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In no more than 500 words each, explain and 2-4 references:

1- Can different stakeholders assign different values to the same heritage attribute?
· Provide examples and discuss the implications for heritage management.

2- Choose five attributes from a heritage site of your choice and evaluate:
· Heritage value conveyed
· Significance level
· Potential impacts from development
· Possible mitigation measures


















1. Can different stakeholders assign different values to the same heritage attribute?
Yes. The same heritage attribute can hold different values for different stakeholders because heritage is not only a physical object; it is also shaped by memory, identity, use, belief, politics and economics. Heritage value typologies are therefore not fixed, and scholars argue that heritage significance must be examined through multiple social, cultural and management perspectives. 
For example, a historic temple may be valued by archaeologists for its age, material authenticity and construction techniques. Local worshippers may value the same temple as a living sacred place where rituals, festivals and community traditions continue. Tourists may value it for beauty, photography and learning, while business owners may see it as a source of income through guiding, hotels, shops and transport. Government agencies may value it for national identity, international prestige and tourism revenue. A developer may value the surrounding area for roads, hotels or infrastructure. Therefore, one attribute can simultaneously carry historical, spiritual, social, aesthetic and economic values.
This creates important implications for heritage management. If only expert values are considered, local communities may feel excluded. Waterton and Smith argue that conflicts arise when official definitions of heritage fail to recognise alternative community meanings and identities. Similarly, stakeholder collaboration is important because heritage conservation and tourism development are interdependent; local community involvement in decision-making can improve management outcomes. 
For heritage managers, the key implication is that decisions should not be based on a single “correct” value. Management plans should map all stakeholder values, identify conflicts, and create transparent priorities. For example, if tourism threatens a sacred ritual space, managers may introduce visitor routes, carrying-capacity limits, restricted zones, interpretation boards and consultation with priests and residents. If a development project threatens visual integrity, a Heritage Impact Assessment should test alternatives before approval. This helps avoid irreversible damage while still allowing appropriate use and community benefit.
In conclusion, different stakeholders can assign different values to the same heritage attribute. Effective heritage management must therefore be values-based, participatory and balanced, protecting Outstanding Universal Value while also respecting local, social and living meanings.






2. Five attributes from a heritage site: Group of Monuments at Hampi, India
The selected site is the Group of Monuments at Hampi, a UNESCO World Heritage Site in Karnataka. UNESCO describes Hampi as the remains of the Vijayanagara Empire’s capital, covering about 4,187.24 hectares, with more than 1,600 surviving remains including forts, temples, royal complexes, riverside features, mandapas, water structures and gateways. 
	Heritage attribute
	Heritage value conveyed
	Significance level
	Potential impacts from development
	Possible mitigation measures

	Virupaksha Temple and sacred centre
	Living religious value, ritual continuity, architectural and historical value.
	Very high: important for both OUV and local worship.
	Visitor overcrowding, commercial pressure, insensitive facilities, vibration and loss of sacred atmosphere.
	Separate pilgrim and tourist routes, crowd limits during festivals, ritual-sensitive management and consultation with priests/local residents.

	Vittala Temple and Stone Chariot
	Artistic, architectural and symbolic value; represents Vijayanagara craftsmanship.
	Very high: iconic monument of Hampi.
	Touching, crowding, surface wear, vibration from vehicles and visual clutter from tourism facilities.
	Controlled access barriers, timed entry, visitor education, regular condition monitoring and no-vehicle zones.

	Royal Centre: Lotus Mahal, Elephant Stables, Mahanavami Dibba
	Political, royal and urban-planning value showing the power of Vijayanagara rulers.
	High: central to understanding the former capital.
	Roads, parking, hotels or large buildings may affect setting, views and archaeological remains.
	Buffer-zone planning, height/design controls and mandatory Heritage Impact Assessment before new projects.

	Tungabhadra river and riverside features
	Cultural landscape value, ritual value, ecological setting and historic water-management value.
	High to very high.
	Bridges, riverfront construction, pollution, erosion, waste and climate-related risks.
	Riparian no-build zones, waste control, erosion monitoring, low-impact paths and sustainable visitor facilities.

	Historic bazaars, mandapas and settlement pattern
	Social, economic and living heritage value linked to trade, festivals and community memory.
	Medium to high: important for local identity and site interpretation.
	Encroachment, unplanned shops, traffic, signage and displacement of local livelihoods.
	Conservation-based reuse, regulated signage, pedestrian management, local vendor zones and participatory planning.


Recent UNESCO decisions show why such mitigation is necessary: the Committee has raised concerns about evolving development pressures, increasing tourism, climate change impacts, building-height controls, township proposals, ropeways and the need for HIA reports at Hampi. ICOMOS guidance also states that impact assessment should examine how development affects the attributes that convey Outstanding Universal Value, and whether impacts can be avoided, reduced, rehabilitated or compensated. 
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