Retrieved from 
https://www.diariodequeretaro.com.mx/cultura/20-anos-despues-zona-de-monumentos-
historicos-de-la-ciudad-de-queretaro/ 

Jokilehto, J. (2006). Considerations on authenticity and integrity in World Heritage context. City & 
Time, 2(1), 1–16. Retrieved from http://www.ct.ceci-
br.org/novo/revista/rst/viewarticle.php?id=44 

Jokilehto, J. (2007). International charters on urban conservation: some thoughts on the principles 
expressed in current international doctrine. City &Time, 3(3), 23–42. Retrieved from 
http://www.ceci-br.org/novo/revista/rst/viewarticle.php?id=119 

Kanai, J. M., & Ortega-Alcázar, I. (2009). The prospects for progressive culture-led urban regeneration 
in Latin America: Cases from Mexico City and Buenos Aires. International Journal of Urban and 
Regional Research, 33(2), 483–501. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2427.2009.00865.x 

Kates, R. W., Clark, W. C., Corell, R., Hall, J. M., Jaeger, C. C., Lowe, I., … Svedin, U. (2001). 
Sustainability Science. Science, 292(5517). Retrieved from 
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/292/5517/641 

Kearney AT. (2012). 2012 Global Cities Index and Emerging Cities Outlook. The Chicago Council. 
Chicago. Retrieved from https://www.atkearney.com/research-studies/global-cities-
index/2012 

Kourtit, K., Nijkamp, P., Franklin, R. S., & Rodríguez-Pose, A. (2014). A blueprint for strategic urban 
research: the urban piazza. The Town Planning Review, 85(1), 97–126. 
https://doi.org/10.3828/tpr.2014.7 

Krank, S., Wallbaum, H., & Grêt-Regamey, A. (2010). Constraints to implementation of sustainability 
indicator systems in five Asian cities. Local Environment, 15(8), 731–742. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549839.2010.509386 

Lake, R. (2000). Contradictions at the local scale. In Consuming cities: The urban environment in the 
global economy after the Rio Declaration, 71. Low, N. London: Routledge. 

Landorf, C. (2009). A Framework for Sustainable Heritage Management: A Study of UK Industrial 
Heritage Sites. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 15(6), 494–510. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527250903210795 

Lanzafame, F., & Rojas, E. (Eds.). (2011). City development. Experiences in the preservation of ten 
wolrd heritage sites. Washington, D.C.: IADB. Retrieved from 
http://publications.iadb.org/handle/11319/2780?locale-attribute=en 

Lezama López, Y. (2005). SANTIAGO DE QUERÉTARO , CIUDAD DISPERSA Y FRAGMENTADA ¿UN 
FUTURO SOSTENIBLE? Memorias Del 4o. Congreso Internacional. Estudios Ambientales Y Del 
Territorio La Planificación Territorial Y Los Impactos Ambientales Del Milenio: ¿y La 
Sustentabilidad?, 305–325. 

Licciardi, G., & Amirtahmasebi, R. (Eds.). (2012). The Economics of Uniqueness. The World Bank. 
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9650-6 

Lombardi, P., & Stanghellini, S. (2009). Assessment methods underlying the planning and 
development of Modena City’s CSR. Sustainable Urban Development, 3. 

López-Ayllón, S., & Merino, M. (2010). La rendición de cuentas en México: perspectivas y retos. La 
Estructura de La Rención de Cuentas En México, 1–28. Retrieved from 
http://biblio.juridicas.unam.mx/libros/6/2800/4.pdf 

Lyytimäki, J. (2012). Evaluation of sustainable development strategies and policies: The need for 
more timely indicators. Natural Resources Forum, 36(2), 101–108. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-8947.2012.01447.x 

Lyytimäki, J., & Rosenström, U. (2008). Skeletons out of the closet: Effectiveness of conceptual 
frameworks for communicating sustainable development indicators. Sustainable Development, 
16(5), 301–313. https://doi.org/10.1002/sd.330 

Mascarenhas, A., Coelho, P., Subtil, E., & Ramos, T. B. (2010). The role of common local indicators in 
regional sustainability assessment. Ecological Indicators, 10(3), 646–656. 



186 
 

  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.11.003 
Mascia, M. B., Pailler, S., Thieme, M. L., Rowe, A., Bottrill, M. C., Danielsen, F., … Burgess, N. D. 

(2014). Commonalities and complementarities among approaches to conservation monitoring 
and evaluation. Biological Conservation, 169, 258–267. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2013.11.017 

Mayer, A. L. (2008). Strengths and weaknesses of common sustainability indices for multidimensional 
systems. Environment International. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envint.2007.09.004 

Meadows, D. (1998). Indicators and Information Systems for Sustainable. Hartland, USA,. Retrieved 
from http://www.sustainabilityinstitute.org/resources.html#SIpapers 

Meadows, D. H. M. (1972). The Limits to Growth. The Club of Rome. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-
1688.1972.tb05230.x 

Melé, P. (1995). La construcción jurídica de los centros históricos : patrimonio y políticas urbanas en 
México. Revista Mexicana de Sociologia, 57(1), 183–206. https://doi.org/10.2307/3540959 

Moctezuma, F. G. (2010). La planeación del desarrollo regional en México (1900-2006). Boletín Del 
Instituto de Geografía, UNAM, (71), 102–121. 

Monteiro, V., Painho, M., & Vaz, E. (2015). Is the heritage really important? A theoretical framework 
for heritage reputation using citizen sensing. Habitat International, 45(P2), 156–162. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.06.022 

Mori, K., & Christodoulou, A. (2012). Review of sustainability indices and indicators: Towards a new 
City Sustainability Index (CSI). Environmental Impact Assessment Review, 32(1), 94–106. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eiar.2011.06.001 

Mori, K., & Yamashita, T. (2015). Methodological framework of sustainability assessment in City 
Sustainability Index (CSI): A concept of constraint and maximisation indicators. Habitat 
International, 45(P1), 10–14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.06.013 

Munarim, U., & Ghisi, E. (2016). Environmental feasibility of heritage buildings rehabilitation. 
Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 58, 235–249. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2015.12.334 

Munda, G. (2006). Social multi-criteria evaluation for urban sustainability policies. Land Use Policy, 
23(1), 86–94. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2004.08.012 

Municipio de Queretaro. Plan municipal de desarrollo 2015 - 2018 (2015). Queretaro: H. 
Ayuntamiento de Queretaro. 

Musacchio, L. R. (2009). The ecology and culture of landscape sustainability: Emerging knowledge and 
innovation in landscape research and practice. Landscape Ecology, 24(8), 989–992. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-009-9393-1 

Musacchio, L. R. (2013). Key concepts and research priorities for landscape sustainability. Landscape 
Ecology, 28(6), 995–998. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-013-9909-6 

Ness, B., Urbel-Piirsalu, E., Anderberg, S., & Olsson, L. (2007). Categorising tools for sustainability 
assessment. Ecological Economics, 60(3), 498–508. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2006.07.023 

Newman, A., & McLean, F. (1998). Heritage builds communities: The application of heritage resources 
to the problems of social exclusion. International Journal of Heritage Studies, 4(3–4), 143–153. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527259808722232 

Newman, T., Curtis, K., & Stephens, J. (2003). Do community-based arts projects result in social gains? 
A review of the literature. Community Development Journal, 38(4), 310–322. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/cdj/38.4.310 

Niemeijer, D., & de Groot, R. S. (2008). A conceptual framework for selecting environmental indicator 
sets. Ecological Indicators, 8(1), 14–25. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2006.11.012 

Nijkamp, P. (2012). Economic Valuation of Cultural Heritage. In G. Licciardi & R. Amirtahmasebi (Eds.), 
The Economics of Uniqueness. Washington, D.C.: The World Bank. 
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9650-6 

Nijkamp, P., & Riganti, P. (2008). Assessing cultural heritage benefits for urban sustainable 
development. International Journal of Services, Technology and Management, 10(1), 29–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSTM.2008.020344 



187 
 

  

Nilsen, H. R. (2010). The joint discourse “reflexive sustainable development” — From weak towards 
strong sustainable development. Ecological Economics, 69(3), 495–501. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2009.11.011 

Nurse, K. (2006). Culture as the Fourth Pillar of Sustainable Development. Culture, (June), 32–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/026327690007002004 

Orbasli, A. (2000). Tourists in historic towns: Urban conservation and heritage management. Urban 
Conservation and Heritage Management. …. Taylor & Francis. 

OWHC. (2016). Projects Database Organization of World Heritage Cities. Retrieved September 15, 
2016, from http://www.ovpm.org/en/projects?qt-projects=2#qt-projects 

Palmer, R. (2008). Heritage and Beyond, Strasbourg: Council of Europe. 
Parris, T. M., & Kates, R. W. (2003). Characterizing and Measuring Sustainable Development. Annual 

Review of Environment and Resources, 28(1), 559–586. 
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.28.050302.105551 

Pascual, J. (2012). Rio+20 and culture - Advocating for Culture as a Pillar of Sustainability. Barcelona. 
Retrieved from http://www.cities-localgovernments.org 

Patry, Marc Patry, M., Bassett, C., & Leclercq, B. (2005). The State of Conservation of the World 
Heritage Forest Network. In 2nd World Heritage Forest Meeting, held at Nancy, France, March 
11-13, 2005. Nancy, France, March. 

Pendlebury, J., Short, M., & While, A. (2009). Urban World Heritage Sites and the problem of 
authenticity. Cities, 26(6), 349–358. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2009.09.003 

Pereira Roders, A. (2013). HOW CAN URBANIZATION BE SUSTAINABLE? A REFLECTION ON THE ROLE 
OF CITY RESOURCES IN GLOBAL SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT. BDC. Bollettino Del Centro Calza 
Bini, 13.1, 79–90. 

Pereira Roders, A., & van Oers, R. (2012). Guidance on heritage impact assessments Learning from its 
application on World Heritage site management. Journal of Cultural Heritage Management 
and Sustainable Development, 2(2), 104–114. https://doi.org/10.1108/2044126121127367 

Pereira Roders Ana and Van Oers Ron. (2013). Managing Change, interacting Impact Assessments in 
Heritage Conservation. In R. B. & R. B. M.T. Albert (Ed.), Understanding heritage: perspectives 
in heritage studies (Heritage S, pp. 89–104). Bonn: De Gryuter. 

Pessoa, J., Deloumeaux, L., & Ellis, S. (2009). 2009 UNESCO Framework For Cultural Statistics. 
Montreal. Retrieved from http://www.uis.unesco.org/culture/Documents/framework-cultural-
statistics-culture-2009-en.pdf 

Portney, K. E. (2002). Taking Sustainable Cities Seriously: A comparative analysis of twenty-four US 
cities. Local Environment, 7(4), 363–380. https://doi.org/10.1080/1354983022000027491 

Portney, K. E. (2009). Sustainability in American cities: A comprehensive look at what cities are doing 
and why. In Toward sustainable communities: transition and transformations in environmental 
policy (pp. 227–54). 

PwC. (2011). Cities of Opportunity. New York. Partnership For New York City. Retrieved from 
www.pwc.com 

PwC. (2012). Mexico’s States of Opportunity 2012. Mexico D.F. Retrieved from 
http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/industries/government-public-services/public-sector-research-
centre/mexico/mexicos-states-of-opportunity-2012.html 

PwC. (2014). CITIES OF OPPROTUNITY 6. New York. NewYork. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400821334.toc 

Rabbiosi, C. (2017). Urban regeneration “from the bottom up.” City, 1–13. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13604813.2016.1242240 

Redford, K. H., Coppolillo, P., Sanderson, E. W., Da Fonseca, G. a B., Dinerstein, E., Groves, C., … 
DaFonseca, G. a B. (2003). Mapping the conservation landscape. Conservation Biology, 17(1), 
647. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.2003.01467.x 

Reed, J., Van Vianen, J., Deakin, E. L., Barlow, J., & Sunderland, T. (2016). Integrated landscape 
approaches to managing social and environmental issues in the tropics: learning from the past 
to guide the future. Global Change Biology, n/a-n/a. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.13284 

Rivera, N. R. (2013). Territorial Planning of Mexico ’s Rural-Urban Interfaces . A Review of its 



188 
 

  

Characteristics, Scales, Problems and Legal Instruments. The Land Use Policy in Mexico: From 
Theory to Practice, 543–566. 

Robinson, J. (2002). Global and world cities: a view from off the map. International Journal of Urban 
and Regional Research, 26(3), 531–554. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-2427.00397 

Roders, A. P., & Oers, R. Van. (2014). Wedding cultural heritage and sustainable development: three 
years after. Journal of Cultural Heritage Management and Sustainable Development, 4(1), 2–
15. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCHMSD-04-2014-0015 

Rojas, E. (2002). Urban Heritage Conservation in Latin America and the Caribbean A Task for All Social 
Actors (Sustainable Development Department Technical Papers Series No. No. SOC-125). 
Washington, D.C. 

Rojas, E. (2011). Sustainable Preservation of the Urban Heritage (Article). The Getty Conservation 
Institute Newsletter, 26(2, fall). Retrieved from 
http://www.getty.edu/conservation/publications_resources/newsletters/26_2/sustainable.ht
ml 

Rojas, E. (2012). Governance in Historic City Core Regeneration Projects. In G. Licciardi & R. 
Amirtahmasebi (Eds.), The Economics of Uniqueness (pp. 143–180). Washington, D.C.: The 
World Bank. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-9650-6 

Rojas, E. (2012). Governance in Historic City Core Regeneration Projects. In THE ECONOMICS OF 
UNIQUENESS (p. 143). 

Rosales, N. (2010). Towards a design of sustainable cities: incorporating sustainability indicators in 
urban planning. 46th ISOCARP Congress 2010, 1–11. Retrieved from 
http://www.isocarp.net/data/case_studies/1715.pdf 

Rosales, N. (2011). Towards the Modeling of Sustainability into Urban Planning: Using Indicators to 
Build Sustainable Cities. Procedia Engineering, 21, 641–647. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2011.11.2060 

Ruhanen, L. (2004). Strategic planning for local tourism destinations: an analysis of tourism plans. 
Tourism and Hospitality Planning & Development, 1(February), 239–253. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1479053042000314502 

Ruiz Chavez, O. (2008). Turismo : Factor de Desarrollo y Competitividad en México (No. 46). Mexico. 
Saha, D. (2009). Empirical research on local government sustainability efforts in the USA: gaps in the 

current literature. Local Environment, 14(1), 17–30. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13549830802522418 

Sala, S., Ciuffo, B., & Nijkamp, P. (2015). A systemic framework for sustainability assessment. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2015.09.015 

Sassen, S. (1998). The urban transformation of the developing world.by gugler,josef reviewed by 
sassen. Science (New York, N.Y.), 27(1), 86–88. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1153012 

Scheffler, N. (2011). “The Road to Success” Integrated Management of Historic Towns Guidebook, 84. 
Retrieved from 
http://urbact.eu/uploads/tx_projectsresultsdocuments/hero_guidebook_FINAL_02.pdf 

Scheffler, N., Kulikauskas, P., & Barreiro, F. (2007). Managing urban identitities: Aim or Tool of urban 
regeneration. URBACT, 9–13. 

Scipioni, A., Mazzi, A., Mason, M., & Manzardo, A. (2009). The Dashboard of Sustainability to measure 
the local urban sustainable development: The case study of Padua Municipality. Ecological 
Indicators, 9(2), 364–380. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2008.05.002 

Secretaría de Turismo. (2016). Pueblos Mágicos, herencia que impulsan Turismo. Retrieved 
September 8, 2016, from http://www.gob.mx/sectur/articulos/pueblos-magicos-herencia-que-
impulsan-turismo 

SEDESOL. (2011). La expansión de las ciudades 1980-2010, México. Mexico. 
SEDESOL. (2012). Sistema Urbano Nacional 2012. México, DF. 
Shen, L. Y., Ochoa, J., Shah, M. N., & Zhang, X. (2011). The application of urban sustainability 

indicators - A comparison between various practices. Habitat International, 35(1), 17–29. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2010.03.006 

Shen, L., & Zhou, J. (2014). Examining the effectiveness of indicators for guiding sustainable 



189 
 

  

urbanization in China. Habitat International, 44, 111–120. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.05.009 

Shmelev, S. E. (2012). Sustainable Cities : Interdisciplinary Perspective. In Ecological Economics: 
Sustainability in Practice (Vol. 69, pp. 495–501). https://doi.org/DOI 10.1007/978-94-007-
1972-9_10 

Shmelev, S. E., & Shmeleva, I. a. (2009). Sustainable cities: problems of integrated interdisciplinary 
research. International Journal of Sustainable Development, 12(1), 4. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJSD.2009.027526 

Singh, R. K., Murty, H. R., Gupta, S. K., & Dikshit, A. K. (2012). An overview of sustainability 
assessment methodologies. Ecological Indicators, 15(1), 281–299. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2011.01.007 

Smith, L. (2006). Uses of Heritage. Archaeology. Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203602263 
Sobrino, J., Garrocho, C., Graizbord, B., Brambila, C., & Aguilar, A. G. (2015). Ciudades sostenibles en 

México: una propuesta conceptual y operativa. México DF. Retrieved from 
https://www.gob.mx/cms/uploads/attachment/file/62690/Ciudades_sostenibles_Mex_esp.pd
f 

Soini, K., & Birkeland, I. (2014). Exploring the scientific discourse on cultural sustainability. Geoforum, 
51, 213–223. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2013.12.001 

Stem, C., Margoluis, R., Salafsky, N., & Brown, M. (2005). Monitoring and evaluation in conservation: 
a review of trends and approaches. Conservation Biology, 19(2), 295–309. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2005.00594.x 

Sui-qui, T., & Leng, H. (2015). Review on the Development of a Sustainability Indicator System in 
Agenda 21 for Tourism in Mexico. International Review for Spatial Planning and Sustainable 
Development, 3(2), 4–21. 

SUIT 2.4. (2004). SUIT: Sustainable development of Urban historical areas through an active 
Integration within Towns: Task 2.4 – Case-base of urban fragment references. Retrieved from 
http://www.lema.ulg.ac.be/research/suit/Reports/public/SUIT-2.4_Report.pdf 

Sutherland, W. J., Pullin, A. S., Dolman, P. M., & Knight, T. M. (2004). The need for evidence-based 
conservation. Trends in Ecology and Evolution, 19(6), 305–308. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.03.018 

Svedin, U., O’Riordan, T., & Jordan, A. (2014). Multilevel governance for the Sustainability transition. 
In S. M. Wheeler & T. Beatley (Eds.), Sustainable Urban Development Reader (third). New York: 
Routledge Urban Reader Series. 

Svuom, K. K., Lisa, T. L., & Mdx, R. H. (2007). Assessment of Air Pollution Effects on Cultural Heritage – 
Management Strategies Deliverable 17 Verified indicators and threshold levels for cultural 
heritage Deliverable 17 Verified indicators and threshold levels for cultural heritage. 

Tanguay, G. A. ., Berthold, E., & Rajaonson, J. (2014). A Comprehensive Strategy to Identify Indicators 
of Sustainable Heritage Conservation. Les Cahiers Du CRTP (Workin Paper). 

Tanguay, G. A., Rajaonson, J., Lefebvre, J. F., & Lanoie, P. (2010). Measuring the sustainability of 
cities: An analysis of the use of local indicators. Ecological Indicators, 10(2), 407–418. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolind.2009.07.013 

Taylor, P., Balkyte, A., & Tvaronavi, M. (2011). Perception of competitiveness in the context of 
sustainable development : Facets of “sustainable competitiveness .” Journal of Business 
Economics and Management, 11:2(April 2013), 341–365. 
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2010.17 

Teller, J., Keita, A. K., Roussey, C., & Laurini, R. (2007). Urban Ontologies for an improved 
communication in urban civil engineering projects. CyberGeo, 2007, 1–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-540-71976-2_1 

The Getty Conservation Institute. (2009). Historic Urban Environment. Conservation Challenges and 
Priorities for Action - Meeting Report, 26. Retrieved from 
http://www.getty.edu/conservation/our_projects/field_projects/historic/experts_mtg_mar09.
pdf 

Tress, B., Tress, G., Décamps, H., & d’Hauteserre, A.-M. (2001). Bridging human and natural sciences 



190 
 

  

in landscape research. Landscape and Urban Planning. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-
2046(01)00199-2 

Turner, M., Roders, A. P., & Patry, M. (2012). Revealing the Level of Tension Between Cultural 
Heritage and Development in World Heritage Cities. Problemy Ekorozwoju, 7(510), 23–31. 

Tweed, C., & Sutherland, M. (2007). Built cultural heritage and sustainable urban development. 
Landscape and Urban Planning, 83(1), 62–69. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2007.05.008 

UN-Habitat. (2012). Prosperity of Cities: State of the World’s Cities 2012/2013. State of the World’s 
Cities. https://doi.org/10.1080/07293682.2013.861498 

UN Habitat. (2001). Cities in a Globalizing World Global Report on Human Settlements 2001 (Vol. 1). 
London. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 

UN Habitat. (2004). The State of the World’s Cities 2004/2005 Globalization and Urban Culture. 
London. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 

UN Habitat. (2006). State of the World’s Cities 2006/7 The Millennium Development Goals and Urban 
Sustainability: 30 Years of Shaping the Habitat Agenfa. London. Retrieved from 
www.unhabitat.org 

UN Habitat. (2008). State of the World’s Cities 2008/2009 Harmonious Cities. London: Co-Published 
With World Scientific Publishing Co. Pte. Ltd. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 

UN Habitat. (2010a). State of World’s Cities 2010/2011 Bridging the Urban Divide. London. Retrieved 
from www.unhabitat.org 

UN Habitat. (2010b). The State of African Cities. Nairobi. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 
UN Habitat. (2011). The State of Asian Cities. Fukuoka. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 
UN Habitat. (2012a). State of Latin American and Caribbean Cities. Naples. 
UN Habitat. (2012b). The State of Arab Cities 2012: Challenges of Urban Transition. Nairobi: UN-

HABITAT. Retrieved from www.unhabitat.org 
UN Habitat. (2013a). European Cities in Transition. Nairobi: UN-HABITAT. 
UN Habitat. (2013b). State of the World’s Cities 2012/2013: Prosperity of Cities. Malta. Retrieved from 

www.unhabitat.org 
UNESCO. (2011). UNESCO Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape. Paris: UNESCO. 
UNESCO. (2015). Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage Convention. 

Paris. 
UNESCO. (2015). Policy Document for the Integration of a Sustainable Development Perspective into 

the Processes of the World Heritage Convention. Retrieved from 
http://whc.unesco.org/en/sustainabledevelopment/ 

UNESCO. (2015). UNESCO Culture for Development Indicators. Retrieved from 
http://en.unesco.org/creativity/sites/creativity/files/cdis/heritage_dimension.pdf 

UNESCO WHC. (2008). UNESCO World Heritage Centre - List of factors affecting the properties. 
Retrieved from http://whc.unesco.org/en/factors/ 

UNESCO WHC. (2012). Managing Natural World Heritage. Paris: UNESCO. 
UNESCO WHC. (2013). Managing cultural world heritage. Paris: UNESCO. 
UNESCO WHC. (2017). World Heritage List: Mexico, Cities. Retrieved May 3, 2017, from 

http://whc.unesco.org/en/list/?search=&searchSites=&search_by_country=Mexico&region=&
search_yearinscribed=&themes=11&criteria_restrication=&type=&media=&order=country&de
scription= 

UNESCO World Heritage Centre. (2015). Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World 
Heritage Convention. Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the World Heritage 
Convention, (July), 167. 

United Nations. (1992). Rio Declaration on Environment and Development. Environmental 
Conservation, 19(4), 366. https://doi.org/10.1017/S037689290003157X 

United Nations. (2012). The Future We Want: Outcome document adopted at Rio+20 Conference on 
Sustainable Development. Rio de Janeiro Meeting, (June), 1–49. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.202.4366.409 

Van Oers, R., & Pereira Roders, A. (2014). Aligning agendas for sustainable development in the post 



191 
 

  

2015 world. Journal of Cultural Heritage Management and Sustainable Development, 4(2), 
122–132. https://doi.org/10.1108/JCHMSD-09-2014-0035 

Van Oers, R., & Roders, A. P. (2012). Historic cities as model of sustainability. Journal of Cultural 
Heritage Management and Sustainable Development, 2(1), 4–14. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/20441261211223298 

Veillon, R. (2014). State of Conservation of World Heritage Properties, a statistical analysis (1979-
2013). Paris. Retrieved from http://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/ 

Veldpaus, L. (2015). HISTORIC URBAN LANDSCAPES, Framing the integration of urban and heritage 
planning in multilevel governance. Eindhoven University of Technology, the Netherlands. 

Veldpaus, L., Roders, A. P., & Colenbrander, B. J. F. (2013). Urban Heritage : Putting the Past into the 
Future. The Historic Environment, 4(1), 18–33. 
https://doi.org/10.1179/1756750513Z.00000000022 

Volpiano, M. (2011). Indicators for the Assessment of Historic Landscape Features. In C. Cassatella & 
A. Peano (Eds.), Landscape Indicators (pp. 77–104). Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-0366-7 

WCED. (1987). Our Common Future (The Brundtland Report). Medicine and War (Vol. 4). 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07488008808408783 

Westfall, MS, de Villa, V. (2001). CITIES DATA BOOK INDICATORS FOR MANAGING CITIES. (V. Westfall, 
MS, de Villa, Ed.), Development. Manila: Asian Develepment Bank. 

Wheeler, S. M., & Beatly, T. (Eds.). (2014). The Sustainable Urban development reader (third edit). 
New York: Routledge Urban Reader Series. 

Wu, J. (2013). Landscape sustainability science: Ecosystem services and human well-being in changing 
landscapes. Landscape Ecology, 28(6), 999–1023. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10980-013-9894-9 

Yu, A. T. W., Wu, Y., Zheng, B., Zhang, X., & Shen, L. (2014). Identifying risk factors of urban-rural 
conflict in urbanization: A case of China. Habitat International, 44, 177–185. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.06.007 

Zancheti, S. M., & Hidaka, L. T. F. (2012). An indicator for measuring the state of conservation of 
urban heritage sites. In 6th International Seminar on Urban Conservation: measuring heritage 
conservation performance (pp. 252–264). 

Zhang, X., Zhou, L., Wu, Y., Skitmore, M., & Deng, Z. (2015). Resolving the conflicts of sustainable 
world heritage landscapes in cities: Fully open or limited access for visitors? Habitat 
International, 46, 91–100. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2014.11.004 

Zhang, Y., Yang, Z., & Yu, X. (2006). Measurement and evaluation of interactions in complex urban 
ecosystem. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2006.02.001 

Zheng, H. W., Shen, G. Q., & Wang, H. (2014). A review of recent studies on sustainable urban 
renewal. Habitat International, 41, 272–279. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.habitatint.2013.08.006 

 

  



192 
 

  

APENDICES 

APENDIX A LIST OF PUBLICATIONS 

Changes of use and cultural significance in Latin American Emerging Cities: 
Querétaro as a case study. 

Conference paper presented ayHERITAGE2014, at Guimaraes, Portugal, Volume: 
4th 2014.  Authors: Paloma Guzman, Bagheri, M., Henry, T., Stuurman, T., Guzman 
Molina, P.C. & Pereira Roders, A.R. 

Measuring Cultural Heritage within the urban context: An analysis of existing 
dimensions and related urban indicators. 

Conference paper presented at HERITAGE2014, at Guimaraes, Portugal, Volume: 
4th 2014. Authors: Paloma Guzman, Ana Pereira Roders, Bernard Colenbrander 

Bridging the gap between urban development and cultural heritage protection 

Conference Paper. Proceedings of the 34th Annual Conference of the International 
Association for Impact Assessment (IAIA14) 8-11 April 2014, Vina del Mar, Chile. 
Authors: Paloma Guzman, Ana Pereira Roders, Bernard Colenbrander. 

Global urban development indicators and their contribution to the sustainable 
management of Cultural Heritage. 

Conference Paper. 18th ICOMOS GA and Scientific Symposium "Heritage and 
Landscape as Human Values", At Florence, Italy, Volume: 18Authors: Paloma 
Guzman, Ana Pereira Roders, Bernard Colenbrander. 

Measuring links between cultural heritage management and sustainable urban 
development: An overview of global monitoring tools 

Cities September 13, 2016. Authors: Paloma Guzman, Ana Pereira Roders, Bernard 
Colenbrander.  

  



193 
 

  

 

LIST OF OTHER PUBLICATIONS 

La revitalización de Plaza. Garibaldi, un análisis hacia intervenciones urbanas 
significativas. 

Patrimonio: Economía Cultural Y Educación Para La Paz (Mec-Edupaz) September 
2012. Authors: Paloma Guzman 

Las zonas de amortiguamiento, instrumentos para la conservación y gestión del 
patrimonio Mundial 

Revista Hereditas December 2010. Authors: Paloma Guzman 

 Social And Cultural Impacts of Urban Interventions in the Public Space of Mexico 
City’s Historic Centre. A Case Study. 

Master of Arts, World Heritage Studies at Brandenburgische Technische 
Universität Cottbus, Germany 2011 
  



194 
 

  

APENDIX B WHC ANALYZED 

LIST OF WORLD HERITAGE CITES S W O T TOTAL 

Ancient City of Aleppo 0 0 0 1 1 

Ancient City of Nessebar 2 2 1 2 7 

Ancient Ksourof Ouadane, Chinguetti, Tichitt and Oualata 0 0 0 1 1 

Antigua Guatemala 0 0 0 1 1 
Archaeological site of Panamá Viejo and Historic District of 
Panamá 2 4 0 2 8 

Bam and its Cultural Landscape 3 1 0 1 5 

Bordeaux, Port of the Moon 0 1 0 0 1 

Brasilia 1 1 2 2 6 
Budapest, including the Banks of the Danube, the Buda Castle 
Quarter and Andrássy Avenue 1 0 2 0 3 

City of Cuzco 2 4 0 1 7 

City of Graz – Historic Centre and Schloss Eggenberg 2 1 0 0 3 

City of Potosí 1 0 0 0 1 

City of Quito 4 1 0 1 6 

City of Valletta 0 1 0 0 1 

City of Vicenza and the Palladian Villas of the Veneto 1 0 2 2 5 

Classical Weimar 1 0 0 1 2 

Colonial City of Santo Domingo 3 1 2 1 7 

Coro and its Port 3 6 0 1 10 

Historic Areas of Istanbul 3 1 4 7 15 

Historic Cairo 0 1 0 3 4 

Historic Centre of Brugge 1 2 0 1 4 

Historic Centre of Bukhara 0 2 0 0 2 

Historic Centre of Český Krumlov 1 0 0 1 2 

Historic Centre of Lima 5 2 3 4 14 

Historic Centre of Mexico City and Xochimilco 4 0 1 1 6 

Historic Centre of Puebla 0 0 0 3 3 

Historic Centre of Riga 0 0 1 0 1 

Historic Centre of Shakhrisyabz 0 1 0 1 2 

Historic Centre of Sighişoara 10 3 2 2 17 

Historic Centre of the City of Salzburg 2 2 0 2 6 

Historic Centre of the Town of Goiás 0 1 0 2 3 

Historic Centre of Vienna 1 1 1 2 5 

Historic Centres of Berat and Gjirokastra  0 3 0 0 3 

Historic City of Meknes 0 0 0 1 1 

Historic District of Old Québec 0 1 1 0 2 

Historic Quarter of the Seaport City of Valparaíso 1 0 0 2 3 

Historic Town of Ouro Preto 0 1 0 0 1 

Historic Town of Zabid 4 1 3 3 11 

Historical Centre of the City of Arequipa 3 0 0 3 6 

Historical Centre of the City of Yaroslavl 0 1 0 1 2 
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Imperial Palaces of the Ming and Qing Dynasties in Beijing and 
Shenyang 2 0 0 0 2 

Island of Mozambique 6 2 2 1 11 

Island of Saint-Louis 0 0 0 1 1 

Kasbah of Algiers 2 0 0 1 3 

Kathmandu Valley  1 1 0 4 6 

Lamu Old Town 3 0 1 3 7 

Liverpool – Maritime Mercantile City 1 0 2 2 5 

L'viv – the Ensemble of the Historic Centre 3 6 1 2 12 

Medina of Essaouira (formerly Mogador) 0 0 1 1 2 

Medina of Fez 0 1 0 0 1 

M'Zab Valley 0 1 2 0 3 

Natural and Culturo-Historical Region of Kotor 0 0 0 2 2 

Old and New Towns of Edinburgh 1 0 0 1 2 

Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar 0 0 0 1 1 

Old City of Jerusalem and its Walls 6 2 3 1 12 

Old City of Salamanca 0 1 0 0 1 

Old City of Sana'a 0 1 0 0 1 

Old Town of Galle and its Fortifications 2 0 0 2 4 

Old town of Regensburg with Stadtamhof 0 0 0 1 1 

Old Towns of Djenné 3 2 4 0 9 

Paphos 0 1 0 0 1 

Port, Fortresses and Group of Monuments, Cartagena 0 0 0 1 1 
Portovenere, Cinque Terre, and the Islands (Palmaria, Tino 
and Tinetto) 0 1 0 3 4 

Provins, Town of Medieval Fairs 0 1 0 0 1 

Samarkand – Crossroad of Cultures 1 1 2 1 5 

Stone Town of Zanzibar 0 0 0 2 2 

Timbuktu 1 0 0 2 3 
Walled City of Baku with the Shirvanshah's Palace and Maiden 
Tower 6 3 0 1 10 

 99 70 43 89 301 
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SUMMARY 
 

Within the new Sustainable Development Goals and the new urban agenda, 

the achievement of sustainable urban development (SUD) embeds cities’ efforts to 

protect and safeguard the world’s cultural and natural heritage (Habitat III 

Conference, 2016). This not only demands the integration of cultural heritage 

conservation in wider urban policies and planning, but also that fundamental 

principles of sustainability must be also applied when managing urban heritage. The 

assessment of sustainability practices is mainly carried out through empirical 

analysis. Indicators are the most common tool to measure cities strategic programs 

and policies towards specific goals. However, a lack of systematic assessment 

methodologies for adequate consideration of the gap between sustainable urban 

development and the conservation of cultural heritage, has been long noted by 

academia. This research contributes to bridge this knowledge gap with a 

methodology that integrates both quantitative and qualitative methods, a 

framework was designed to be applied at the global and local level and reflect on 

two levels of comparison, the state-of-the-art, based on literature study; and the 

state-of-the practice, based on a pilot project (PP) revealing a range of common 

indicators used in monitoring systems for SUD and those tailored to monitor 

heritage. The UNESCO State of Conservation reports are selected as the main source 

of analysis for representing the most detailed and systematic documentation on 

heritage at the global scale. The city of Queretaro, Mexico is chosen as case study 

for exemplifying the Mexican emerging urban context, where rapid growth has to 

be conjoint with a commitment to preserve its World Heritage property.  

The research results highlight global and local perspectives to cultural 

heritage and urban development through the analysis of current monitoring tools 

applied in both fields. From a global urban perspective, the inclusion of cultural 

heritage as source for urban development was identified at three levels, the 

strategic, the operational and monitoring and evaluation levels. From the strategic 

level, cultural heritage is shifting increasingly referenced as a fundamental asset for 

development. At the operational level, a vision of cultural heritage as a 

competitiveness asset and a source for social and economic development is 

predominant. Consequently, current indicators tend to quantify the availability of 

heritage properties within themes and categories assessing the cultural offer and 
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leisure related attractions that cities have. This trend was also identified at the case 

study level. 

The identification of commonly used indicators as urban factors affecting 

the conservation of World Heritage Cities resulted on a database that allows for the 

understanding on interactive and/or mediating relationships of 27 commonly 

monitored urban factors. Among the most referenced factors are natural risks, 

museums, public space, infrastructure related indicators and political councilors. 

The monitoring of urban factors from the heritage conservation perspective shows 

that whilst negative impacts (weaknesses and threats) are slightly more frequently 

monitored, positive factors (strengths and opportunities) tend to cover a wider 

range of urban phenomena.   

From these, 14 factors were identified at the case study level evidencing 

compatibilities and conflicts between cultural heritage management and urban 

development strategies. In the context of emerging Mexican cities, the monitoring 

of World Heritage conditions over time has promoted the accountability of 

development actions related to equity, conditions of public space and conservation 

of monumental structures.  

The research expands knowledge from the common form of empirical and 

case based research to a systematic understanding of dynamics between 

development and heritage management by means of commonly used urban 

indicators. The identification of common factors serves as the foundation for a 

systematic analysis of global urban trends in other WHC. It has also been 

demonstrated the need to counteract global identified trends with the development 

needs at the local (national and city level) urban context. Thus, contributing to the 

forecasting of challenges and priorities setting between urban development and 

cultural heritage management. This analytical framework can be further explored in 

order to enhance the classification methods, but also to report results in a more 

systematic way and by integrating quantitative and qualitative methods. The 

research provides a baseline that foster the development of data driven policies and 

the inclusion of heritage management in planning. This framework demonstrates its 

relevance for aligning common factors for development and conservation among 

urban policies whilst encouraging the selection of more relevant context indicators 

for better assessing the sustainability of urban practices. 
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