The Forth Bridge
(United Kingdom)
No 1485

Official name as proposed by the State Party
The Forth Bridge

Location

Estuary of the River Forth
Fife (north end) and Edinburgh City (south end)
Scotland

Brief description

The railway bridge over the River Forth estuary in
Scotland is the world’'s longest multi-span cantilever
bridge. It opened in 1890 and still operates today as an
important passenger and freight rail bridge. More than
2.5 km long, this large-scale structure was designed and
built using advanced civil engineering design principles
and construction methods. Its distinctive industrial
aesthetic is the result of a forthright, unadorned display of
its structural elements. Innovative in its concept, design,
materials, and scale, the Forth Bridge represents a
milestone in the history of bridge construction.

Category of property

In terms of categories of cultural property set out in
Article | of the 1972 World Heritage Convention, this is a
monument.

1 Basic data

Included in the Tentative List
27 January 2012

International Assistance from the World Heritage
Fund for preparing the Nomination
None

Date received by the World Heritage Centre
29 January 2014

Background
This is a new nomination.

Consultations

ICOMOS consulted several independent experts and the
International Committee for the Conservation of the
Industrial Heritage (TICCIH).

Technical Evaluation Mission
An ICOMOS technical evaluation mission visited the
property from 1 to 3 October 2014.
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Additional information requested and received

from the State Party

A letter was sent by ICOMOS to the State Party on 17
September 2014 to request further information about the
relationship of the setting to the nominated property, and
the delineation of that setting; the decision not to create a
buffer zone specifically for the nominated property; the
nature of the Forth Bridge's new technologies, design
principles and construction, its innovations in design and
concept, and its influence on practice and construction;
the changes to the bridge made over time; the
interrelationships between the Forth Bridges Forum, Forth
Bridge World Heritage Nomination Steering Group, and
Forth Bridge Partnership Management Agreement Group;
the nominated property’s owner, Network Rail; and the
current status of the draft Property Management Plan for
the nominated property.

The State Party replied on 24 October 2014, sending
additional documentation, and supplementary information
was provided to the technical evaluation mission on 4
October 2014, all of which has been taken into account in
this evaluation.

A second letter was sent to the State Party on 17
December 2014, requesting further information on the
proposed de facto buffer zone; key viewsheds and views
of the bridge; the composition and roles of the bodies
managing and monitoring the property; the presumption
against construction of wind turbines; and an interpretation
and tourism plan. The State Party replied on 26 February
2015, sending additional documentation that has been
taken into account in this evaluation.

Date of ICOMOS approval of this report
12 March 2015

2 The property

Description

The nominated property, which covers 7.5ha, is a
cantilever trussed bridge that spans the estuary (Firth) of
the River Forth in eastern Scotland, linking Fife to
Edinburgh by railway. The structure of the bridge, which is
2,529 m long from escarpment to escarpment, takes the
form of three double-cantilever towers, with cantilever
arms to each side. The towers rise 110 m above their
granite pier foundations, and the cantilever arms each
project 207 m from the towers, linked together by two
suspended spans, each 107 m long. The two spans
formed by the three towers are therefore each 521 m wide
(for 28 years the greatest span in the world). The central
cantilevered sections of the bridge are continued at each
end by steel approach viaducts sitting on tall granite piers.
The superstructure is distributed both above and below
the deck, thereby reducing the steelwork’s apparent bulk.

This large-scale engineering work is comprised of about
54,000 tons of mild steel used as main compression struts
of rolled steel plate riveted into 4-m diameter tubes, and
lighter spans used in tension. Mild steel was a relatively



new material in the 1880s. Its use on such a large-scale
project was innovative, and helped to bolster mild steel's
reputation. Because of its propensity to rust, the exposed
steel is protected by paint (a distinctive red colour for the
Forth Bridge) to prevent structural decay from corrosion.

History and development

John Fowler and Benjamin Baker started design of the
Forth Bridge in 1880. A £1.6-million contract for its
construction was awarded by the Forth Bridge Railway
Company on 21 December 1882 to a partnership that
became Tancred, Arrol & Co. The primary challenges in
the bridge’s design and construction were geographical
(creating clear spans of unprecedented length), logistical
(managing a volume of masonry and steel that exceeded
any single bridge before or since), technical (exploiting a
relatively new material, mild steel), and aesthetic (creating
a functional and economical structure that was both
truthful in expression and visually appealing).

There were two phases to the construction of the bridge.
The first, from 1882 to 1885, focused on the substructure,
including sinking the caissons and constructing the
foundations and piers on which the upper structure of the
bridge sits. The second, from 1886 to 1889, focused on
the superstructure, including erecting the three cantilever
towers and the approach viaducts. About 4,600 men were
employed at the peak of construction; 73 died. The bridge
was completed on 15 November 1889, successfully tested
in January 1890, and officially opened on 4 March 1890.

Alterations undertaken since 1890 include strengthening
the deck trough that carries trains in 1913, installing
floodlighting in the 1990s, and adding a walkway around
the Jubilee Tower in 2012. Painting the steelwork with a
red oxide paint was a more-or-less continuous process
until very recently. Modern cup-head bolts are now often
used in repairs to mimic the original rivets.

The Forth Bridge has been in continuous use since 1890,
and remains an important part of the United Kingdom and
Scottish railway networks. Care and maintenance of the
bridge declined significantly during the final years of state
ownership (1947-1993). Its present owner, Network Rail,
completed a 10-year, £130-million restoration of the bridge
in 2011, including stripping all the steelwork down to bare
metal and repainting it with a longer-lasting glass-flake
epoxy system developed for the offshore oil and gas
industry. In addition, a few smaller angle sections that had
suffered significant corrosion were replaced in-kind during
the restoration programme. The bridge is estimated to
retain about 99.5 percent of its original steelwork.

3 Justification for inscription, integrity and
authenticity

Comparative analysis

The State Party presents a comparative analysis of
bridges within a geo-cultural area it defines as global, in
respect of the international nature of large-scale
engineering works in the late 19" century. Comparisons
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are made to large bridges on the basis of their
construction material (with a focus on mild steel), form,
and span. The State Party makes particular reference to
the thematic study Context for World Heritage Bridges,
prepared by Eric DelLony in 1996 for the International
Committee for the Conservation of the Industrial
Heritage (TICCIH) and ICOMOS. This study concludes
that only three cantilever bridges might have the
potential to demonstrate Outstanding Universal Value:
the Forth Bridge; the Poughkeepsie Bridge (1886-1899)
in New York State, United States of America; and the
Quebec Bridge (1903-1919) in Quebec, Canada. The
study notes that the steel Forth Bridge, “perhaps the
world’s greatest cantilever,” was “the crowning
achievement of the material during the 19" century.”

Comparisons are also made to the four properties
already on the World Heritage List where a bridge is the
principal focus for inscription: Mehmed PaSa Sokolovi¢
Bridge in ViSegrad (Bosnia and Herzegovina, 2007, (ii),
(iv)); Old Bridge Area of the Old City of Mostar (Bosnia
and Herzegovina, 2005, (vi)); Ironbridge Gorge (United
Kingdom, 1986, (i), (ii), (iv), (vi)); and Vizcaya Bridge
(Spain, 2006, (i), (ii)). With the possible exception of the
latter, none are comparable in a meaningful way.

Comparisons are likewise made to bridges that are
components of larger properties already on the World
Heritage List, the most relevant of which is the Luiz |
Bridge in Oporto, Portugal (1885) (Historic Centre of
Oporto (Portugal, 1996, (iv)). While it is the largest
wrought-iron span in the world, the Luiz | Bridge does
not figure in the justification for inscription on the World
Heritage List, which focuses on Oporto’s urban fabric
and its many historic buildings. And, finally, comparisons
are made to the three large bridges that are on the
Tentative Lists: the Puente de Occidente wire-cable
suspension bridge in Medellin, Colombia; the lattice-
truss Malleco Viaduct in Chile; and the now-demolished
bowstring-arch  Yenisei River Railway Bridge in
Krasnoyarsk, Russian Federation.

ICOMOS considers that the State Party has adequately
demonstrated that long-span bridges represent a class
of monument that is not currently well represented on
the World Heritage List. The State Party’s analysis
shows that there is room on the List for the nominated
property, and that there are few similar properties that
could be nominated.

ICOMOS considers that the comparative analysis
justifies consideration of this property for the World
Heritage List.

Justification of Outstanding Universal Value

The nominated property is considered by the State Party
to be of Outstanding Universal Value as a cultural
property for the following reasons:



The Forth Bridge's steel-built cantilever design,
devoid of decoration, is an aesthetic achievement of
tremendous grace.

Its design represents a unique level of creative
genius in conquering a scale and depth of natural
barrier that had never before been overcome.

In civil engineering, it was a crucible for the
application of new design principles and new
construction methods.

It exerted great influence on civil engineering
practice the world over, and is an icon to engineers
world-wide.

It is a potent symbol of the railway age, part of the
revolution in transport and communications that
represents a significant stage in human history.

It is a unique milestone in the evolution of bridge and
other steel construction, innovative in its design,
concept, materials, and enormous scale.

It marks a landmark event in the application of
science to architecture that profoundly influenced
humankind in ways not limited to bridge building.

ICOMOS considers that this justification is generally
appropriate: the Forth Bridge, an extraordinary and
impressive milestone in the history of bridge
construction, is innovative in its concept, design,
materials, and enormous scale; it was designed and built
using advanced civil engineering design principles and
construction methods; and it possesses a distinctive
industrial aesthetic that is the result of a forthright,
unadorned display of its structural elements. ICOMOS
considers, however, that its direct influence has not been
demonstrated; rather than being the prototype for
subsequent structures, it was the culmination of a
typology, a single outstanding example scarcely
repeated but widely admired as an engineering wonder
of the world.

Integrity and authenticity

Integrity

ICOMOS considers that the nominated property contains
all the elements necessary to express the property’s
Outstanding Universal Value, that it is of adequate size to
ensure the complete representation of the features and
processes that convey the property’s significance, and
that it does not suffer from adverse effects of development
or neglect. ICOMOS also considers that a logical and
scientific basis has been presented for the selection of the
area being nominated — though being limited to the bridge
itself, it is the smallest conceivable, and justifiable, area for
this engineering work. ICOMOS concurs with the State
Party that the Forth Bridge is in an excellent state of
conservation after completion of its 10-year restoration in
2011, and that the risk from decay or neglect is small for
the foreseeable future.

Authenticity

ICOMOS considers that the links between the potential
Outstanding Universal Value of the nominated property
and its attributes are truthfully expressed, and that the
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attributes fully convey the value of the nominated property.
In particular, the nominated property is fully authentic in its
form and design, which are virtually unaltered; in its
materials and substance, which have undergone only
minimal changes; and in its use and function, which have
continued as originally intended. The use of traditional hot
rivets is a subject worth investigating for selected and
highly visible repairs of the Forth Bridge in the future.

In conclusion, ICOMOS considers that the conditions of
integrity and authenticity have been met.

Criteria under which inscription is proposed
The property is nominated on the basis of cultural criteria
(@), (ii), and (iv).

Criterion (i): represent a masterpiece of human creative
genius;

This criterion is justified by the State Party on the
grounds that the Forth Bridge is an aesthetic triumph in
its avoidance of decoration and yet an achievement of
tremendous grace for something so solid. Its steel-built
cantilever design represents a unique level of new
human creative genius in conquering a scale and depth
of natural barrier that had never before been overcome
by man.

ICOMOS considers that the Forth Bridge is a creative
masterpiece because of its distinctive industrial
aesthetic, which is the result of a forthright, unadorned
display of its massive functional structural elements.
ICOMOS considers, however, that the point concerning
the creative genius required to conquer a natural barrier
could be applied to most large-scale bridges that are the
first at their respective locations.

ICOMOS considers that this criterion has been justified.

Criterion (ii): exhibit an important interchange of human
values, over a span of time or within a cultural area of
the world, on developments in architecture or
technology, monumental arts, town-planning or
landscape design;

This criterion is justified by the State Party on the
grounds that the Forth Bridge was a crucible for the
application to civil engineering of new design principles
and new construction methods. It was at that time the
most-visited and best-documented construction project
in the world. It therefore exerted great influence on civil
engineering practice the world-over and is an icon to
engineers world-wide.

ICOMOS considers that the Forth Bridge is notable for
the design principles and construction methods
employed during its erection, including innovative
approaches related to wind loading, thermal changes,
hydraulic machinery, and the organization of the
construction effort, but that an important interchange of
human values over a span of time or within a cultural
area of the world has not yet been demonstrated.



ICOMOS considers that this criterion has not been
justified.

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

This criterion is justified by the State Party on the
grounds that the Forth Bridge represents a significant
stage in human history, namely the revolution in
transport and communications. The railway age, of
which it is a potent symbol, was made possible by, and
influenced the speed and connectivity of, the industrial
revolution. The bridge forms a unique milestone in the
evolution of bridge and other steel construction, is
innovative in its design, its concept, its materials and in
its enormous scale. It marks a landmark event in the
application of science to architecture that went on to
profoundly influence mankind in ways not limited to
bridge-building.

ICOMOS considers that the Forth Bridge is an
outstanding and unique milestone in the evolution of
bridge design and construction during the period when
railways came to dominate long-distance land travel,
innovative in its concept, in its use of mild steel, and in
its enormous scale. ICOMOS considers, however, that
the bridge’s global importance as a symbol of the railway
age, and/or its influence on humanity beyond bridge-
building, have not been adequately demonstrated.

ICOMOS considers that this criterion has been justified.

In conclusion, ICOMOS considers that the nominated
property meets criteria (i) and (iv) and the conditions of
authenticity and integrity.

Description of the attributes

The Outstanding Universal Value of The Forth Bridge is
expressed in its massive, unadorned structure
comprised of granite piers supporting a superstructure of
mild steel rolled plate riveted into tubes used in
compression and lighter spans used in tension, all painted
a distinctive red colour, and in its clear spans of
unprecedented length. The bridge’s visual impact on the
setting, and its continuing use, are also contributing
attributes.

4 Factors affecting the property

There is little development pressure possible within this
very tightly delimited property. Potential threats to the
proposed Outstanding Universal Value of the nominated
property identified by the State Party include the creation
of visitor access structures and the possible future
electrification of the railway. One option for visitor access
envisions a visitor centre with a glass ceiling underneath
the bridge, and lifts to carry passengers up the eastern
face of the Fife Tower to a viewing platform at the top.
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Such visitor access is currently at the pre-application
stage. Detailed designs of proposed buildings, lifts,
walkways, and associated infrastructure for “the Forth
Bridge Experience” have yet to be prepared by Network
Rail, and no formal proposals have been submitted.

Development pressures outside the nominated property
but in its vicinity could include a significant increase in the
number of visitors to both Queensferry and North
Queensferry; heightened pressure on existing services
and infrastructure, including roads and public transport;
potentially detrimental alterations or additions to properties
immediately adjacent to the bridge; destruction of valuable
features and views around the bridge in response to
pressure from development; influence on the value of
property in the neighbourhoods close to the bridge;
increased demand for development in the setting of the
bridge; and wind turbines.

The new Queensferry Crossing cable-stayed road bridge
that is currently under construction approximately 1 km to
the west of the nominated property is due to open in 2016.
Between this bridge and the nominated Forth Bridge is the
Forth Road Bridge, a suspension bridge built in 1964 and
a Category ‘A’ listed building. It will become a dedicated
public transportation corridor for buses, cyclists, and
pedestrians after the new road bridge is opened. These
two very large bridges are close to the nominated
property, but no so close as to have a negative impact on
its proposed Outstanding Universal Value.

No severe environmental pressures are mentioned.
Disaster risk management will be addressed through the
Property Management Plan. The State Party notes a
concern in the bridgehead communities that any increases
in visitor numbers will need to be managed appropriately.

ICOMOS considers that there are no immediate threats
to the property itself, but that there are potential threats
outside the property related to possible increases in the
number of visitors and developments in the setting.
ICOMOS recommends developing, as part of the Property
Management Plan and in full consultation with residents,
an interpretation and tourism plan associated with the
value of the nominated property. It should consider
strategies that avoid overwhelming North Queensferry and
Queensferry, such as remote parking, shuttle systems,
and alternatives to automobile travel. If a visitor centre is
formally proposed, it should be submitted at the earliest
possibility to the World Heritage Centre for review, in
accordance with paragraph 172 of the Operational
Guidelines. ICOMOS further considers that a clearer
presumption against the construction of wind turbines
within the key viewsheds of the bridge should be made in
the appropriate planning instruments and Property
Management Plan.




5 Protection, conservation and
management

Boundaries of the nominated property

and buffer zone

The boundaries of the nominated property are defined by
the single contract that was let in 1882 for the construction
of the masonry and steel elements of the Forth Bridge, as
represented in the original contract drawings. In physical
terms, the nominated property is limited to the stone and
steel-built elements of the 2,529-m-long bridge itself, from
escarpment to escarpment. It includes the cantilever piers
it stands on, and the caissons set into the water to support
the central pier, but not the submerged rock of Inchgarvie
Island or the rock in North Queensferry on which the two
other piers stand. The embankments and cuttings
connecting the bridge to the rest of the rail network are not
included within the proposed boundaries, nor are the
islands or the marine portions of the Firth of Forth itself.

No “buffer zone” for the purpose of protecting the
nominated property from wider threats has been
specifically created for this nomination. The State Party
contends that the nominated property is adequately
protected through the local planning system and, in
particular, through the suite of existing designation
systems (both cultural and natural). These are supported
by detailed analyses of views and viewsheds undertaken
in support of this nomination. These analyses (which have
no status in relation to planning controls) allow planning
authorities to take into consideration in their decision-
making the protection of views identified as being of value.

The State Party proposed in October 2014 that the
Conservation Areas at each end of the bridge designated
under the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997, combined with the suite of
other existing cultural and natural heritage designations,
collectively comprise a de facto buffer zone (“Bridgehead
Zone"). The State Party further advised on 26 February
2015 that this aggregation of planning designations will
also include the marine area of the estuary (which in the
nomination dossier had been omitted), and that marine
protection will also be included in an updated version of
actions contained within the Property Management Plan
and coordinated with the key viewsheds. These revisions
have been initiated and will be completed by the end of
2015. The estimated total area of the proposed polygonal
Bridgehead Zone, including the relevant marine area, is
1,233 ha, about 40 percent of which is on land.

ICOMOS considers that the boundaries of the nominated
property are adequate, and that boundaries of the
de facto buffer zone, as revised in February 2015 to
include the relevant marine area of the estuary, are also
adequate. A limited number of key viewsheds and views
of the bridge should also be selected and included in the
appropriate planning instruments and management plan,
with the objective of ensuring their protection.
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Ownership

The nominated property is owned and managed by
Network Rail Limited, a public sector arm’s-length body of
the Department for Transport.

Protection

The Forth Bridge is listed at Category ‘A’ as a “building of
special architectural or historic interest” under City of
Edinburgh Council, Edinburgh Burgh HBNUM: 40370 Item
No: 30 QF; and Fife Council, Inverkeithing Parish HBNUM
9977 Item No: 6. This listing, given effect in 1973, gives
the nominated property the highest level of statutory
protection for a structure that is in use.

Any changes that affect the special interest of the bridge
require the consent of both City of Edinburgh and Fife
councils, with advice in certain circumstances from
Historic Scotland on behalf of Scottish Ministers.
Directions for planning authorities with regard to listed
buildings are set out in the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended.

ICOMOS notes that the setting of a World Heritage
property in Scotland is protected under the 2014 Scottish
Planning Policy, wherein the planning authority must
protect and preserve the Outstanding Universal Value.

ICOMOS considers that the legal protection in place,
with the inclusion of the relevant marine area of the
estuary in the de facto buffer zone and the safeguarding
of key viewsheds and views of the bridge, is adequate.

Conservation

The nominated property has been documented and will
be digitally mapped and scanned in 2015. Its present
state of conservation is good, and active conservation
measures include regular inspections: effectively, one-
sixth of the bridge is inspected visually by Network Rail
each year. There is no discernible threat to its continued
use. The draft Management Plan identifies actions to
further protect and enhance the condition of the historic
fabric. The conservation measures are appropriate to
conserve the nominated property's value, authenticity,
and integrity. Funding for maintenance and conservation
work has been identified by the State Party, and the
work is carried out by persons with the appropriate level
of skill and expertise. There are no urgent issues
following the recent 10-year restoration project.

ICOMOS considers that the state of conservation of the
property is good, and that the conservation measures
adopted are effective.

Management

Management structures and processes,
including traditional management processes

Management of the nominated property is currently the
responsibility of its owner, Network Rail. In the event the
Forth Bridge is inscribed on the World Heritage List, a
Partnership Management Agreement will be implemented



as one of the first actions of the draft Property
Management Plan. It involves the members of the Forth
Bridge World Heritage Nomination Steering Group (a sub-
group of the Forth Bridges Forum) that have statutory
planning functions, including Network Rail, Historic
Scotland, Fife Council, and City of Edinburgh Council. The
role of the Forth Bridge Partnership Management
Agreement Group will be to protect the property's
Outstanding Universal Value while helping it continue as
an operating structure.

Policy framework: management plans and
arrangements, including visitor management
and presentation

A draft Property Management Plan for the nominated
property is included with the nomination dossier. Now
operational, its prioritized six-year action plan began in
2014. In addition to benchmark information, the Plan
includes the Statement of Outstanding Universal Value;
statutory duties of main bodies and other existing
management arrangements; operation of heritage
protection measures and land use planning; a summary
of pressures and threats and opportunities for change or
improvements; means of implementing the Plan, and
measures by which it will be monitored.

The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 and
The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 (which modifies
and amends many of the 1997 provisions) provide the
legal framework for local planning policy. They act as the
primary legislation guiding planning and development in
Scotland. Edinburgh and Fife Local Development Plans —
the local interpretations of regional and national planning
policy — are both expected to be completed in 2015; the
Fife version is intended to include policy specifically
directed at protecting the context of the Forth Bridge. Both
Local Development Plans will be linked to the two relevant
Conservation Area designations.

Concerning visitor management, there is currently no
public pedestrian access to the bridge, and no means of
counting individual visitors. The number of people who
experience and interact with the bridge in their daily
lives, however, is very large, as up to 200 passenger
trains cross the rail bridge every day. The State Party
has outlined some possible initiatives to manage visitors,
including creating new visitor facilities and presentation
experiences. Current resources, including staffing levels,
expertise, and training, appear to be adequate. Network
Rail is currently committed to approximately £1 million per
year over the next five years for ongoing care and
maintenance of the bridge structure. Risk management
will be addressed through the Property Management Plan.

Involvement of the local communities

Local communities have been involved in the
development of the nomination and the Property
Management Plan, and the Fife and Edinburgh city
councils have formally agreed to support the nomination.
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ICOMOS considers that the management system for the
property is adequate. ICOMOS recommends that
various improvements initiated by the State Party, as
outlined in February 2015, be completed, including
clarifying the institutionalization of the current Steering
Group; formally incorporating World Heritage into the
remit of the Forth Bridge Partnership Management
Agreement Group; and developing an interpretation and
tourism plan as part of the Property Management Plan.

6 Monitoring

Monitoring the condition of the nominated property is part
of Network Rail's mandated maintenance programme, and
the results are recorded in its Civil Asset Register and
electronic Reporting System, which is tailored to the
maintenance and monitoring needs of the bridge. Network
Rail also has an asset management plan. The nomination
dossier includes four key indicators: two make reference
to the Buildings at Risk Register; one to the enhancement
of, or harm to, key views by foliage or new development;
and one to train tickets sold to North Queensferry and
Dalmeny. ICOMOS considers these key indicators, as well
as their periodicity, to be vague. The key indicators should
relate more directly to the attributes that convey potential
Outstanding Universal Value (that is, to more than just the
physical condition of the bridge), to ensure that these
attributes are protected, conserved, and managed in order
to sustain that value. The key indicators do not express a
benchmark that indicates a desired state of conservation.

ICOMOS considers that the proposed key indicators
should be more specific and relate more directly to the
attributes that convey potential Outstanding Universal
Value.

7 Conclusions

ICOMOS considers that the Outstanding Universal Value
of the nominated property has been demonstrated. The
Forth Bridge represents an extraordinary milestone in the
history of bridge construction, notable for its enormous
scale, its innovative use of materials, its advanced
design principles and construction methods, and its
distinctive industrial aesthetic. The relevant attributes
conveying the Outstanding Universal Value of the
nominated property are included within its boundaries.
The nominated property is in a good state of conservation,
and has the highest level of protection at the national
level. Its de facto buffer zone, as proposed in October
2014 and revised in February 2015 to include the relevant
marine area, is adequate. Key viewsheds and views of the
bridge should be safeguarded, including from wind turbine
construction. The management system for the property,
while adequate, will benefit from the organizational
clarifications that have been initiated, and the Property
Management Plan should include an interpretation and
tourism plan.



8 Recommendations

Recommendations with respect to inscription
ICOMOS recommends that The Forth Bridge, United
Kingdom, be inscribed on the World Heritage List on the
basis of criteria (i) and (iv).

Recommended Statement of
Outstanding Universal Value

Brief synthesis

The Forth Bridge, which spans the estuary (Firth) of the
River Forth in eastern Scotland to link Fife to Edinburgh
by railway, is at 2,529 m long the world’s longest multi-
span cantilever bridge. It opened in 1890 and continues
to operate as an important passenger and freight rail
bridge. This enormous structure, with its distinctive
industrial aesthetic and striking red colour, was
conceived and built using advanced civil engineering
design principles and construction methods. Innovative
in design, materials, and scale, the Forth Bridge is an
extraordinary and impressive milestone in bridge design
and construction during the period when railways came
to dominate long-distance land travel.

This large-scale engineering work’s appearance is the
result of a forthright, unadorned display of its structural
elements. It is comprised of about 54,000 tons of mild
steel plate rolled and riveted into 4-m diameter tubes
used in compression, and lighter steel spans used in
tension. The use of mild steel, a relatively new material
in the 1880s, on such a large-scale project was
innovative, and helped to bolster its reputation. The
superstructure of the bridge takes the form of three
double-cantilever towers rising 110 m above their granite
pier foundations, with cantilever arms to each side. The
cantilever arms each project 207 m from the towers and
are linked together by two suspended spans, each 107
m long. The resulting 521-m spans formed by the three
towers were individually the longest in the world for 28
years, and remain collectively the longest in a multi-span
cantilever bridge. The Forth Bridge is the culmination of
its typology, scarcely repeated but widely admired as an
engineering wonder of the world.

Criterion (i): The Forth Bridge is a masterpiece of
creative genius because of its distinctive industrial
aesthetic, which is the result of a forthright, unadorned
display of its massive, functional structural elements.

Criterion (iv): The Forth Bridge is an extraordinary and
impressive milestone in the evolution of bridge design
and construction during the period when railways came
to dominate long-distance land travel, innovative in its
concept, its use of mild steel, and its enormous scale.

Integrity

The property contains all the elements necessary to
express the Outstanding Universal Value of The Forth
Bridge, including granite piers and steel superstructure.
The 7.5-ha property is of adequate size to ensure the
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complete representation of the features and processes
that convey the property’s significance, and it does not
suffer from adverse effects of development or neglect.

Authenticity

The Forth Bridge is fully authentic in form and design,
which are virtually unaltered; materials and substance,
which have undergone only minimal changes; and use
and function, which have continued as originally
intended. The links between the Outstanding Universal
Value of the bridge and its attributes are therefore
truthfully expressed, and the attributes fully convey the
value of the property.

Management and protection requirements

The Forth Bridge is listed at Category ‘A’ as a building of
special architectural or historic interest, giving the
property the highest level of statutory protection. Its
immediate surroundings are also protected by means of
a suite of cultural and natural heritage designations.
Owned by Network Rail Limited, the property will be
managed in accordance with a Property Management
Plan by the bodies that have a statutory planning
function. The Forth Bridges Forum partnership has been
established to ensure that local stakeholders’ interests
remain at the core of the management of the Forth
bridges.

Specific long-term expectations related to key issues
include maintenance of strong community support,
broadening understanding in the context of world
bridges, attention to developments within key views, risk
management, and inspiring others.

Additional recommendations
ICOMOS recommends that the State Party give
consideration to the following:

Creating key indicators that are more specific and
relate more directly to the attributes that convey
potential Outstanding Universal Value;

Extending the Property Management Plan to include
an interpretation and tourism plan;

Submitting to the World Heritage Centre, by 1
December 2016, a report on the selection of key
viewsheds and views of the bridge for inclusion in the
appropriate planning instruments and management
plan, along with an analysis of their effectiveness in
ensuring the protection of these key viewsheds and
views, for examination by the World Heritage
Committee at its 41st session in 2017;

Submitting plans for any proposed visitor centre at
the earliest possibility to the World Heritage Centre
for review, in accordance with paragraph 172 of the
Operational Guidelines for the Implementation of the
World Heritage Convention.






Map showing the boundaries of the nominated property



Drawing of the Forth Bridge signed by Mr. Barlow, Sir Fowler, and Mr. Harrison (1881)

The human cantilever



Photograph showing progress of the Queensferry main tower

Forth Bridge from South Queensferry



View of the Forth Bridge from South Queensferry



Document 25: Relates to Forth Bridge and consists of information in scope from the
following communications:

Note:

Communications are presented in chronological order, from earliest to latest. However,
as email chains are presented with the most recent at the top, each separate email chain
is separated by a double horizontal line in order to help the reader identify the order of
communications.

Where email communications have attachments, these are appended below the main
text of the email, prefaced by [attachment below].

Where attachments to communications are not included in this document because they
have already been included elsewhere, this is also explained in square brackets. For
example - [attachment already supplied elsewhere in this document]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 11 May 2015 10:20

To: zzzCabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs 2014 to
2016

Cc: [redacted 10 names]

Subject:RE: ICOMOS media lines - Forth Bridge

Thanks [redacted name], | will make those changes.

[redacted name]

From: Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs

Sent: 11 May 2015 09:34

To: [redacted name] Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs
Cc: [redacted 10 names]

Subject: RE: ICOMOS media lines - Forth Bridge

[redacted name]

Ms Hyslop has seen and has requested changes as made below.

[redacted name] — Private Secretary — Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs-
[redacted personal details]



From: [redacted name]

Sent: 06 May 2015 11:28

To: Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs
Cc: [redacted 10 names]

Subject: ICOMOS media lines - Forth Bridge
Dear [redacted name].

You will be aware that ICOMOS have compiled their report on the Forth Bridge world
heritage nomination and it appears to be a positive one for the nomination. It's not yet in
the public domain, and we cannot comment until it is, but we believe that it will be
published on UNESCO’s website in the near future, at which point we will likely be asked
for comment from media. http://whc.unesco.org/en/sessions/39COM/documents/

We have drafted the following lines which we suggest the Cabinet Secretary could use in
response to media inquiries on the subject. Grateful if you could ask Ms Hyslop to review
and offer her feedback, or sign off if she is content.

We have been keeping DCMS colleagues updated on developments and intend to share
the agreed line with them as soon as it is available. Given the sensitivities involved in
announcements regarding the nomination, it was agreed between SG colleagues and
Forth Forum members that DCMS should be consulted before anything is issued: if Ms
Hyslop is content with that approach?

[redacted paragraph — exempt]

[redacted name]

[redacted name] | Communications officer

Historic Scotland | Alba Aosmhor
Longmore House, Salisbury Place, Edinburgh, EH9 1SH

[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]
Sent: 12 May 2015 14:26
To: [redacted name]

Subject: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec


http://whc.unesco.org/en/sessions/39COM/documents/

Hello [redacted name]

The First Minister and Cab Sec are meeting the Korean Ambassador next week. [redacted
line - exempt]

| realise that you are out of the office for most of the week but I'm wondering if you would
you have an opportunity to review the attached and let me know whether the position |
have presented is accurate? | have based this closely on info that you have provided
previously but I'm conscious that things may have developed further in recent days.

| need to submit this no later than Friday and it will need to be cleared before going up,
SO a response as soon as you can would be greatly appreciated. If you cannot read the
attachment and you want me to re-send as email body text, please let me know. Equally,
if you won'’t have a chance to deal with this, please let me know.

Many thanks

[redacted name]
[redacted name] | Policy Manager

Culture and Historic Environment Division | Scottish Government
[redacted personal details]
[attachment - exempt]

[redacted email — outside scope of request]

[redacted email — outside scope of request]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 11 May 2015 16:54

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: FW: Forth Bridges line plus notes to editors

Hi [redacted name],

Just to see where the lines have got to today, don'’t think [redacted name] needs to see
this, but maybe [redacted name] fhi?

Thanks

[redacted name]



From: [redacted name]

Sent: 11 May 2015 14:27

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: Forth Bridges line plus notes to editors

Cheers [redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 11 May 2015 14:17

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: Forth Bridges line plus notes to editors

Thanks [redacted name] — looks good to me.

[redacted name]
[redacted name] | Policy Manager

Culture and Historic Environment Division | Scottish Government
[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 13:59

To: [redacted 4 names]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: Forth Bridges line plus notes to editors

Afternoon.
For information, please see final line on the Forth Bridge nomination, as signed off by Ms
Hyslop, plus notes to editors.

“The Scottish Government is delighted that UNESCO’s advisors have recommended that
the iconic Forth Bridge be inscribed as a World Heritage site.”

“Together with Network Rail, Transport Scotland and the other partners in the Forth
Bridges Forum, Historic Scotland has prepared a compelling nomination which presents
a strong case for the Bridge’s Outstanding Universal Value. This is accompanied by a
Management Plan which outlines how the Bridge will be maintained in the future,
together with ways in which the benefits of World Heritage inscription can be maximised.

“A great deal of work has been carried out by officials and local community
representatives over the past three years. The recommendation by ICOMOS underlines



the strength of the case that has been made. | look forward to UNESCO'’s decision in
July.”

Notes to editors

1. The Forth Bridges Forum is a Transport Scotland-led management Forum, established to manage the operation and maintenance
of the bridges, as well support the Forth Bridge’s application for World Heritage inscription. Members include Historic Scotland,
Network Rail, City of Edinburgh Council, Fife Council, West Lothian Council, Transport Scotland, Visit Scotland, and the Forth Estuary
Transport Authority (FETA)

http://www.forth-bridges.co.uk/forth-bridges-forum/about-us.html

2. The UK Government's Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) announced on 28 May 2012 that the Forth Bridge was to
be the UK’s next World Heritage nomination. A nomination dossier was subsequently prepared by the Scottish Government agency,
Historic Scotland, in collaboration with partners in the Forth Bridges Forum, and was submitted to UNESCO in January 2014.
UNESCO’s World Heritage Committee is expected to make a decision on the nomination at its 39th meeting in early July 2015.
Successful nomination of the Bridge would make it Scotland’s sixth World Heritage Site.

3. The preparation of the nomination was overseen by the Forth Bridge World Heritage Steering Group, a sub-group of the Forth
Bridges Forum. The Steering Group includes Network Rail as owner of the Bridge, Transport Scotland, Historic Scotland, Fife
Council, City of Edinburgh Council, Queensferry & District Community Council, Queensferry Ambition, North Queensferry Community
Council, North Queensferry Heritage Trust, and Visit Scotland. More information on the Forth Bridge can be found at
http://www.forth-bridges.co.uk/forth-bridge/world-heritage.html

[redacted name] | Communications officer

Historic Scotland | Alba Aosmhor
[redacted personal information]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 10:12

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: FW: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

Hello [redacted name]

As promised, a further copy of the document attached, this time with one or two
comments from Luke.

The thing that | would appreciate most from you here is a check of the facts and figures
to ensure that everything is factually correct. The ‘lines to take’ bit is particularly crucial —
we cannot have Ministers saying something that turns out to be even slightly incorrect.

Many thanks

[redacted name]
[redacted name] | Policy Manager



http://www.forth-bridges.co.uk/forth-bridges-forum/about-us.html
http://www.forth-bridges.co.uk/forth-bridge/world-heritage.html

Culture and Historic Environment Division | Scottish Government
[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 15:08

To: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

Many thanks for drafting this [redacted name], | have included some comments in the
attached, which are perhaps more for [redacted name] than you.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 12 May 2015 14:39

To: [redacted name]

Subject: FW: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

For info.
[redacted name]

[redacted name] | Policy Manager

Culture and Historic Environment Division | Scottish Government
[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 14:26

To: [redacted name]

Subject: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

<< File: A11114887.docx >>
Hello [redacted name]

The First Minister and Cab Sec are meeting the Korean Ambassador next week. [redacted
line - exempt]

| realise that you are out of the office for most of the week but I'm wondering if you would
you have an opportunity to review the attached and let me know whether the position |
have presented is accurate? | have based this closely on info that you have provided
previously but I'm conscious that things may have developed further in recent days.



| need to submit this no later than Friday and it will need to be cleared before going up,
SO a response as soon as you can would be greatly appreciated. If you cannot read the
attachment and you want me to re-send as email body text, please let me know. Equally,
if you won’t have a chance to deal with this, please let me know.

Many thanks

[redacted name

[attachment exempt]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 11:10

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject:RE: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

Attachments: CDDV_S10 Japan_Crane.jpg; A11114887 MO comments.docx

Hello [redacted name]

This looks good, so apologies for having tampered with it a little.

You might want to include a screen-cap from the crane animation, which gives an idea of
the quality of what is being produced.

| thought it worth adding that the work we have done in Japan should be very useful back
here in determining the future of our own (disused) cranes. In other words, our own
heritage is a big issue here.

All the best,

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 10:12

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: FW: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

<< File: A11114887.docx >>
Hello [redacted name]

As promised, a further copy of the document attached, this time with one or two
comments from Luke.

The thing that | would appreciate most from you here is a check of the facts and figures
to ensure that everything is factually correct. The ‘lines to take’ bit is particularly crucial —
we cannot have Ministers saying something that turns out to be even slightly incorrect.



Many thanks

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 15:08

To: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

Many thanks for drafting this [redacted name], | have included some comments in the
attached, which are perhaps more for Miles than you.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 12 May 2015 14:39

To: [redacted name]

Subject: FW: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

For info.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 14:26

To: [redacted name]

Subject: Briefing for First Minister and Cab Sec

<< File: A11114887.docx >>
Hello [redacted name]

The First Minister and Cab Sec are meeting the Korean Ambassador next week. [redacted
line - exempt]

| realise that you are out of the office for most of the week but I'm wondering if you would
you have an opportunity to review the attached and let me know whether the position |
have presented is accurate? | have based this closely on info that you have provided
previously but I'm conscious that things may have developed further in recent days.

| need to submit this no later than Friday and it will need to be cleared before going up,
SO a response as soon as you can would be greatly appreciated. If you cannot read the
attachment and you want me to re-send as email body text, please let me know. Equally,
if you won’t have a chance to deal with this, please let me know.

Many thanks

[redacted name]



[attachment - exempt]

[attachment - outside scope of request]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 14:58

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject:FW: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge"

(United Kingdom)

Attachments: Draft UNESCO response to ICOMOS Forth Bridge assessment 15-5-
2015.docx; Annex 12 Forth Bridge nomination (United Kingdom

2015).docx

Hello [redacted name],

Please find below some words which [redacted name] should be able to use by way of a
response, together a first attempt at filling in Annex 12. This is new territory for me, so
apologies if this is not exactly what is required. In order to speed things up for [redacted
name], | have also copied in [redacted name]. As explained below, we may decide against
deploying Annex 12, but I'd like to hear others’ views on this.

My first reaction is to do an absolute minimum, and it's good to note that the ICOMOS
report is excellent. The key points are:

1. There is a potentially awkward factual inaccuracy right at the beginning and in the
recommended Statement of Outstanding Universal Value. In both, it is stated that the
Forth Bridge is the longest multi-span cantilever bridge in the world. We took care in the
nomination not to say this as there will undoubtedly be modern bridges with integral
cantilevered elements that are longer than the Forth Bridge. The question here is if that
matters. If we think it does, | have prepared an Annex 12 form in which we have
replaced ‘longest’ with ‘greatest’. My instinct is not to draw attention to it by submitting
Annex 12, but | am sure some would argue this might be a risky approach.

2. We don’t agree with their rejection of Criterion (ii), especially given it has been applied
to other inscribed sites such as Puente Vizcaya. We can supply more evidence if need
be (e.g. the Visitors Book to the Forth Bridge Works), but again, our sense is that they
have accepted the two other criteria, and these will suffice. So we are happy to let this
go, unless it is raised in the Committee session itself.

3. There is a very minor typo in the third paragraph of the second column on p. 286
(second last line, a ‘no’ should be a ‘not’). Again, probably not worth mentioning

4. We accept their recommendations, including those relating to monitoring, and will take
appropriate action.

Let me know if this is what’'s needed, and if not, what you’d like me to do.



All the best,

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 11:03

To: [redacted name]

Subject: Re: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Hi[redacted name],

Have you had a chance yet to look at the evaluation document to check for any factual
inaccuracies? I'd like to get back to Alessandro as soon as possible, and by the end of this week at
the latest, as we expect all the papers for the Committee to be published within the next week or
two.

Many thanks,
[redacted name]

@ [redacted name]
World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor

Department
fDI‘ CUIture @dcms n /decmsgovuk | www.gov.uk/dcms

Media & Sport

On 11 May 2015 at 18:15, [redacted name] wrote:
Hi [redacted name],

Many apologies for the delay, I'm afraid I'm playing a similar game of email catch up.

We have all registered ourselves so presume you would need to do likewise; I will forward you
the information received thus far, which contains the code that you will need to register as part of
the delegation.

Best,
[redacted name]

w [redacted name]
World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor

Department
fDI' Culture @dcms n /dcmsgovuk | www.gov.uk/dcms

Media & Sport

On 5 May 2015 at 18:18, <[redacted name] wrote:
Hello[redacted name],

Still catching up on a ridiculous backlog of emails.


https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms
https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms

One thing that has arisen is registering for the UNESCO WH Committee. Assuming | am
to join the UK delegation, do you know if someone is registering me or if | need to do it
myself?

All the very best,
[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 05 May 2015 12:30

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 3 names]

Subject: Re: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Dear all,

This is great news. Miles, once you've had a chance to check please do let me know either way
whether we need to suggest any factual corrections so that I can respond to Alessandro
accordingly.

Kind regards,

[redacted name]

w [redacted name]

World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor
Department
fDI' CUIture @dcms n /decmsgovuk | www.gov.uk/dcms
Media & Sport

On 5 May 2015 at 08:44, [redacted name] wrote:

Dear [redacted name]

Further to previous please find more detail, including the opportunity to submit any
factual corrections


https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms

Best

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]
Sent: 04 May 2015 13:22
To: [redacted names]
Cc: [redacted names]

Subject: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Madam, Sir,

Please find attached a letter by the Director of the World Heritage Centre, Mr Kishore Rao, transmitting the
Advisory Body evaluation of the nomination “The Forth Bridge” in its English and French versions.

Best regards,

[redacted name]

Nominations and Tentative Lists Manager
Policy and Statutory Implementation Section
World Heritage Centre, UNESCO

[redacted personal details]

[attachment 1 below]

[redacted name]

Nominations and Tentative Lists Manager
Policy and Statutory Implementation Section
World Heritage Centre

UNESCO

[redacted personal details]
Dear|[redacted name],

Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)



Thank you very much for sending us the ICOMOS evaluation report for the Forth Bridge
nomination, together with the other documentation.

We are delighted with the ICOMOS assessment, and greatly appreciate the work that
they put into the evaluation process, which was a very positive experience for us.

[When checking the report, we did however find one small inaccuracy both in the Brief
Description and Proposed Statement of Outstanding Universal Value. Both refer to the
Forth Bridge being the longest multi-span cantilever bridge in the world. Whilst this was
undoubtedly the case for many decades, we do not claim this to be so because of the
large numbers of long modern bridges that contain cantilever elements. We have
therefore submitted an Annex 12 form suggesting the word ‘longest’ be changed to
‘greatest’.]

We note the recommendations made by ICOMOS, particularly in the context of
monitoring, and are already taking appropriate action.

Yours sincerely,

[attachment 2 below]

o= FORM FOR THE SUBMISSION OF
| FACTUAL ERRORS IN
THE ADVISORY BODIES EVALUATIONS

(in compliance with Paragraph 150 of the Operational Guidelines)

STATE(S) PARTY(IES): UNITED KINGDOM

‘ EVALUATION OF THE NOMINATION OF THE SITE: ‘

‘ RELEVANT ADVISORY BODY’S EVALUATION': ‘

Page, Sentence including the Proposed correction by | Comment (if any) by the
column, factual error the State Party Adyvisory Body and/or
line of the (the factual error should be the World Heritage
Adyvisory highlighted in bold) Centre

! For nominations of mixed sites, if there are errors in both the Evaluations of the Advisory Bodies, separate forms
should be submitted for each Advisory Body indicating which Advisory Body's Evaluation each submission is referring
to.



Body
Evaluation
283 Brief description Brief description
The railway bridge over the River The railway bridge over the
Forth estuary in Scotland is the River Forth estuary in
world’s longest multi-span Scotland is the world’s
cantilever bridge. greatest multi-span
cantilever bridge.
289 Brief synthesis Brief synthesis
The Forth Bridge, which spans the The Forth Bridge, which
estuary (Firth) of the spans the estuary (Firth) of
River Forth in eastern Scotland to the River Forth in eastern
link Fife to Edinburgh Scotland to link Fife to
by railway, is at 2,529 m long the Edinburgh
world’s longest multispan by railway, is at 2,529 m long
cantilever bridge. the world’s greatest
multispan cantilever bridge.
. The Factual Errors submission form, as well as an example of such a completed form, are available
from the UNESCO World Heritage Centre and at following Web

http://whc.unesco.org/en/factualerrors.

Further guidance on the submission of Factual Errors can be found in Paragraph 150 of the
Operational Guidelines.

States Parties are requested to immediately submit this information in electronic format or
by e-mail to wh-nominations@unesco.org.

The original signed version of the completed Factual Errors submission form should be received
in English or French by the UNESCO World Heritage Centre, at the following address: 7 place de
Fontenoy, 75352 Paris 07 SP, France, no later than 14 days before the opening of the session of
the Committee.

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

[redacted name]
15 May 2015 10:15
[redacted name]
[redacted 2 names]

Subject:RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge"
(United Kingdom)

Good morning [redacted name]



| think this is all sensible, and much better nuanced than my attempts. | will send the form
to DCMS (and your draft letter for [redacted name] to top and tail if necessary) shortly.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 15 May 2015 08:34

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject:RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge"

(United Kingdom)

Attachments: Annex 12 Forth Bridge nomination (United Kingdom 2015) 15-5-
2015.docx

Thanks, [redacted namel].

We did recognise the problems with ‘Greatest’, but considered it worth taking the risk as
none of the other longer bridges would approach being eligible for WH listing. However, |
think the safest approach is to take the one you suggest (‘one of’).

| have therefore amended Annex 12 accordingly, and tweaked it a little more to include
‘earliest’. Hope it's OK.

Hannah is looking for the form today, so hope you are able to forward it on, provided you
and Luke are content.

All the best,

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 14 May 2015 11:14

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

[redacted name]

| agree with your and [redacted name] suggested approach here. According to Wikipedia
(the font of all), there are at least two cantilever bridges in the USA whose overall length
is greater.

My only concern (please forgive me) is the suggested correction. While ‘longest’ is a
factual inaccuracy that we ought to correct, ‘greatest’ is a subjective term that could
upset the proprietors of great bridges elsewhere.

While | think it is important to correct this in as few words as possible, | think it is equally
important not to generate unintended consequences. Would any of the following
suggestions work, or something along these lines?

.. is at 2,529 m long the world’s longest historic multi-span cantilever bridge”

.. is at 2,529 m long the world’s longest 19"-century multi-span cantilever bridge”
.. is at 2,529 m long one of the world’s longest multi-span cantilever bridges”

.. is at 2,529 m long the world’s longest cantilever bridge”



[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 17:43

To: [redacted 2 names]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Thanks [redacted name]

Annex 12 is a new one on me too (its awhile since the last UK nomination!), but | would
have thought that Hannah will be able to check with [redacted name] the correct way of
doing it.

Best

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 17:40

To: [redacted 2 names]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Thanks, [redacted name].

| think we all agree — no point in opening up another front. If for some reason things get
tricky on the day and we need to add weight to the nomination, we can refer back to the
supporting evidence for Criteria (i), but I'd be surprised if it came to that.

Hannah may need some guidance on how to fill in and dispatch Annex 12. | assume
extracting it from the online version of the guidelines was OK. Not sure | fully understand
the form, but I’'m also assuming explanation of the proposed change goes in the
accompanying message.

Thanks again for your help.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 16:30

To: [redacted 2 names]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Thanks for copying me in [redacted name]

My inclination would be to deploy Article 12 as it would be unfortunate to have an
inaccuracy in such a prominent position, where it might well attract a challenge from a
fan of one of the other bridges that may fall into the category you have described.
Although | agree that it would be possible to argue in favour of criterion (ii) if we were to



do so it would increase the risk of opening up the nomination for wider discussion at the
Committee which could then go off in an unfortunate direction. | think it would be best not
to contest this therefore.

Best wishes
[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 14:58

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: FW: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)
Importance: High

Hello [redacted name],

Please find below some words which [redacted name] should be able to use by way of a
response, together a first attempt at filling in Annex 12. This is new territory for me, so
apologies if this is not exactly what is required. In order to speed things up for Hannah, |
have also copied in Henry. As explained below, we may decide against deploying Annex
12, but I'd like to hear others’ views on this.

My first reaction is to do an absolute minimum, and it's good to note that the ICOMOS
report is excellent. The key points are:

1. There is a potentially awkward factual inaccuracy right at the beginning and in the
recommended Statement of Outstanding Universal Value. In both, it is stated that the
Forth Bridge is the longest multi-span cantilever bridge in the world. We took care in the
nomination not to say this as there will undoubtedly be modern bridges with integral
cantilevered elements that are longer than the Forth Bridge. The question here is if that
matters. If we think it does, | have prepared an Annex 12 form in which we have
replaced ‘longest’ with ‘greatest’. My instinct is not to draw attention to it by submitting
Annex 12, but | am sure some would argue this might be a risky approach.

2. We don’t agree with their rejection of Criterion (ii), especially given it has been applied
to other inscribed sites such as Puente Vizcaya. We can supply more evidence if need
be (e.g. the Visitors Book to the Forth Bridge Works), but again, our sense is that they
have accepted the two other criteria, and these will suffice. So we are happy to let this
go, unless it is raised in the Committee session itself.

3. There is a very minor typo in the third paragraph of the second column on p. 286
(second last line, a ‘no’ should be a ‘not’). Again, probably not worth mentioning

4. We accept their recommendations, including those relating to monitoring, and will take
appropriate action.

Let me know if this is what’s needed, and if not, what you’d like me to do.
All the best,

[redacted name]



From: [redacted name]

Sent: 13 May 2015 11:03

To: [redacted name]

Subject: Re: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Hi[redacted name],

Have you had a chance yet to look at the evaluation document to check for any factual
inaccuracies? I'd like to get back to Alessandro as soon as possible, and by the end of this week at
the latest, as we expect all the papers for the Committee to be published within the next week or
two.

Many thanks,
[redacted name]

m [redacted name] World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor

Department @dcms /decmsgovuk | www.gov.uk/dcms
for Culture
Media & Sport

On 11 May 2015 at 18:15, [redacted name] wrote:
Hi [redacted name]

Many apologies for the delay, I'm afraid I'm playing a similar game of email catch up.

We have all registered ourselves so presume you would need to do likewise; I will forward you
the information received thus far, which contains the code that you will need to register as part of
the delegation.

Best,
[redacted name]
M [redacted name]
World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor
Department
fDI' Culture @dcms n /dcmsgovuk | www.gov.uk/dcms
Media & Sport

On 5 May 2015 at 18:18, [redacted name] wrote:

Hello [redacted name]

Still catching up on a ridiculous backlog of emails.

One thing that has arisen is registering for the UNESCO WH Committee. Assuming | am

to join the UK delegation, do you know if someone is registering me or if | need to do it
myself?


https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms
https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms

All the very best,
[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 05 May 2015 12:30

To: [redacted name]

Cc: [redacted 3 names]

Subject: Re: FW: Evaluation report of the nomination "The Forth Bridge" (United Kingdom)

Dear all,

This is great news. [redacted name], once you've had a chance to check please do let me know
either way whether we need to suggest any factual corrections so that I can respond to Alessandro
accordingly.

Kind regards,

[redacted name]

% [redacted name]

World Heritage Site and Underwater Policy Advisor
Department
fDI' Culture @dcms /demsgovuk | www.gov.uk/decms
Media & Sport

On 5 May 2015 at 08:44, [redacted name] wrote:

Dear[redacted name]

Further to previous please find more detail, including the opportunity to submit any
factual corrections

Best


https://twitter.com/DCMS
https://www.facebook.com/dcmsgovuk
http://www.gov.uk/dcms

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name] Sent: 04 May 2015 13:22
To: [redacted names]

Cc: [redacted names]

Madam, Sir,

Please find attached a letter by the Director of the World Heritage Centre, Mr Kishore Rao, transmitting the
Advisory Body evaluation of the nomination “The Forth Bridge” in its English and French versions.

Best regards,

[redacted name]
Nominations and Tentative Lists Manager
Policy and Statutory Implementation Section

World Heritage Cenfre, UNESCO

[attachment already supplied elsewhere in this document - FORM FOR THE
SUBMISSION OF FACTUAL ERRORS IN THE ADVISORY BODIES EVALUATIONS ]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 18 May 2015 17:07

To: [redacted 25 names]

Subject: Forth Bridge World Heritage Nomination Steering Group - Meeting 23 - Draft

Minute - 2 April 2015
Dear Steering Group
Please find attached the draft minute of the meeting held on 23 April.

Please return any comments or observations no later than Monday 1% June.

Kind regards,



[redacted name]

[redacted name]

Transport Scotland, Special Projects — Forth Bridges
[redacted 2 lines — personal details]

Buchanan House, 58 Port Dundas Road, Glasgow, G4 OHF

Please visit The Forth Bridges website
For agency and travel information visit the Transport Scotland website

Transport Scotland, the national transport agency
Comhdhail Alba, buidheann naiseanta na comhdhail

*Our logo may not display properly on some computer systems

[redacted attachment — Official minutes due to be released]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 18 May 2015 17:30

To: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: RE: ICOMOS report for UNESCO on the Forth Bridge: Annex 12 corrections, and

Dossiers for Paris
Hi[redacted name],

Have forwarded on and will let you know. One thing is that UNESCO have six official
languages, so not sure how much of a problem this will be.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 18 May 2015 17:05

To: [redacted 2 names]

Subject: ICOMOS report for UNESCO on the Forth Bridge: Annex 12 corrections, and Dossiers for Paris
Importance: High

Hello [redacted name] and [redacted name],

Mark W has just alerted me to the fact the he is concerned about some elements of the
French version of the ICOMOS report. It occurs to us that we have corrected the English
version using Annex 12, but not the French. Mark also suggests that there are a number
of other places in the French text where there are concerns about meaning.


http://www.forth-bridges.co.uk/
http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/

I’'m wondering therefore if you could check with DCMS/Henry/the UK Ambassador to find
out if we should also be submitting corrections for the French version. Mark suggests
this sometimes carries more weight as the official language of UNESCO, and could
therefore be important.

Finally, we have enough dossiers to be able to provide one to each member of the WHC
(something we always planned). Could you possibly ask Matt Sudders if he knows if this
would be frowned upon or well received by Committee members? If it’s not a breach of
protocol, we plan to ship them out to the German organisers and have them dished out
on the day. All the best,

Miles

[redacted name]
[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 19 May 2015 14:31

To[redacted 3 names]

Cc: [redacted name]

Subject: RE: URGENT: PROJECT PLAN FOR VISIT TO JAPAN AND SOUTH KOREA

Hi [redacted name]

This advice looks good to me. | think it makes more sense to mark/celebrate any announcement
in Scotland.

[redacted name]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 19 May 2015 14:24

To: [redacted 5 names]

Cc: Dunn R (Robert)

Subject: URGENT: PROJECT PLAN FOR VISIT TO JAPAN AND SOUTH KOREA

All,
([redacted name], for info)

Further to Cab Sec request for advice on attending the World Heritage Committee on her
way back from Japan and Korea, we have considered and propose to put up the
following. Grateful for any thoughts or concerns at proposed approach. ([redacted name],
I’m conscious things have moved on in your absence so would be glad to discuss). Miles,
you also mentioned Pontcysyllte Aqueduct — what was the role of UK v Welsh
Government in that one do you know?

May thanks,



[redacted name]

Thanks [redacted name], we have looked into role of Ministers previous sessions and
would note and advise the following for the Cab Sec’s consideration:

. As a general rule, the UK takes a fairly low key approach to the celebration of
inscription of world heritage sites

. The timetable of the Committee fluctuates so is not predictable. We might be able to
identify a half-day when we can most likely expect the Forth Bridge decision, but couldn’t
specify that in more detail.

. When inscription happens at the meeting, there is a moment of reflection /
appreciation, but the Committee stays seated where it is, and nobody goes up to collect
any award. On that basis there is no clear role for any Minister to become involved at the
meeting itself.

. If we wanted the Cab Sec to have a public role in Bonn, we would need to co-
ordinate and set up an event ourselves and resource it, staff it, invite the people we
wanted to be there. We are not sure that would be an appropriate use of resource.

. We would advise that if we want to mark / celebrate the inscription formally, we
would be best to organise a celebratory event here in Scotland (close to the Bridge). This
is what happened for the Antonine Wall and the former First Minister involved in that
occasion. This would present the opportunity to formally mark the moment, reinforce the
collaborative nature of the nomination, acknowledge and thank the various partners, and
also present a potential media opportunity.

From: Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs
Sent: 18 May 2015 18:34
To: [redacted 8 names],

Cc: [redacted name]Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs
Subject: RE: PROJECT PLAN FOR VISIT TO JAPAN AND SOUTH KOREA

[redacted name]
Thanks. This looks fine from my point of view.

Re gifts- for Scotland Week Ms Hyslop only offered one gift per meeting and that was to
most senior attendee. Ideally we would wish to do similar for this visit but there may be
cultural differences so grateful for advice on this as wouldn’t wish to cause offence to any
attendees by not providing everyone with a gift. We provided Harris Tweed wallets as
male gifts and Harris Tweed clutch bags as female, in saltire gift bags. However, the
female ones were not the single colour bag that Ms Hyslop prefers so may be worth an
early discussion with Visits and Events to determine what they have available and if we
could get the single colour bags (black and red ideally) in time for the visit. Would also
be easier to ship them out in advance of visit but not sure how long this would take.



[redacted 3 names]- re the Forth Rail Bridge, we have discussed briefly and Ms Hyslop has
not ruled out travelling home via Cologne should the Bridge be inscribed. However, |
think the main issue is knowing when/if this would happen so logistics might mean has to
be another Minister. Ms Hyslop has asked if we have any information on what happened
when other UK sites were inscribed and what role Government Ministers, probably UKG,
played. The Committee are meeting (I think) for around a week so presumably Ministers
didn’t attend for the full length. Grateful fi you could provide some information on this as
will enable Ms Hyslop to decide how she wishes to handle return flight.

Thanks
[redacted name]

[redacted name]— Private Secretary — Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs-
[redacted personal details]

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 18 May 2015 12:11

To: [redacted 8 names]

Cc: [redacted 2 names]Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs
Subject: PROJECT PLAN FOR VISIT TO JAPAN AND SOUTH KOREA

Colleagues

| attach a project plan for the Cabinet Secretary’s visit to Japan and South Korea. | am
happy to have any comments.

[redacted name]
[redacted name]

International Policy Adviser South East Asia, Pakistan, Asia Pacific and Africa
Scottish Government International Division

From: [redacted name]

Sent: 19 May 2015 19:05

To: zzzCabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs 2014 to 2016

Cc: zzzFirst Minister 2014 to 2016; zzzDeputy First Minister and Cabinet Secretary
for Finance, Constitution and Economy 2011 to 2016; zzzMinister for Europe

and International Development 2012 to 2016; DG Strategy and Operations;

Director of Culture, Europe and External Affairs; [redacted 11 names]

Subject:OFFICIAL SENSITIVE - World Heritage Committee Advice

Attachments: Forth Bridge - World Heritage Committee Meeting Advice - 19 05 15.docx



[redacted name].

We have reflected and looked at what has happened at previous World Heritage
Committees and specifically what the role of Ministers has been in the recent past. Have
put that in the attached submission along with further advice, building on that in Annex D
of[redacted name] briefing for the Republic of Korea Ambassador’s meeting briefing sent
up at 14:35 today.

We’ve also taken the opportunity to note that the draft decision on the inscription of the
Bridge has now been published on the World Heritage Committee website.

Apologies realise this has more than missed today’s box.

Regards,

[redacted name]

[attachment below]

From: [redacted name]
Culture and Historic Environment
19 May 2015

Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Europe and External Affairs

WORLD HERITAGE COMMITTEE MEETING, BONN, 28 JUNE - 5 JULY

Purpose

To

update the Cabinet Secretary on the position with the Forth Bridge nomination and
the World Heritage Committee meeting;
[redacted paragraph - exempt]

to recommend a course of action in the event of a decision to inscribe the Bridge
as a World Heritage Site.

Priority

Routine, although it would be helpful for the Cabinet Secretary to be sighted on
this prior to the meeting with the South Korean Ambassador. This note provides
additional advice in case the subject of world heritage is raised in the meeting
(and the relevant excerpt is annex D of the meeting briefing).

Current Context

As the Cabinet Secretary is aware, the Forth Bridge has been recommended for
inscription as a world heritage site by UNESCO’s advisors, ICOMOS. This



information has now been published on the UNESCO website, but the final
decision rests with the Committee.

Japan and Republic of Korea

We are aware that the Republic of Korea is campaigning against the nomination
for World Heritage inscription of the Meiji Industrial Sites in Japan on the basis
that Korean conscripted labour was used on some of the sites before and during
the Second World War. Two of the sites that the Republic of Korea is campaigning
over w