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Abstract: This research analyzed a sample of agricultural cultural landscapes recognized by United
Nations agencies on the American continent, with the objective of study being the geographical
delimitation established for each of the cultural properties. The results show the lack of “general
considerations” that provide guidelines to carry out this activity, which consequently enables the
protection of a territory and its management. It was identified that the perimeters of these cultural
landscapes may have limits based on the following; geomorphological features, linear infrastructures,
political–administrative limits, and if none of these limits are present then they are physically
catalogued as vague or unclear. The establishment of general delimitation guidelines will allow
the development of public policies for the organizing of such territory and a sustainable, dynamic,
efficient, and resilient management for this type of living landscape.
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1. Introduction

The cultural landscape is universally recognized as the result of the interaction between
people and the natural environment over time. It is a territory perceived and valued
for its cultural qualities; on account of the process and the support of the identity of a
community [1].

In 1992, UNESCO incorporated the category of “cultural landscapes” into its Practical
Guidelines for the application of the World Heritage Convention. Therefore, this Convention
became the first international legal instrument to identify, protect, conserve, and transmit
“cultural landscapes” to future generations [2]. In the year 2000, the Council of Europe
approved the European Landscape Convention that was implemented in 2004, with the
aim of promoting policies for the protection and management of European landscapes.

Specifically focused on agricultural cultural landscapes, it should be noted that in
2002, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) launched a
global collaboration initiative for the conservation and adaptive management of Globally
Important Agricultural Heritage Systems (GIAHS), in response to alarming global trends
threatening families of farmers and traditional farming systems [3].

It is therefore established that the cultural landscape can be subject to legal protection
at the international level like any other territory and is therefore a generator of rights and
obligations for public or private holders [4]. It should be remembered that many of these
territories are “living landscapes” (according to UNESCO typology) that retain an active
role in contemporary society, and closely linked to traditional ways of life for which the
evolutionary process continues [5]. Therefore, the limits established at any given moment
may shift [6], due to alterations in the abiotic, biotic, and/or anthropic subsystems and the
interactions between them [7].
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The relevance of analyzing this type of heritage assets lies in the need to establish
physical limits that facilitate the preparation of an accurate cartography to promote interna-
tional designation, and furthermore, the application of protective regulations thus insures
that the competing margins of the different administrations are clear [8], and ultimately,
these assets can be successfully managed.

This investigation analyzes different models of geographical limits used in America
regarding agricultural cultural landscapes, as designated by specialized agencies of the
United Nations.

2. Methodology

After a bibliographic review, it should be mentioned that international organizations
have focused on the specification of criteria for the designation (identification and charac-
terization) of cultural landscapes, but there is little information on their delimitations. It
has only been possible to find certain pieces of information regarding the Coffee Cultural
Landscape in Colombia [9].

The case studies analyzed for this particular study of whiche one is recognized by
FAO 2018: the Chinampas Agricultural System in Mexico City [10] and then three cultural
landscapes that are inscribed on the UNESCO World Heritage Lis., Grand-Pré in Canada
in 2012 [11]; the Agavero Landscape and the Old Tequila Industrial Facilities in Mexico in
2006 [12]; and the Colombian Coffee Cultural Landscape in 2011 [13]. For each of these,
an analysis of the nomination proposal was carried out, with special attention paid to the
sections on the nominated property and buffer zone and those concerning the protection
and management of the asset. In addition, a review of the cartography included in said
proposals was carried out to identify which references were used to establish limits.

3. Results

The results of the analysis carried out on the case studies are grouped in two. The
first is related to the determining factors that prompted the cartographic delimitation of
agricultural cultural landscapes, which are: (1) the containment of the asset within the same
political–administrative area, (2) the containment of the attributes of the asset within a unit
geomorphological (valley, peninsula, mountains, etc.), and (3) conventional delimitations
based on the area itself, without any other considerations than its own attributes.

The second group of results is related to the description of limits in the nomination
proposal of said landscapes and the elements expressed in the cartography. Thus, it can
be observed that the delimitation of the studied cultural landscapes involves the follow-
ing criteria: (1) political–administrative limits, (2) limits marked by linear infrastructure,
(3) limits defined by geomorphological units, and (4) vague or unclear limits, that is to
say those that do not have any physical reference that allows a clear delimitation in the
territorial space. These types of limits appear combined in the delimitations of the same
landscape depending on the circumstances and the place. In this context, Figure 1 shows
the four analyzed landscapes and their respective perimeters, which distinguish what types
of criteria have been used in the delimitation of each section.

The Agavero Landscape is contained within a valley, with the core zone being de-
limited by geographical accidents, according to its nomination proposal; however, only
35% of its perimeter allows reference to said delimitation. The delimitation of the Coffee
Landscape focuses on an approach based on the area itself, using few physical references
and comprising a perimeter that is 85% vague or unclear. In both cases, these areas cover
territories that go beyond their municipal and even departmental (provincial) borders and
there is little or no consideration for these. The Chinampas System shows that the protected
property falls within the Federal State of Mexico City, despite the fact that the attributes of
this landscape extend beyond these administrative limits. The perimeter for this landscape
is defined by borders that follow the layout of linear infrastructure that covers 90% of
the area, influenced by urban pressure and the water channels that it contains. A similar
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situation occurs in the landscape of Grand-Pré, as it is a peninsula enclosed by dikes (87%
of the perimeter is covered by linear infrastructures).
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Figure 1. Cartographic scheme of the four case studies analyzed: (A) Agricultural System of Chi-
nampas (Mexico), (B) Cultural Landscape of Grand-Pré (Canada), (C) Agavero Landscape and Old
Industrial Facilities of Tequila (Mexico), (D) Coffee Cultural Landscape (Colombia). (1) Defined limits
of geomorphological units, (2) limits defined by linear infrastructure, (3) political–administrative
limits, and (4) vague or unclear limits. Own elaboration based on public data from the denomination
proposals [10–13].

Table 1 shows the criteria used most frequently for each of the cases studied in
percentage terms.

Table 1. Percentage of the limits of cultural landscapes according to their determining factors.

Cultural Landscape Political–
Administrative

Linear
Infrastructure Geomorphological 1 Units Vague or Unclear

Agavero Landscape and the Old Tequila
Industrial Facilities in Mexico 0% 4% 35% 61%

Colombian Coffee Cultural Landscape 5% 2% 8% 85%

Cultural Landscape of Grand-Pré in
Canada 0% 87% 8% 5%

Chinampas Agricultural System in
Mexico City 3% 90% 0% 6%

1 In some cases, the political–administrative limits also used the geomorphological as a reference; therefore, each
geomorphological criterion was used in its pure state.
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4. Discussion and Conclusions

In view of the bibliographic review and the analysis of the documents of international
heritage institutions, it can be said that there is no official regulatory system or recommen-
dations of universal application for the official delimitation of cultural landscapes.

The delimitation of agricultural cultural landscapes used in the case studies suggest
that there is a direct relationship between the size of the protected cultural landscape and
the percentage of diffuse delimitation it contains. Regarding geographic features, it can be
assumed that the most stable element is a perimeter factor as long as it is a precise limit
(watershed, cliff, etc.). In the case of vague or unclear limits, the convenient criteria would
utilize the combination either of linear infrastructure, political–administrative or both. Of-
ten, the area itself guides the delimitation, but this can be a very limited dynamic boundary
that does not take into consideration the natural, socio-economic, or cultural evolution of a
living landscape, as has been observed in this analysis. Due to the nature of this landscape
typology, it can be observed that a large number of private properties are concentrated
within an area, which is not reflected or indicated in any way in the delimitation.

In addition to the elements that have determined the delimitation of agricultural
cultural landscapes found in these case studies, it must be considered that there may
be other factors (endogenous and/or exogenous) applicable to other scenarios. In this
analysis it has not been detected consideration towards elements that: although not present
at the time of nomination, have the potential to appear in the future under different
anthropic conditions (e.g., uncultivated land) or ecosystem services. It should therefore be
stressed that the non-consideration of these elements is detrimental to the organic evolution
occurring in a given territory.

In summary, it could be said that the lack of delimitation of a cultural landscape con-
stitutes an important vulnerability factor for the conservation and legal protection of these
assets of exceptional universal value. For this reason, it is urgent to establish guidelines
that facilitate their demarcation and respective considerations in order to promote the the
stablishment of this type of patrimonial asset, and, above all, to make the sustainable,
dynamic, efficient, and resilient management of these landscapes possible.
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