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 Planning, Zoning, and Preservation seeks to evaluate how to best protect cultural 

landscapes within the context of the United States.  The study begins with an attempt to find a 

normative definition of a cultural landscape and moves on to address the potential challenges 

with designating a particular location a “cultural landscape.”  Strategies for protecting cultural 

landscapes are explored through a case study review of protection practices in other countries, as 

well as those closer to home. 

 As protective mechanisms at the national, state, and local levels in the United States, 

planning and zoning tools are some of the most effective tools in cultural landscape protection.  

Selecting Marion County’s unique equine cultural landscape as an example of Florida’s agrarian 

landscape, Planning, Zoning, and Preservation investigates local planning and zoning policies, 

and provides draft documents of a comprehensive plan element and overlay district designed to 

be more fully attuned to protection of Marion County’s cultural landscape.  Draft policies 

integrating Marion County’s local cultural landscape illustrate how planning and zoning 

mechanisms can be utilized in the field of cultural landscape protection, and provide a 

framework for considering analogous mechanisms in other communities.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Framing the Dilemma 

Historic preservation has commonly focused on buildings, but there is an increasing 

awareness of preserving the context of these buildings, which typically encompasses the 

surrounding landscape.  When one thinks of a landscape, formal gardens or vast stretches of 

open land may come to mind.  However, a more expansive view of landscapes incorporates the 

surrounds of a particular historic site, which may be urban or more densely developed than is 

commonly associated with the concept of landscape.  Historic preservation has come to embrace 

the term “cultural landscape” to identify this mixture of context, represented by the landscape, 

and culture, represented by human modifications to the landscape. 

 However, the conceptual use of cultural landscape is not limited to the historic 

preservation profession; rather, a variety of disciplines utilize cultural landscape as a descriptor 

of a particular interaction between humans and their surroundings.  As a result, conflicting 

definitions of the term appear, and contribute to confusion over what precisely constitutes a 

cultural landscape.  Preservationists, generally interested in providing protection for a cultural 

landscape, have a different purpose in using and defining the term than would a geographer.  Yet 

even within the preservation field, finding a common definition of a cultural landscape is 

difficult. 

 In light of increased population and growth pressures, typically resulting in what is 

known as urban sprawl, preservation organizations have become increasingly involved with 

identification and protection of cultural landscapes.  In order to unify the cause, and make 

understanding the concept simpler, finding a shared definition of cultural landscape is necessary 

in order to provide clarity and consistency in what cultural landscapes should be protected, and 
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to generally provide a better understanding of the conceptual basis behind cultural landscapes.  

Protection of cultural landscapes will suffer from meriting any serious consideration where the 

concept cannot be conveyed clearly. Once this consistency is obtained, an organization or 

interested party can move forward to assess and implement strategies that will provide protection 

for a cultural landscape.   

However, because cultural landscapes are an expansive and multi-layered concept, and 

still relatively new, identifying strategies that can be utilized in protection of these landscapes is 

more complex than identifying protective strategies for historic buildings, as one example, 

because specific mechanisms are already in place providing for such protection of those 

buildings.  Current cultural landscape protection must instead rely on strategies created for other 

purposes.  Existing policies often provide for consideration of natural elements, including 

contextual landscapes, or consideration of cultural elements, including buildings and structures, 

but not for consideration of both elements together.  However, protective strategies embodied in 

these existing options provide a framework for how cultural landscape protection can be 

accomplished, and review of these strategies can assist organizations or agencies interested in 

providing for such protection.  Clearly defining “cultural landscape” and identifying existing 

strategies that are responsive to defining characteristics provides an effective means of protecting 

these landscapes, especially in regions facing increased population and development pressures. 

Methodology 

First, a unified definition of cultural landscapes for heritage protection purposes will be 

identified.  Reviewing existing definitions of cultural landscapes as utilized by heritage 

protection groups or those groups with a related interest in landscapes will illustrate the varied 

terminology currently utilized by those with a shared interest in cultural landscape protection and 

preservation.  Creating a shared definition of cultural landscape will help to lessen confusion 
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over the use of the term, provide a basis from which to begin to evaluate and identify those 

cultural landscapes particularly deserving of protection, and assist in future efforts to implement 

legislative mechanisms that address cultural landscapes.  Further, potential issues in cultural 

landscape protection will be considered in order to evaluate any obstacles that may arise during 

the protection process. 

 Second, a case study review of existing cultural landscape protection strategies on 

international, national, state, and local levels will be conducted to provide insight into how 

current legislative and heritage designation strategies can be applied to include cultural 

landscapes.  Having a consistent definition of the term cultural landscape provides a better 

understanding of the concept in general, and a useful background in understanding how these 

landscapes can be considered within the realm of existing strategies.  Although international 

strategies will be briefly addressed to illustrate the global implementation of cultural landscape 

considerations, particular focus will be given to strategies within the United States. 

 Third, narrowing the review of existing protective strategies to one state will enable a 

more in-depth consideration of policies that may aid in cultural landscape protection.  Selecting 

Florida as a site for more detailed analysis is relevant in that Florida is commonly recognized as 

having strong state legislation that drives local policies such as comprehensive planning, and that 

could play a role in preserving cultural landscapes.  Reviewing existing state legislation and 

cultural designations in Florida, and in particular, state planning and zoning policy will 

determine the availability of current policies that could be utilized in protecting cultural 

landscapes within the state. 

Fourth, selecting a particular cultural landscape within Florida, the equine landscape in 

Marion County, narrows the scope even further, will allow for a detailed case-study analysis of 



 

15 

one localities’ existing planning policies and zoning regulations, and will illustrate that local-

level strategies play an important role in cultural landscape protection.  The analysis will explore 

options for cultural landscape protection within the existing policies, and expose places where 

protection of the equine cultural landscape should be integrated.  Draft policies for protection of 

the equine cultural landscape will be created to include any elements that are missing from 

existing policy. 

Research Outcomes 

Research will result in a clearer understanding of the term cultural landscape, and how 

the term can be defined by heritage protection groups to form a unified basis from which to work 

towards protection strategies for cultural landscapes.  Case study review of existing protective 

strategies on multiple levels provides a source for considering possible methods for cultural 

landscape protection, especially within the United States.  Where cultural landscapes are not 

specifically provided for in contemporary policy, knowledge of policies that could incorporate 

cultural landscape protection is useful, especially on the local-level where many preservation 

initiatives originate.  Concluding thoughts will present opportunities for future research.   
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CHAPTER 2 
DEFINING CULTURAL LANDSCAPE 

In considering historic preservation, one likely thinks of historic structures, particularly 

those relating to a historic figure or a particular event.  While there has been an increasing 

awareness of historic preservation, especially as a mechanism for smart growth and economic 

development, there is not yet a fully developed awareness of the need for protecting the context 

of any given structure, that is, the landscape surrounding and encompassing the structure itself.  

This connectivity between the built environment and the natural environment, between the work 

of humans and the work of nature, is typically referred to as the cultural landscape.  The study of 

cultural landscapes falls within the realm of historic preservation studies, as it is generally 

evocative of a historic interaction between people and their natural environment.  However, it is 

something more than that as well, representing current interaction with the landscape, and 

emphasizing history being made today. 

Cultural Landscape Overview 

One of the greatest difficulties in cultural landscape studies is ascertaining what precisely 

constitutes a cultural landscape.  Geographer Carl Sauer introduced the concept in his 1925 

article “The Morphology of Landscape” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000).  Sauer provided the basic 

definition of the term, stating, “Culture is the agent…the natural area is the medium, the cultural 

landscape the result” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.15). 

Sauer’s concept did not catch on immediately, and as recently as the 1950’s, the term 

cultural landscape “rarely appeared in print” (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.1).  One exception is the 

work of J.B. Jackson, who created the journal Landscape in 1951.  Landscape explored the 

connections between geography, history, architecture, planning, design, sociology, anthropology, 

ecology, preservation, and tourism in relation to the American cultural landscape.  Jackson’s 
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work became widely known in academic circles, and he inspired “students who would emerge as 

important scholars and commentators in their own right” (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.7-9).  A 

second exception is the work of Peirce Lewis, a geography professor who has focused his studies 

on landscapes as important expressions of history and culture (Groth & Wilson, 2003).  

Definitions by Sauer, Jackson, and Lewis all emphasize the interconnectivity of nature and 

culture. 

Given that the concept is still fairly new, a well-settled definition has yet to be 

established.  One complicating factor is the split between preservation of the built environment 

and conservation of the natural environment.  Landscape studies have been aligned with both 

movements (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.14), but cultural landscape studies require a consideration 

of both the built and natural environments, which are commonly considered as separate 

elements.  This traditional split is made even more complex when considering that “natural” does 

not always necessarily equate concepts of nature and landscape as wilderness.  A cultural 

landscape’s “natural” environment or landscape element may in reality be an urban space or 

densely populated area that although not open space, is of equal consideration in considering the 

natural, or landscape, element.   Further complicating matters, a range of professions – 

geographers, landscape architects, architects, planners, and preservationists, to name only a few 

– have expressed interest in studying the cultural landscape (Groth & Wilson, 2003).  As a result, 

the term “cultural landscape” may be expressed differently depending on with whom one is 

speaking. 

As a leader in the preservation of international cultural sites, the United Nations 

Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) defines cultural landscapes as 

“[c]ombined works of nature and humankind [that] express a long and intimate relationship 
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between peoples and their natural environment” (“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” 2007).  

Cultural landscapes are eligible for inclusion on UNESCO’s World Heritage List in order to 

“reveal and sustain the great diversity of the interactions between humans and their environment, 

to protect living traditional cultures and [to] preserve the traces of those which have disappeared” 

(“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” 2007).  UNESCO defines cultural landscapes in three 

categories; the first being a “clearly defined landscape designed and created intentionally by 

man” (“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” 2007).  This includes “garden and parkland 

landscapes constructed for aesthetic reasons which are often (but not always) associated with 

religious or other monumental buildings and ensembles” (“World Heritage Cultural 

Landscapes,” 2007).  The Royal Botanic Gardens in Kew, near London, exemplify UNESCO’s 

clearly designed landscape.  A UNESCO World Heritage Site, the Gardens showcase designed 

landscapes by celebrated landscape architects and gardeners, and are utilized as a place to study 

ecology and botany (“Royal Botanic Gardens,” 2007). 

The second UNESCO category is the “organically evolved landscape,” which “results 

from an initial social, economic, administrative, and/or religious imperative and has developed 

its present form by association with and in response to its natural environment. Such landscapes 

reflect that process of evolution in their form and component features” (“World Heritage 

Cultural Landscapes,” 2007).  This category is broken into two subcategories, a “relict or fossil 

landscape” and a “continuing landscape.”  A relict landscape is “one in which an evolutionary 

process came to an end at some time in the past, either abruptly or over a period. Its significant 

distinguishing features are, however, still visible in material form” (“World Heritage Cultural 

Landscapes,” 2007).  A recently listed World Heritage Site, the Ecosystem and Relict Cultural 

Landscape of Lopé-Okanda in the country of Gabon, contains relict environments that contain 
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ancient caves, shelters, and petroglyphs representing a no-longer existent culture, but one that 

remains worthy of special protection (“Ecosystem and Relict Cultural Landscape of Lopé-

Okanda,” 2007). 

By contrast, a continuing landscape is “one which retains an active social role in 

contemporary society closely associated with the traditional way of life, and in which the 

evolutionary process is still in progress. At the same time it exhibits significant material evidence 

of its evolution over time” (“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” 2007).  The Rice Terraces of 

the Phillippines demonstrate a continuing landscape, as they display a traditional method of 

human interaction with the land, but this traditional interaction is equally relevant in modern 

culture as an important industry in the region (“Rice Terraces of the Philippines Cordilleras,” 

2007). 

Lastly, UNESCO references the “associative cultural landscape” which has “powerful 

religious, artistic or cultural associations of the natural element rather than material cultural 

evidence, which may be insignificant or even absent” (“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” 

2007).  The Uluru-Kata Tjuta landscape of Australia represents UNESCO’s associative cultural 

landscape.  Commonly referred to as Ayers Rock, the area is especially powerful for the 

Aboriginal culture as a spiritual and cultural site (“Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park,” 2007).  

Despite the use of varied categories, all of UNESCO’s definitions emphasize an integrated 

understanding of nature and culture. 

The World Conservation Union (IUCN), a multinational organization based in 

Switzerland, whose mission is “ to influence, encourage and assist societies throughout the world 

to conserve the integrity and diversity of nature and to ensure that any use of natural resources is 

equitable and ecologically sustainable,” (“What is the World Conservation Union?”, 2007) 
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adopts a model to define landscape (Table 1-1).  Though IUCN’s model does not strictly define 

cultural landscape, the layered definition of landscape comprises many of the elements embraced 

by UNESCO’s version of cultural landscapes, namely the interaction between nature and humans 

representing historic, social, and cultural heritage.  Comprehension of this link by an 

international organization traditionally focused on nature conservation represents an influential 

step in creating understanding among a wider audience. 

In the United States, the National Park Service (NPS) protects national cultural sites as 

delegated by the Department of the Interior.  The NPS utilizes the definition of cultural 

landscapes as “a geographic area, including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife 

or domestic animals therein, associated with a historic event, activity, or person or exhibiting 

other cultural or aesthetic values” (Birnbaum, 1994, Introduction).  NPS guidelines further refine 

this definition by creating four categories of cultural landscapes: historic sites, historic designed 

landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes.  Historic sites are “a 

landscape significant for its association with a historic event, activity, or person. Examples 

include “battlefields and president's house properties” (Birnbaum, 1994, Definitions) such as 

Mount Vernon, George Washington’s home in Virginia.  Historic designed landscapes, such as 

Central Park in New York City (“Central Park History,” 2007), are 

a landscape that was consciously designed or laid out by a landscape architect, master 
gardener, architect, or horticulturist according to design principles, or an amateur 
gardener working in a recognized style or tradition. The landscape may be associated 
with a significant person(s), trend, or event in landscape architecture; or illustrate an 
important development in the theory and practice of landscape architecture. Aesthetic 
values play a significant role in designed landscapes. Examples include parks, campuses, 
and estates (Birnbaum, 1994, Definitions). 

 
[Historic vernacular landscapes] include a landscape that evolved through use by the 
people whose activities or occupancy shaped that landscape. Through social or cultural 
attitudes of an individual, family or a community, the landscape reflects the physical, 
biological, and cultural character of those everyday lives. Function plays a significant 
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role in vernacular landscapes. They can be a single property such as a farm or a collection 
of properties such as a district of historic farms along a river valley. Examples include 
rural villages, industrial complexes, and agricultural landscapes (Birnbaum, 1994, 
Definitions).  

 
The Jimmy Carter National Historic Site in Georgia is a historic vernacular landscape, preserving 

a single farmstead significant for its connection to former President Carter (“Jimmy Carter 

National Historic Site,” n.d.).  The Connecticut River Valley contains a collection of historic 

farms that also merits consideration as a historic vernacular landscape (Arendt & Yaro, 1989).  

Lastly, ethnographic landscapes consist of “a landscape containing a variety of natural and 

cultural resources that associated people define as heritage resources.  Examples are 

contemporary settlements, religious sacred sites and massive geological structures. Small plant 

communities, animals, subsistence and ceremonial grounds are often components” (Birnbaum, 

1994, Definitions).  Canyon de Chelly in Arizona, an ethnographic landscape containing 

architecture and cultural elements of ancient civilization, is also home to a modern community of 

Navajo people who are connected to the landscape through history and spirituality (“Canyon de 

Chelly National Monument,” 2007). 

NPS categories are similar to those employed by UNESCO, although with more 

emphasis on the historic.  Compare, for example, UNESCO’s split of vernacular landscapes into 

relict and continuing, versus that of NPS’s notion of vernacular landscapes, which is limited to 

historic landscapes only.  Although NPS has embraced culture and nature through recognition of 

cultural landscapes, the agency retains the emphasis on the historic cultural attributes. 

 The NPS maintains the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) which is 

a national database of “districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in 

American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, and culture” (“Welcome to the National 

Register,” n.d.).  Eligibility for inclusion on the National Register is based on certain criteria 
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relating to historical significance, historic figures or events, and distinctive construction or style 

(“What are the Criteria for Listing?,” n.d.).  Despite this limiting language, landscapes are 

eligible for inclusion on the National Register, but are officially defined as districts or sites in 

order to match the Register criteria (Goetcheus, 2002). 

Confusion arises, however, where the NPS uses several terms for landscapes within their 

system.  In addition to designating cultural landscapes, the NPS also recognizes “historic rural 

landscapes” defined as a “geographical area that historically has been used by people, or shaped 

or modified by human activity, occupancy, or intervention, and that possesses a significant 

concentration, linkage, or continuity of areas of land use, vegetation, buildings and structures, 

roads and waterways, and natural features” (McClelland, Keller, Keller & Melnick, 1999).  This 

definition is very similar to that of historic vernacular landscapes, yet is treated as its own 

category separate and apart from that of cultural landscapes.   

NPS also uses the term “historic landscape” generally, in its Historic Landscape Initiative 

(HLI).  In describing the HLI program, the agency states, “[h]istoric landscapes can range from 

thousands of acres of rural tracts to a small homestead with a front yard of less than one acre. 

Like historic buildings and structures, these special places reveal aspects of our country's origins 

and development through their form and features and the way they were used” (“Historic 

Landscape Initiative,” n.d.).  The HLI inventory includes designed and vernacular landscapes, 

both terms the NPS uses to define cultural landscapes; however, the term cultural landscape does 

not appear anywhere in the description of the HLI program.  Where the conceptual distinctions 

between the programs are not so different, it seems unnecessary to use differing terminology; 

however, the agency continues to do so.    
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Varied use of landscape terminology by the NPS illustrates the lack of a uniform 

definition even within the same organization.  In discussing the relationship between cultural 

landscapes and the National Register, Cari Goetcheus (2002), a landscape architect with the NPS 

Cultural Landscapes Program says, “[t]here are distinctions between the National Register 

program, the park programs, and the non-park programs in the use and application of 

terminology” (p.25).  In recognizing this, Goetcheus (2002) states, “[t]he need for clear and 

consistent terminology cannot be overstated,” but acknowledges that it is an “ongoing challenge” 

(p.25).  Clearly the NPS is aware of this challenge, so why definitional issues persist is not clear. 

 From a non-governmental perspective, the Cultural Landscape Foundation (CLF) is “the 

only not-for-profit foundation in America dedicated to increasing the public’s awareness of the 

importance and irreplaceable legacy of cultural landscapes” (“Our Organization,” n.d.).  CLF 

wishes to protect cultural landscapes for the quality of life and sense of place that these 

landscapes provide through education and advocacy.  Cultural landscapes are defined by CLF as  

a geographic area that includes cultural and natural resources associated with an historic 
event, activity, person, or group of people. Cultural landscapes can range from thousands 
of acres of rural land to homesteads with small front yards. They can be man-made 
expressions of visual and spatial relationships that include grand estates, farmlands, 
public gardens and parks, college campuses, cemeteries, scenic highways, and industrial 
sites. Cultural landscapes are works of art, texts and narratives of cultures, and 
expressions of regional identity. They also exist in relationship to their ecological 
contexts (“Cultural Landscapes Defined,” n.d.). 

 
CLF also utilizes the four-category approach employed by the NPS, and refers to them as 

“general” types of cultural landscapes, perhaps leaving room for other landscapes not fitting the 

categories to be included. 

 Similarly, the Alliance for Historic Landscape Preservation (AHLP) operates in order to 

educate the public on and advocate on behalf of historic landscapes, and is dedicated to the 

preservation and conservation of all historic landscapes. The AHLP acknowledges the variety of 
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definitions within the field, stating, “To define what is meant by historic landscapes is to risk 

burdening the reader with an overwhelming array of thoughts and perspectives. Needless to say, 

there are many definitions which have been developed over the years” (“What are historic 

landscapes?,” n.d.).  As a basis for providing a definition, however, AHLP uses the “recently 

accepted” term of cultural landscape (“What are historic landscapes?,” n.d.).  However, AHLP 

does not utilize the four categories adopted by the NPS and CLF, but instead uses the three 

categories adopted by UNESCO: clearly defined landscape designed and created intentionally by 

man, organically evolved landscape (including the relict or fossil landscape and the continuing 

landscape), and the associative cultural landscape (“What are historic landscapes?,” n.d.).  AHLP 

acknowledges that the NPS and Parks Canada, for example, have their own definitions, and 

refers the reader to the respective websites for more information.  Although AHLP does not 

provide specific examples of cultural landscapes, they do generally reference rormal gardens, 

public parks, and rural and urban spaces (“AHLP Poster,” 2006). 

 The World Monument Fund and the National Trust for Historic Preservation, 

organizations focused on preservation of the built environment, have begun to incorporate 

cultural landscape protection as part of their missions.  The World Monument Fund uses the term 

in drawing attention to landscapes in danger, such as the Bluegrass Cultural Landscape of 

Kentucky, but has yet to adopt an internal definition or policy on cultural landscapes (M. 

Berenfeld, personal communication, October 1, 2007).  Similarly, the National Trust does not 

have an official stance on cultural landscapes, but is beginning to become more actively involved 

in their preservation (L. Suhrstedt, personal communication, October 12, 2007).   The Northeast 

Office of the National Trust has been the most active in cultural landscape preservation, 

particularly through advocacy for the preservation of Block Island, Rhode Island’s scenic 
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landscapes and historic character (“Northeast Preservation News,” 2007). Although neither 

organization currently has a specific policy regarding cultural landscapes, reflecting both groups 

traditional advocacy for buildings and structures, beginning to include these landscapes 

demonstrates the shift occurring in the preservation field to encompass the context of the built 

environment. 

 From an academic perspective, the Institute for Cultural Landscape Studies (ICLS), now 

part of the Landscape Institute conducted through the Arnold Arboretum at Harvard University, 

recognizes the differing ways in which to define cultural landscapes.   The ICLS, formed in 

1997, and merged with the Landscape Institute in 2003, was created “to support the emerging 

community of professionals and volunteers who manage and interpret landscapes with a 

significant history of human use, particularly in the northeastern United States” (“About the 

Institute,” 2003).  ICLS does not utilize the term to refer to a certain type of landscape, as is done 

through categorization, but instead as a way of “seeing” a landscape (Ingerson, 2002).  ICLS 

refers to working farms as an example of a cultural landscape (Ingerson, 2000).  ICLS partners 

with organizations who have contrasting or conflicting definitions of cultural landscape, and 

offers a chart as a basis to understanding these varying perspectives on cultural landscapes 

(Table 1-2).  This chart is useful in illustrating multiple viewpoints utilized in defining cultural 

landscapes. 

Professional associations too have their own method of defining cultural landscapes.  The 

American Planning Association (APA) refers to cultural landscapes and cultural towns as 

“genuine and authentic places that are deeply rooted in the arts and arts education which identify, 

create and develop a town’s unique qualities of community…[r]especting the past, living the 

present, and visioning the future, cultural communities look forward and back simultaneously” 
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(“Cultural Landscapes/Cultural Towns,” 2007).  As an example of a cultural landscape and 

cultural town, the APA highlights Savannah, Georgia as a case study based on the town’s 

integration with the Savannah College of Art and Design.  This interesting definition diverges 

from other definitions of cultural landscape, emphasizing culture as art and arts education, as 

opposed to a general interaction between the land and any form of culture, art or not.  However, 

it is not entirely revolutionary, as ICLS recognizes this arts-focused perspective as one of the 

components of “seeing” a landscape. 

 Other professional organizations like the American Society for Landscape Architects do 

not have a readily accessible definition of cultural landscape; however, they do utilize the term in 

their literature.  See, for example, Freeman (2003) who discusses the modern Phoenix, Tempe 

and Scottsdale, Arizona communities as cultural landscapes.  No definition is provided, rather 

the term is used with an assumption the reader understands the concept. 

 Nonprofit groups without a specific focus on cultural or historic landscapes also employ 

the term.  The Trust for Public Land (TPL) is a “national, nonprofit, land conservation 

organization that conserves land for people to enjoy as parks, community gardens, historic sites, 

rural lands, and other natural places, ensuring livable communities for generations to come” 

(“About TPL,” 2007).   TPL utilizes the term cultural landscape in addressing sites they are 

involved in protecting.  For example, TPL recently helped to protect the Alexander/Wilson 

House outside Cleveland, and describes the site as a “cultural landscape that identifies a distinct 

way of the antebellum era in northeast Ohio” (“TPL to Help Protect the Alexander/Wilson 

House,” 2007).  As with the use of the term in the American Society of Landscape Architects 

literature, TPL assumes understanding of the terminology, indicating awareness of cultural 

landscapes has come a long way since Sauer initially introduced the concept. 
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Limiting Cultural Landscape 

Despite many different organizations using different interpretations and concepts 

surrounding the term cultural landscapes (Table 1-3), it has become part of the lexicon used 

when referencing landscapes reflecting an integration of nature and culture.  A significant 

advance from only fifty years or so ago, when the term was used very little, Carl Sauer and J.B. 

Jackson would no doubt be curious to see the activity and debate generated by their early work.  

But is it too much debate and not enough consensus?  The “assumption that one ‘cultural 

landscape’ exists – including accepted meanings, values, and preservation priorities – is 

simplistic and faulty” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.20).  Put another way, “we can expect no 

single, unified, rigidly bounded approach to the study of something so essential and yet so 

complex as the reciprocal relationships between individuals, groups of people, and their 

everyday surroundings” (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.21).  While this may be the case for general 

cultural landscape studies, as aforementioned by Goetcheus (2002), the need for concise and 

clear terminology is very important when addressing cultural landscapes and their protection 

strategies.  Without a generally accepted definition, protection of a cultural landscape will be 

particularly onerous where involved parties will not even be able to come to consensus on what 

constitutes the landscape to be protected.  Further, a limited definition will contribute to a better 

overall understanding of cultural landscapes, which are conceptually difficult to comprehend 

given the varied terminology and definitions employed by a multitude of groups and professions. 

 In considering the various definitions of a cultural landscape, potentially every landscape 

is a cultural landscape.  Understanding cultural landscapes simplistically as lands evidencing 

interaction between humans and nature leads to a conclusion that “cultural landscapes exist 

virtually everywhere that human activities have affected the land” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, 

p.3).  While this broad definition may lend itself well to studies in geography, sociology, or 
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anthropology, it is less effective when applied to the realm of policy, planning, and the law.  

Definitions of cultural landscape lack the specificity that these disciplines require, and these 

disciplines must be involved in matters of cultural landscape protection. 

 Historic preservation advocates realized the utility of using the law and planning 

mechanisms in order to protect historic structures, and as early as 1931, the city of Charleston 

initiated this partnership between preservation and planning law by enacting the country’s first 

historic district zoning ordinance (Lea, 2003).  In 1966, the federal government enacted the 

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), providing a “unified national system” (Stipe, 2003, 

p.vii).  This system includes both the National Register and National Landmark programs, which 

identify significant examples of American heritage, and solidified the partnership between 

preservation and the law. 

 The law demands uniformity and specificity, so that affected parties know their positions 

and have a guideline for behavior.  Each word in any given law has meaning, and drafting a law 

is therefore a deliberate process.  The NHPA authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to establish 

criteria for including districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects on the National Register or 

as a National Landmark (National Historic Preservation Act, 2007).  Landscapes, as a word on 

its own, is not included in the NHPA.  Nor is it found in the Secretary’s criteria, codified at 36 

C.F.R. §60.4, although this section states that the criteria “are worded in a manner to provide for 

a wide diversity of resources.”  The criteria for evaluation are: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology, engineering, 
and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association and 
(a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of our history; or 
(b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
(c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
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that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 
(d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or 
history  (National Register Criteria, 2007, emphasis added). 

 
Notably, the word significance appears a total of ten times within the relatively short statutory 

section, and serves as the delineator for what can be included in the National Register or 

National Landmark listings.  While a site may have made a contribution to the “broad patterns of 

our history,” it will not merit inclusion if the site did not make a significant contribution to the 

broad patterns of our history.  What significance actually means for purposes of evaluation is 

where debates begin, and illustrates why each word in a definition carries such weight.  

Significance is fraught with as many implications as are cultural landscapes, and inclusion of the 

term in the definition of cultural landscape must be carefully considered.  Where historic 

preservation laws contain specific criteria for determining significance of a building or site, so 

could a protective provision for cultural landscapes.  Any drafting of cultural landscape 

protective legislation must not borrow too closely from historic preservation laws, however; 

certain concepts relevant to historic preservation, such as defining historic, may not apply to an 

evolving space such as cultural landscapes.   

 Current definitions of cultural landscape are far too ambiguous to mesh with any sort of 

legal protection mechanism.  Critics indicate “[t]he reliance on codification…holds the potential 

to negate the very idiosyncratic landscape qualities that set one place apart from another.” 

(Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.17)  Yet, the same critics state that while virtually every landscape 

is a cultural landscape, “it is neither feasible nor desirable to preserve all or even most cultural 

landscapes” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.21).  Certainly few people would argue that no cultural 

landscapes should be protected, but current definitions do little to assist in highlighting what 

cultural landscapes do merit protection.  Codification, or a narrowing of scope, helps to identify 
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those landscapes that are worthy of protection.  The question then becomes:  How does one 

refine the notion of cultural landscape to a narrower scope for purposes of selecting and 

protecting certain landscapes?  Narrowing the scope may be as simple as borrowing from historic 

preservation laws and inserting significance, a term missing from definitions of cultural 

landscape reviewed within this study. 

For purposes of advancing the argument that a narrower definition is necessary in order 

to properly identify and protect these sites, a cultural landscape should be defined as a 

“geographic area containing natural and manmade works that express a significant relationship 

between people and their natural environment, representing both cultural and natural resources 

associated with an event, activity, or person or exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values.” This 

definition combines elements of both the UNESCO and NPS definitions, but adds the qualifying 

“significant” as a means in which to limit the scope of cultural landscapes. The adjective 

“historic” referencing an event, activity, or person has been removed in order to better embrace 

the concept of cultural landscapes as evolving, or in UNESCO terminology, “continuing 

landscapes,” which inherently implies heritage, through the expression of a long relationship 

between people and the natural environment. 

Broad in the sense that it is not limited to historic cultural landscapes, this definition is 

also narrow in limiting landscapes to those that are significant, whatever the era.  Modern use of 

the landscape still encompasses the concept of heritage, although maybe not strictly historic, 

through the changes made to that land over time.  Defining significance, no easy feat, would be 

unique to each landscape, and requires an assessment of the cultural landscape in question.  

Perhaps a cultural landscape in one area is significant because of its historic character.  Perhaps 

another region has a cultural landscape that is considered worthy of saving because of its modern 
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representation and use of the land; both could be included under the proposed definition.  

Determining significance incorporates consideration of for whom the landscape is significant; it 

may be important to the world or a nation, or only of local importance to a region or town.  

Because of these considerations, cultural landscape protection on the local level is particularly 

important.  This emphasis on protection at the local level should be modeled on the emphasis 

placed on local level protection in historic preservation, which is “where the real protective 

power of historic preservation is found…[and] cannot be overemphasized” (Tyler, 2000, p.54).  

Regardless, the limiting factor of significance will assist in narrowing cultural landscapes for 

protection purposes and eliminates the occurrence that every cultural landscape be protected, an 

impossibility. 

Cultural Landscape Examples 

Internationally recognized cultural landscapes include ones such as the Agave Landscape 

of Mexico, the Rice Terraces of the Phillippines, and the Coffee Plantations of Cuba.  All three 

have been placed on UNESCO’s World Heritage List, and all three represent human cultivation 

of the landscape that continues today.  Other sites include Humberstone and Santa Laura in Chile 

and Blaenavon in Wales, representative of man’s extraction and formation of the landscape 

through saltpeter mining and coal mining, respectively.  Geographic areas such as the Loire 

Valley in France, Cinque Terre in Italy, and the Ferto-Neusiedler Lake Region in Austria and 

Hungary cover a wide expanse and highlight a way of life in European villages.  All of these 

locations are considered highly significant representations of human interaction with the 

landscape, as determined by the World Heritage Committee, and have been deemed to have 

outstanding universal value.  (“World Heritage Cultural Landscapes,” n.d.). 

Use of “significance” and “outstanding universal value” demonstrates the already 

existing use of these terms in designating cultural landscapes for inclusion on the World Heritage 



 

32 

List, and by NPS through inclusion of cultural landscapes utilizing NHPA criteria.  For groups 

involved in protection or designation, it would be beneficial to include significance as part of 

their definition.  This inclusion would set them apart from use of the term by geographers, 

anthropologists, and sociologists, and would allow organizations charged with protection, such 

as UNESCO and NPS, to have a unified definition.  Adding significance as part of the definition, 

and not just as part of the criteria, would also help those seeking benefit of protection by 

providing a uniform guideline for evaluating landscapes. 

 Currently, no cultural landscapes of the United States are on the World Heritage List.  

However, numerous American cultural landscapes of universal value or significance exist.  

Chinatowns, Little Toykos, Little Manilas, and Koreatowns represent past and current cultural 

values of a community, but also embody past political and social realities such as segregation 

into certain geographic areas (Dubrow, 2000, p.144).  Native American villages in Chaco 

Canyon and Canyon de Chelly evoke historic cultural landscapes, and as tourist sites today, 

represent modern society’s interaction with the landscape (Hardesty, 2000, p.171).   

Significance as a limiting factor in cultural landscape protection is aptly demonstrated 

when considering a common cultural landscape, such as the American strip mall, identified by 

J.B. Jackson as the “auto-vernacular landscape” (Wilson & Groth, 2003, p.293).  Strip malls are 

a cultural landscape, representing human interaction with the land; however, for protection 

purposes, how would one decide which strip mall merits protection?  Significance as a limiting 

factor helps to make the distinction.  For example, a significant strip mall could showcase a 

historic example of an early automobile park, or perhaps an example of innovative design. 

Again, determining significance would be based on the specific landscape in question. 
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Cultural Landscape Issues 

     When discussing cultural landscape protection, it is assumed that some entity wishes to 

identify and preserve the landscape for certain purposes as set apart from the general everyday 

landscape.  This preservation may be for a historic or educational area, a park, tourism, or to 

generally contribute to the character and quality of life in a particular region.  After determining 

significance and identifying a cultural landscape to protect, certain issues are bound to arise. 

Static versus Evolving 

 An overarching debate in cultural landscape protection is how best to “preserve” a place 

that is continually evolving.  The landscape is “both artifact and system…it is a product and a 

process” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.17).  This sentiment is echoed in the idea that considering 

cultural landscapes requires a “shift from viewing landscape as the somewhat passive result of 

human activity to landscape as essentially an active influence on social, economic, and political 

processes” (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.15).  This dynamic quality sets cultural landscapes apart 

from more traditional resources protected through historic preservation, such as historic homes 

representing a particular time and place in history (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.16), and 

illustrates why protective mechanisms for historic preservation cannot always serve as 

substitutes for cultural landscapes. 

 Fluidity of cultural landscapes also contributes to a debate over authenticity.  An example 

of authenticity issues is provided in the presentation of Colonial Williamsburg, a cultural 

landscape reflecting life in a colonial-era Virginia town.  Until the 1970’s and 1980’s, Colonial 

Williamsburg did not present the entire version of the town’s history, which included slavery, 

and thus, an authentic presentation of Williamsburg was missing.  In spite of attempts to 

incorporate this history, Williamsburg is still not an authentic cultural landscape in that its 

“identity has been established by presentations of the ‘historic scene’ rather than by portrayals of 
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dynamic landscapes reflective of many histories” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.7).  

Williamsburg’s presentation reflects a traditional historic preservation view of a landscape, 

remaining static in time and demonstrating only one era of human interaction with the land. 

The treatment of historic buildings in most downtowns across the United States provides 

another example of authenticity issues.  Historic preservation advocates would likely be attracted 

to the historic façades, but cultural landscape advocates may be more interested in the modern 

appliqués applied to these buildings as invocative of the evolving nature of the urban cultural 

landscape.  These tensions come to a head when attempting to decide how best to “preserve” 

such a structure, and as such demonstrate its authenticity (Groth & Wilson, 2003, p.15). 

This debate commonly arises in the context of defining a cultural landscape.  Although 

the notion of landscape inherently includes the idea of evolution, seeking to define a cultural 

landscape of a certain era dictates the landscape remain static.  Says Sue Thompson, a practicing 

landscape architect, “a cultural landscape is a space that has helped to define us as a people in a 

particular time and place” (“Stewardship Stories,” 2005).  This definition does not leave much 

room for evolution of a space, instead limiting a landscape to a particular time and a particular 

place, as evidenced by Colonial Williamsburg.  Perhaps the intent of a cultural landscape 

preservation project is to retain the features that ground the landscape to a certain time and date.  

Determining whether to keep a space static or to let it continually evolve may depend on the 

particular preservation goals defined for an individual project. 

Size and Scope 

 The scope of a cultural landscape can often be overwhelming in terms of providing 

adequate protection.  While some cultural landscapes may be small in size, and therefore, much 

simpler to identify, many cultural landscapes cover such an expansive area that protective 

mechanisms may need to be quite complex.  Such a cultural landscape is the Pyrénées-Mont 
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Perdu region, a World Heritage Site designated by UNESCO.  The region is considered 

significant for humans’ unique adaptation to mountain life and the climate, and is home to a wide 

variety of natural resources (“World Heritage Nomination Pyrénées-Mont Perdu,” 1999).  This 

geographic area encompasses 30,639 hectares, and spreads across an area covering portions of 

two countries, France and Spain.  Both countries include their areas of the site within national 

parks, but the area is also home to numerous agricultural communities, as well as small-scale 

tourism activities such as hiking and mountain climbing.   

 Understandably, cooperative protection of this cultural landscape is difficult.  There are 

not only geographic barriers, but also lingual, political, and cultural barriers.  The geographic 

scope of this landscape is extensive, as is the scope of actors who must play a part in protecting 

the Pyrénées-Mont Perdu region.  Federal, regional, and local entities in two countries must 

coordinate to ensure the continued protection and management of this site.  Oversight of this 

region involves a hefty time commitment.  Where significance helps to limit the range of cultural 

landscapes that merit protection, it does not necessarily limit the size of landscapes to be 

protected.  In this instance, UNESCO agreed that the entire Pyrénées-Mont Perdu region is of 

outstanding universal value, and is significant representation of human interaction with the 

landscape over time.  When addressing cultural landscape protection patterns, understanding that 

significance of a particular landscape may include a large area, and protection strategies will 

need to include a variety of participants on all levels, is vital. 

Long-term Protection 

 Long-term protection concerns in relation to cultural landscapes often correlate to the size 

of a cultural landscape.  The larger the landscape, the more complex the protection strategies can 

be, particularly long-term.  However, providing for long-term protection of any cultural 

landscape is a matter of concern.  Any cultural landscape deemed worthy of protection should 



 

36 

have a strong long-term protection strategy in place.  Protecting a cultural landscape may be 

possible today, but future protection must also be evaluated. 

From a opposing view, a cultural landscape that may be of significance to a community 

today may not hold the same significance in the future, and therefore leads to a series of possible 

inquiries. How can long-term protection be reconciled with the notion that cultural landscapes 

are continually evolving?  Do cultural landscape protection mechanisms put in place today 

impose today’s standards of how the landscape should evolve or do the mechanisms allow for a 

more organic evolution over time?  In light of these questions, is protection even possible?  None 

of these questions have easy answers, but they must considered when deciding how best to 

provide future protection for a cultural landscape.  A possibility for assessing these questions 

would be to include a review provision in any cultural landscape protective mechanism that 

allows for periodic re-evaluation of significance, as well as boundaries, land use, and the like. 

Property Rights Conflicts 

 In the United States, property rights are a hotly contested subject.  The right to own and 

alter property is “essential to maintain a viable economy upon which general welfare depends,” 

and moreover, the protection of these rights “secures and augments personal freedom.” (Siegan 

9)  This freedom has its roots in the Declaration of Independence, where Thomas Jefferson 

declared that all men are created equal, and granted unalienable rights, namely life, liberty, and 

the pursuit of happiness.  “[T]he acquisition, use, and disposal of private property is necessarily 

comprehended in the pursuit of happiness” (Siegan, 1997, p.10).  The Constitution of the United 

States secured these rights by granting property protection in various sections, namely to address 

the property interests considered most important during the drafting era: home, land, office, 

firearms, and financial resources (Siegan, 1997, p.20).  The takings clause of the Constitution is a 
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well-known restriction on the government’s ability to seize private land for public use without 

just compensation (Tyler, 2000, p.87). 

 Takings claims are a predominant challenge facing historic preservation and landscape 

preservation protective mechanisms.  These protective mechanisms, often found in zoning 

regulations, are seen by many as restricting their Constitutional right to own, use, and dispose of 

their private property by imposing restrictions dictating the bounds of that use (Tyler, 2000).  

Regulations have been upheld, as in one of the most famous Supreme Court cases on this subject, 

Penn Central Transp. Co. v. New York City (1978); other regulations have not withstood a 

judicial challenge (Tyler, 2000).  Winning over property rights advocates will prove to be a 

difficult task for cultural landscape protection advocates who wish to limit or restrict certain 

property activities within a cultural landscape.   

However, where cultural landscape protection goals encourage the evolution of the 

landscape as human interaction shifts over time, and thereby allows for change and less 

restriction, property rights may not be in dispute.  In other countries of the world, property rights 

and protecting cultural landscapes may not be so much of an issue.  Socialist or communist 

forms of government certainly would have more opportunity to designate a space a cultural 

landscape and restrict certain acts without opposition; however, this option is not analogous to 

protection strategies elsewhere in the world such as the United States. 

Summary  

Adding one word, significance, to the variety of cultural landscape definitions helps to 

narrow the term, identify what cultural landscapes are worthy of protection, and assist in 

attempts at codifying landscape protection.  Further, qualifying cultural landscapes as significant 

can contribute to resolving some of the tensions in seeking to protect cultural landscapes.  

Significance plays a role in determining how to present a cultural landscape, and may assist in 
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identifying presentation of the landscape as static or evolving.  While the decision depends upon 

the goals of the project, utilizing significance as a limiting factor helps in making that decision. 

 Likewise, significance is useful in defining the size and scope of a particular cultural 

landscape.  Elements that are found to contribute in a significant manner to the cultural landscape 

would be considered within the landscape, while those that are not significant could perhaps 

remain outside the boundaries of the landscape, keeping in mind that utilizing significance as a 

limiting factor will not necessarily limit the scope of the cultural landscape.  Significance can be 

used to identify long-term strategies for protection, but perhaps only if the significance is 

something that can be expected to be appreciated over time.  Lastly, identifying cultural 

landscapes of significance to a entire community or region could aid in convincing property 

rights advocates that the protection is a worthy cause.  Despite varied terminology and a host of 

complex issues, protection of significant landscapes is possible, as the next chapter will 

demonstrate. 
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Table 1-1.  Defining Landscape   (Coleman, 2003, p.5, citing Phillips, 2002). 
 
Landscape =  

 
Nature 

 
      Plus 

 
People 
 

Landscape = The Past       Plus The Present 
 

Landscape =  Physical Attributes 
(scenery, nature, 
historic heritage) 

      Plus Associative Values 
(social and cultural) 
 
 

 

 

Table 1-2.  “Seeing” Cultural Landscapes   (Institute for Cultural Landscape Studies of the   
Landscape Institute © The President and Fellows of Harvard College, 2000). 

 Individual, Special, Aesthetic 
 Collective, Representative, Useful 

 
Cultural 

 
Related to the arts (consciously 
designed objects) or ideas of 
enduring value 
 

 
Related to the everyday beliefs and    
practices of a group of people 

 
 

Landscape 

 
The work of landscape architects 
or garden designers 
 
 
Scenery portrayed in a painting or 
photograph, or that is seen as 
worth painting or photographing 

 
The land that can be seen from a       
single vantage point (usually larger 
than a “site,” smaller than a 
“region”) 
 
“Nearly everything we see when we 
go outdoors” – Peirce Lewis 1979 
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Table 1-3.  Table of Cultural Landscape Definitions by Organization (Author, 2007). 
Organization Definition of Cultural Landscape Example 
UNESCO “Combined works of nature and 

humankind [that] express a long and 
intimate relationship between peoples 
and their environment” 
Three categories: 

 

1) Clearly defined landscape  Royal Botanic Gardens, 
UK 

2) Organically evolved landscape: 
- relict or fossil landscape 
- continuing landscape 

 
Lopé-Okanda, Gabon 
Rice Terraces, Phillippines 

 

3) Associative cultural landscape Uluru-Kata Tjuta, 
Australia 

National Park Service “Geographic area, including both 
cultural and natural 
resources…associated with a historic 
event, activity, or person or exhibiting 
other cultural or aesthetic values” 
Four categories: 

 

1) Historic sites Mount Vernon, Virginia 
2) Historic designed landscapes Central Park, New York 
3) Historic vernacular landscapes Jimmy Carter Site, Georgia

 

4) Ethnographic landscapes Canyon de Chelly, Arizona 
Cultural Landscape 
Foundation 

“Geographic area that includes cultural 
and natural resources associated with an 
historic event, activity, person, or group 
of people” - Utilizes four NPS categories 

 

Alliance for Historic 
Landscape Preservation 

Utilizes three UNESCO categories; 
Acknowledges differences among 
organizations 

Formal gardens, public 
parks, rural and urban 
spaces 

National Trust for 
Historic Preservation 

No organizational definition available Block Island, Rhode Island 

World Monuments 
Fund 

No organizational definition available Bluegrass Cultural 
Landscape, Kentucky 

Harvard Landscape 
Institute 

No precise definition; Acknowledges 
differences among organizations 

Working farms 

American Planning 
Association 

“Genuine and authentic places that are 
deeply rooted in arts and arts education 
which identify, create, and develop a 
town’s unique qualities of community” 

Savannah, Georgia 

American Society for 
Landscape Architects 

No organizational definition available Phoenix, Tempe, and 
Scottsdale, Arizona 

Trust for Public Land No organizational definition available Alexander/Wilson House, 
Cleveland 



 

41 

CHAPTER 3 
STRATEGIES FOR PROTECTING CULTURAL LANDSCAPES 

Strategies for preserving cultural landscapes generally fall into one of two categories: 

protection or management, although strategies are not limited by these bounds.  Protection is 

typically espoused in legislative and regulatory policies designed to administratively care for a 

space (Mayes, 2003).  Management, on the other hand, is typically synonymous with 

maintenance, and typically involves physical care of the landscape (Schuyler & O’Donnell, 

2000).  Both strategies are essential to providing for long-term success of a cultural landscape.  

However, only protective mechanisms are addressed here; management and maintenance 

strategies deserve an altogether separate treatment. 

Cultural Landscape Protection Outside the United States 

 Cultural landscapes are recognized across the world, with many organizations and 

governments adopting policies to legitimize and protect these landscapes.  This section provides 

a brief review of international activities in cultural landscape protection, and does not seek to 

address specifics of international legal protections that can vary amongst individual countries’ 

national, regional, and local levels.  Major, national initiatives in English-speaking countries are 

introduced below simply to highlight cultural landscape protection practices across the world. 

Internationally, UNESCO leads the way in designating cultural landscapes exemplifying 

world heritage.  The World Heritage Convention was adopted by the Member States of 

UNESCO in 1972, and seeks to identify, protect, conserve, present, and transmit to future 

generations cultural and natural heritage of outstanding universal value (“Operational 

Guidelines,” 2005, I.B.5 & 7).  The World Heritage Convention created the World Heritage List 

to identify those cultural and heritage sites of outstanding universal value.  Criteria and 

conditions for inclusion on the World Heritage List are intended to guide Member States and 
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Parties in the protection of these sites (“Operational Guidelines,” 2005, I.B.8).  Cultural 

landscapes are considered for inclusion on the List as the “combined works of nature and man” 

as described in Article 1 of the Convention (“Operational Guidelines,” 2005, II.A.47).   

Inclusion on the List is the result of a complex process originating with the nomination of 

a site by a Member State or Party.  Amongst the detailed, mandatory nomination requirements 

for a site is proof of the mechanisms protecting the site (“Operational Guidelines,” 2005, 

III.B.132.5).  Protective measures must show “adequate long-term legislative, regulatory, 

institutional and/or traditional protection and management to ensure their safeguarding”  

(“Operational Guidelines,” 2005, II.F.97).  Further, State Parties must “demonstrate adequate 

protection at the national, regional, municipal, and/or traditional level for the nominated 

property” (“Operational Guidelines,” 2005, II.F.97). 

 On a regional level, the Council of Europe confirmed interest, and set a precedent for 

individual European countries, in protecting the cultural landscapes of Europe in presenting the 

European Landscape Convention of 2000.  Recognizing that the landscape is a “basic component 

of the European natural and cultural heritage,” the convention seeks to provide for protection, 

management, and planning for European landscapes, whether “outstanding” or “everyday,” 

through cooperation amongst the member countries (“Why a Landscape Convention?,” n.d.).  

Although this represents a desire to include varying types of landscapes, significance as a 

qualifying factor is still absent.  The Convention includes among its goals the ability of the 

European people to have a democratic voice concerning protection of their landscapes, 

encourages transboundary cooperation to protect these landscapes, and advocates for landscape 

protection to become a mainstream policital concern (“Aims of the European Landscape 

Convention,” n.d.).  
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The European Landscape Convention differs from the World Heritage Convention in that 

it specifically seeks to conserve past and present landscapes, and does not reference historic 

monuments.  Additionally, it is limited in scope to European member parties, not landscapes 

around the world.  Twenty-seven of the forty-seven countries who are parties to the Council of 

Europe have ratified the Landscape Convention; seven other countries have signed onto the 

convention, but are awaiting ratification (“State of Signatures and Ratifications,” 2007).  

Landscape protection, as symbolic of Europe’s cultural heritage, is visibly a priority amongst 

European member countries. 

On a national level, one of the member countries of the European Council, the United 

Kingdom (UK), ratified the Landscape Convention in January 2007.  Although this demonstrates 

the UK’s interest in landscape protection generally, cultural landscape protection in the UK is 

still for the most part not an integrated concept.  “Where legislation attempts to cover all facets 

of the [landscape], it normally does so in terms of separate provision for landscape, for nature 

conservation, and for archaeology and history” (Fairclough, 1999, p.29).  While an integration of 

the three concepts, or cultural landscape, is recognized and implemented amongst practitioners in 

the field, legislative designations have yet to catch up (Fairclough, 1999, p.29-30).   

One example of legislative policy in the UK designed to protect natural landscapes, but 

that is being utilized to protect “living landscapes,” another term that essentially describes a 

cultural landscape, is the Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) program.  Despite an 

emphasis on natural landscapes, as of the UK’s 1993 Environment Act, cultural heritage is 

included as part of the definition of natural beauty for AONB purposes.  It is pointed out, 

however, that “the historic environment has to argue its case strongly to be sure of any 

consideration in AONB practice” (Fairclough, 1999, p.29). While this illustrates the continued 
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distinction between historic and natural environments, AONB’s do encompass both elements.  

The National Parks and Access to Countryside Act of 1949 and the Countryside and Right of 

Way Act of 2000 authorize AONB’s, which are designated by ministerial order, although local 

entities request consideration initially.  Once designated, land remains in current ownership, but 

local authorities have planning and development control in the area.  Currently, there are forty-

nine AONB’s in England, Northern Ireland, and Wales; in England, 13.9% of the nation’s land is 

included in an AONB, protecting a substantial portion of England’s cultural landscapes through 

regulation (Barrett & Taylor, 2007, p.53).   

 Australia provides for protection of its cultural landscapes through the Australian national 

government’s Heritage Council.  In 2003, the Heritage Office of the Council hosted a cultural 

landscapes charrette intended to introduce participants to the concept and more specifically, 

address protection and management of cultural landscapes.  Purposes behind the charrette 

included a hope that policies would be adopted to implement management techniques discussed 

during the meeting.  The charrette laid the groundwork for cultural landscape protection by 

highlighting the available protective tools on a variety of governmental levels. (Coleman, 2003) 

However, the Australian Heritage Council’s Periodic Report, released in February 2007, 

still does not specifically address cultural landscapes, but merely references them in relation to 

particular sites.  National policies as of yet do not address cultural landscapes individually; as is 

still typical, Australia’s Heritage List criteria echoes the dichotomy between historic sites and 

natural sites that England’s legislation represents (“Periodic Report,” 2007).  Although the 

charrette introduced the concept of cultural landscapes and demonstrates a practitioners’ 

recognition of the utility in accepting this concept, the legislation has yet to correlate, as is the 

case in England. 
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 Canada addresses cultural landscapes, particularly those related to Aboriginal 

Canandians, through the Parks Canada office.  Parks Canada broadly defines the term cultural 

landscape as “any geographical area that has been modified, influenced, or given special cultural 

meaning by people,” (“Cultural Landscapes-Canadian Approach,” 2004) but adopts UNESCO’s 

three types of cultural landscapes: designed parks and gardens, urban and rural districts as 

evolved landscapes, and associative cultural landscapes related to Aboriginal Canadians.  For 

planning purposes, cultural landscapes are included in Canada’s National Historic Sites System 

Plan (“Cultural Landscapes-Canadian Approach”).   

 Overall, while international designation programs are utilizing cultural landscapes as a 

manner of protecting integrated natural and cultural sites, international legislation has yet to 

follow.  While legislation such as that enacting England’s AONB program does contemplate the 

possibility of integration, it still predominantly emphasizes natural sites alone.  However, 

cultural designation programs can increase awareness of this interconnectedness and influence 

future international legislation.   

Cultural Landscape Protection Within the United States 

 While international identification tools like the World Heritage List are available to the 

United States, a member party to UNESCO, the United States currently does not have a cultural 

landscape included on the List.  Nor does the United States participate in any sort of landscape 

treaty or convention, aside from the World Heritage Convention. Although cultural landscapes in 

the United States are in this sense isolated from international cultural landscape practices, 

legislative protective mechanisms in the United States generally follow the pattern, expressed 

internationally in the UK and Australia, of providing separate protective mechanisms for the 

built historic environment and for the natural environment.   Exploring cultural landscape 
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protections in the United States on national, state, and local levels provides a view of how the 

United States can use existing mechanisms to protect cultural landscapes. 

National Protection Strategies 

 Currently, there is no national legislative policy in the United States specifically 

addressing historic landscapes or cultural landscapes.  The National Historic Preservation Act of 

1966, as previously noted, does not mention landscapes.  Portions of the federal tax code provide 

for tax credits in renovation of income-producing historic properties.  But protection of 

landscapes and the natural environment are more typically covered in conservation strategies 

such as the National Environmental Policy Act or other national legislative acts such as the Farm 

Bill of 2002, which provides for farm and ranch land protection, or the Coastal Zone 

Management Act, which seeks to protect coastal resources. National level policy, therefore, 

reflects the division between consideration for the built heritage versus consideration for natural 

heritage.  A 1992 National Trust for Historic Preservation publication suggests that “there is 

growing recognition that conservation and preservation are natural allies” (McMahon & Watson, 

1992, p.1).  However, fifteen years later, while practitioners may have a better understanding of 

this partnership, it is still lost on policy makers.  Melnick (2000) notes that “landscapes are 

inadequately served when we consider them only within one classification” (p.28), indicating a 

need to utilize a more integrated approach to cultural landscape protection.   Until policy reflects 

a shift from this split thinking, other protective measures must fill the gap to protect cultural 

landscapes on a national level. 

National Park Service 

 Protection of cultural landscapes on a federal level falls within the purview of the 

National Park Service, a division of the Department of the Interior.  The NPS identified cultural 

landscapes as a specific resource type in 1981 (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.7).  NPS has a variety 
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of mechanisms for protecting cultural landscapes and oversees National Parks, National 

Monuments, National Preserves, National Historic Sites, National Historical Parks, National 

Memorials, National Battlefields, National Cemeteries, National Recreation Areas, National 

Seashores, National Lakeshores, National Rivers, National Parkways, National Trails, Affiliated 

Areas either designated by Congress or the Secretary of the Interior, and Other Designations as 

determined by NPS, as units of the NPS system (“Designation of National Park System Units,” 

2000).  Many, if not all, of these sites could potentially include an area worthy of cultural 

landscape consideration.  One such site, the Delaware Water Gap National Recreation Area, is 

credited as playing a major role in shaping NPS cultural landscape programs after a dam project 

in the 1970’s threatened to flood hundreds of acres of land exemplifying historic rural life 

(Miller, 2000).  The significance of the area’s heritage spurred NPS action on cultural 

landscapes, and today a cultural landscape can be included within one of these protective Park 

programs.   

National Heritage Areas (NHA), one of the many NPS units, are essentially cultural 

landscapes called by another name.  NHA’s are defined by the NPS as “a place designated by the 

United States Congress where natural, cultural, historic, and recreational resources combine to 

form a cohesive, nationally-distinctive landscape arising from patterns of human activity shaped 

by geography” (“What is a National Heritage Area?, n.d).  Later, in defining the heritage areas 

strategy, NPS specifically uses the term cultural landscape to describe the ideology behind 

protecting heritage areas.  Again, this illustrates the differing use of the term within the 

organization. NHA’s are not managed by the NPS, but instead fall to local management, 

generally comprised of a variety of stakeholders.  Therefore, protection of these sites is largely 
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out of the federal realm.  To date, there are thirty-seven designated NHA’s, with the highest 

number concentrated in the Northeast. 

One such NHA is the Silos and Smokestacks National Heritage Area, covering over 

20,000 square miles and thirty-seven counties in northeast Iowa.  The intent of the Silos and 

Smokestacks NHA is to “preserve[] and tell[] the story of American agriculture and its global 

significance through partnerships and activities that celebrate the land, people, and communities 

of the area” (“About Us,” 2006).  Significance, though not part of the NPS definition of cultural 

landscapes, is utilized to designate areas worthy of protection.  Themes addressed in the Silos 

and Smokestacks NHA include fertile lands, farms and families, the changing farm, higher 

yields, farm to factory, and organizing for agriculture.  Sites included in the NHA are scenic 

routes, historic sites, farms, museums, parks and nature centers, fairs, tractors, and lodging 

(“Sites,” 2006).  Leadership advisors, a board of trustees, a partnership panel, and full-time staff 

comprise the management team of Silos and Smokestacks.  Members of each of these entities 

represent a wide variety of professions, including government, academia, tourism, natural 

resource conservation, historic preservation, agriculture, architecture, business, law, and 

communications (“Who We Are,” 2006).  Together, these entities coordinate and plan for the 

management of the Silos and Smokestacks NHA. 

National Heritage Corridors (NHC), another NPS designation similar to NHA’s, are 

managed outside the NPS by a partnership between federal, state, and local agencies, and are 

considered an outstanding source of natural, cultural, and historic features.  An example of an 

The Blackstone River Valley is an NHS in Massachusetts and Rhode Island.  As described by the 

NPS, “[t]he story of the Blackstone River Valley is told in a living landscape.  Here history is not 

held back behind a velvet rope…roam farm fields, trek along the canal towpath, and tour mill 
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villages where people still live in the company built houses their ancestors inhabited a century 

ago” (“What’s a Corridor?”, 2006).  This focus on a living landscape represents a shift from 

NPS’s traditional focus on historic landscapes.   

Another unit of the NPS system, the National Historic Reserve, is currently represented 

by only one site, Ebey’s Landing, in Washington state.  Ebey’s Landing portrays Pacific 

Northwest history through protection of this rural seaside community.  NPS specifically refers to 

Ebey’s Landing as a “nationally significant cultural landscape” demonstrating a region that still 

encompasses historic methods of land use, including farming, logging, and business.  In 2008, 

Ebey’s Landing celebrates its 30th year of NPS designation, “protecting what is timeless while 

accommodating change” (“Ebey’s Turns 30,” 2007).  Yet Ebey’s Landing remains the only 

designation of its type, and is referred to as a “non-traditional” unit of the NPS.  Like NHA’s, 

Ebey’s Landing for the most part remains in private ownership with a Trust Board comprised of 

federal, state, and local representatives overseeing general management of the site.  Even though 

the term cultural landscape is used to identify Ebey’s Landing, it is buried within the NHR 

description. 

 Cultural landscapes are additionally found within the domain of three other NPS 

programs: the National Register, the Historic Landscape Initiative, and the Park Cultural 

Landscapes Program, which oversees the Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI).  Although these 

programs themselves are not protective in the sense that they designate a boundary around a 

landscape, they advocate and educate for and about cultural landscapes, which broaden the scope 

of protection beyond regulatory mechanisms.  The Historic Landscape Initiative (HLI) of the 

NPS “provides guidance, disseminates guidelines, and raises awareness about cultural landscapes 

through partnerships with federal and state agencies, professional organizations, colleges, and 



 

50 

universities” (Goetcheus, 2002, p.24).  The Park Cultural Landscapes Program (PCLP) is 

involved in providing “leadership and guidance concerning the cultural landscape issues within 

the 386 units of the national park system” (Goetcheus, 2002, p.24).  The PCLP oversees the 

Cultural Landscapes Inventory (CLI), which is a mechanism to provide the NPS with 

information about cultural landscapes.   

Using National Register criteria as the basis for evaluation, the CLI tracks National 

Register documentation and eligibility for landscapes within the NPS system.  The Secretary of 

the Interior, as per Section 101 of the NHPA, is authorized to maintain the National Register, 

which is comprised of “districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American 

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture” (National Historic Preservation Act, 

2007).  Section 101 also gives the Secretary authorization to establish criteria for inclusion on the 

Register, which is codified at 36 C.F.R. §60.4.  Over 3,000 potential cultural landscapes have 

been identified through the CLI process as potentially eligible for National Register inclusion 

(Goetcheus, 2002, p.25), but must be officially described as districts or sites in order to meet the 

Register’s eligibility criteria.  Where this does not seem to give credence to landscapes, the 

language is drafted flexibly enough for cultural landscape inclusion.  However, cultural 

landscapes are not yet mainstream Register properties; cultural landscapes are notably not one of 

the subject searches available in the National Register database (“National Register Information 

System,” 2007). 

Bureau of Land Management  

 The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), another division of the Department of the 

Interior, also oversees cultural landscapes in the United States, although BLM does not utilize 

the specific term in doing so.  BLM is traditionally known for its oversight of 264 million acres 

of public lands held and managed by the federal government, but in certain situations, BLM is 
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delegated the power to manage sites traditionally held within the NPS.  Included in this oversight 

are areas designated as National Monuments, National Scenic Trails, and National Wilderness 

Areas. (“National Landscape Conservation System,” 2004). 

BLM’s oversight of cultural landscapes is evidenced through the National Landscape 

Conservation System (NLCS), a large-scale management unit created in response to concern 

over the loss of open space in the West.  The NLCS consists of lands in Alaska, Arizona, 

California, Colorado, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, and Utah, and comprises over 800 

units of designated lands, including National Conservation Areas, National Monuments, Wild 

and Scenic Rivers, National Scenic and Historic Trails, and Wilderness and Wilderness Study 

Areas.  These units include such significant cultural landscapes as the Agua Fria in Arizona and 

the Canyons of the Ancients in Colorado, both containing massive concentrations of 

archaeological sites and representative of early human interaction with the western landscape.  

Pompeys Pillar, overlooking the Yellowstone River, and carved by numerous visitors over the 

years, including William Clark of the Lewis and Clark expedition, is found within the NLCS.  

(“National Landscape Conservation System,” 2004). 

Representing the American cultural landscape, NLCS sites are not protected specifically 

as cultural landscapes, though they protect significant ancient historic sites as well as modern 

uses of the landscape.  Although NLCS sites are within federal protection, the BLM has come 

under fire for not properly safeguarding many of the sites within their management (Conaway, 

2006), in part due to BLM’s management policies, which are governed by the Federal Land 

Policy and Management Act (FLPMA).  FLPMA dictates that BLM accommodate activities such 

as mining and logging under their multiple use and sustained yield policies (Federal Land Policy 
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and Management Act, 2007).  Such practices often conflict with preservation and conservation 

goals, and may present a problem in the context of cultural landscape protection. 

Department of Transportation  

The United States Department of Transportation (DOT) conducts the National Scenic 

Byways Program, established to “help recognize, preserve, and enhance selected roads 

throughout the United States” (“Learn About Byways,” 2007).  The Secretary of Transportation 

selects these roads based on one or more qualities, including archaeological, cultural, historical, 

natural, recreational, or scenic resources.  Every byway is intended to be scenic, and represents a 

variety of American landscapes: “natural and man-made panoramas, electrifying neon 

landscapes, ancient and modern history coming alive, native arts and culture, and scenes of 

friends, families, and strangers sharing their stories” (“Learn About Byways,” 2007).  These 

byways are cultural landscapes in their embrace of nature and culture, and construction of roads 

is a distinctive manner in which humans interact with the landscape.  Currently there are 126 

byways designated by the DOT Secretary as National Scenic Byways. 

Historic Route 66 represents a well-known National Scenic Byway.  Although Route 66 

was decommissioned in 1985, and exists today only in fragments of its original route, the road is 

invokes early days of automobile travel in the United States.  Freedom is the theme, and 

preservation of the route seeks to share the histories of those who traveled this road, including 

1930’s depression-era families, soldiers traveling west to deploy in World War II, and post-war 

adventurers.  Route 66 highlights the culture of several decades, but traverses a landscape that 

begins in urban Chicago and winds its way to New Mexico and Arizona.  Unique destinations 

that catered to Route 66 travelers are preserved as a way of illustrating a time before fast food 

and chain stores.  This interplay between natural America and human migration is especially 

significant in American history, and contributes to the story behind western development in the 
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twentieth-century.  Though this Byway emphasizes history, it is still an evolving landscape 

demonstrated by its current function as a heritage tourism destination. (“Historic Route 66 

Overview,” 2007) 

State Protection Strategies 

State legislation 

 A variety of state legislative actions contributes to protection of cultural landscapes.  One 

very common type of legislation is a state historic preservation statute, which typically mimics 

provisions found in NHPA except on a statewide level.  These statutes further mimic NHPA in 

focusing on the built environment and not specifically addressing landscapes.  The split between 

natural and cultural elements exists at the state level as well. 

New Mexico has gone a step beyond the traditional historic preservation statute and 

enacted the Historic Landscape Act (HLA).  Introduced by state legislator Danice Picraux in 

2003, the HLA seeks to establish and preserve landscapes of historic and cultural significance in 

New Mexico (Historic Landscape Act, 2003).  A historic landscape is defined in the HLA as a 

manmade or cultural landscape that is limited in scope, generally comprises a plaza, square, park, 

garden, terrace, streetscape, estate, grounds of a building or other open space designated formally 

or informally, and has contributed to the cultural history of its time (Historic Landscape Act, 

2003, §18-13-2).  The HLA creates a historic landscape trust, a non-profit organization whose 

board members are comprised of two landscape architects, an attorney, an accountant, three 

residents with knowledge of historic landscapes in New Mexico, two residents who are members 

of garden clubs, the state cultural affairs officer or designee, and the director of tourism or 

designee (Historic Landscape Act, 2003, §18-13-4).   

The HLA trust’s purposes include preservation of significant historic landscapes in the 

state, the identification of sites in the state deserving of inclusion in the historic landscape 
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system, and the development of a historic landscape system that provides opportunities for 

persons to appreciate and better understand the history and development of the state (Historic 

Landscape Act, 2003, §18-13-5).  The HLA is beneficial in protecting a variety of landscapes, 

whether urban or rural, designed or vernacular.  Unfortunately, the success of this legislation 

cannot be determined, and inquiries to the legislator’s office went unanswered. 

State growth management laws also serve as an important strategy for overall protection 

of large landscapes.  Usually enacted at the state level as a means of providing for a 

comprehensive state strategy to control growth and limit urban sprawl, growth management 

statutes can encourage the redevelopment of existing resources and discourage new development 

projects that involve the destruction of landscapes (Miller, 2004, p.43).  Oregon and Washington 

are two states that employ “urban growth boundaries” to prevent sprawling development.  

(Miller, 2004, p.43), and these boundaries can be useful especially in protecting rural cultural 

landscapes that lie just outside a city’s boundaries.   

Growth management legislation may further require state and regional planning 

considerations as part of a local planning process. Oregon’s laws integrate state, regional, and 

local planning to ensure consistency of land conservation and development across the state 

(Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003, p. 45).  Coordination would be particularly effective in protecting 

landscapes that cover a large area.  While growth management laws are an important way for 

states to take a strong stance against uncontrolled sprawl and conserve land, due to political 

pressure from various pro-development advocates, these laws can be difficult to enact or enforce.   

Rural protection laws are an alternative to, or could work in conjunction with, growth 

management laws as a way to save rural cultural landscapes; however, these laws do not leave 

any room for consideration of urban landscapes.  Maryland’s Rural Legacy Program hopes to 
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“sav[e] the best of what’s left by creating greenbelts around Maryland’s communities and saving 

our remaining countryside” (“Rural Legacy Program,” 2007).  The Maryland State Legislature 

enacted the program in 1997 as a means to encourage voluntary land conservation efforts 

through identification of Rural Legacy Areas.  Legacy Areas are intended to showcase the state’s 

“most valuable agricultural, forestry, natural, and cultural resources,” a legislative recognition of 

integrated sites (“Maryland’s Rural Legacy: Introduction,” 2007).  Local governments and land 

trusts identify Legacy Areas, and then compete for funds to supplement or create land protection 

in the Legacy Areas.  Funding is jointly supplied by the state and contributions from localities in 

Maryland.  Thirty-four Rural Legacy Areas have been identified to date, and the program is 

viewable as a success in protecting Maryland’s rural cultural landscapes (“Statewide Map of 

Rural Legacy Areas,” 2005). 

Legislatively created state easement programs are another strategy for protecting 

landscapes.  An easement is “a legal agreement between a property owner (the grantor) and the 

holder of the easement (the grantee), which governs the current and future owners’ treatment of 

the property” (Watson & Nagel, 1995, p.3).  Easements can help protect a landscape by 

regulating development, implementing use restrictions, and providing oversight for lands in the 

future.  PACE, or Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement programs, are an example of 

a state-level easement program that could encompass cultural landscape considerations.  As of 

April 2007, twenty-seven states have granted legislative authorization for these easement 

programs, which seek to protect farm and ranch land (“Status of State PACE Programs,” 2007).  

Most state programs of this type regulate easement transactions and encourage state agencies to 

hold the easements.  Although state-endorsed, these programs are voluntary and depend on the 

willingness of property owners to be successful. 
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One of the most important legislative functions of the state government is to provide 

delegation to local governments to enact certain legislative policies.   All states, except Hawaii, 

have delegated the power of imposing land use regulations to cities and counties (Salsich & 

Tryniecki, 2003, p.5).  Generally, this local delegated power is not unlimited, and must comply 

with the state legislation delegating the authority (Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003, p.7).  This power is 

then demonstrated by the local government in planning and zoning policies, which includes the 

ability to enact protective ordinances, such as historic districts.   

State cultural designations 

The federal government inserted itself into state preservation activities through NHPA, 

which authorized the creation of a grant program that established state offices of historic 

preservation.  State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPO) are eligible to receive federal funding 

for preservation projects within the state.  SHPO’s are responsible for conducting surveys of 

historic sites in their respective state, for processing nominations of state sites to the National 

Register, for administering federal grants to state preservation projects, assisting local 

governments with preservation initiatives, consulting on NHPA Section 106 review, and 

reviewing applications for federal historic preservation tax credits (Tyler, 2000, p.52-3).  Given 

such a strong federal influence in state preservation activities, it comes as no surprise that state 

cultural designations often mimic federal designations. 

Similar to the NPS’s Park Cultural Landscapes Program, Massachusetts has a Historic 

Landscape Preservation Program (HLPP) housed within their state Department of Conservation 

and Recreation.  HLPP provides help to municipalities and non-profits in the state, increases 

awareness of historic landscapes, creates publications that assist the public in caring for 

landscapes, and offers leadership in cultural landscape preservation (“Historic Landscape 

Preservation Program,” n.d.).  As part of the HLPP, the Heritage Landscape Inventory Program 
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(HLIP) seeks to identify, document, and plan for the heritage landscapes in Massachusetts.  

Heritage landscapes are a subset of the historic landscape program, and described as those 

landscapes which are “the result of human interaction with the natural resources of an area, 

which influence the use and development of land…[and] contain both natural and cultural 

resources” (“Heritage Landscape Inventory Program,” n.d.).  One of HLPP’s publications, 

Reading the Land, demonstrates ways for communities across the state to identify, protect, and 

manage their own unique heritage landscapes on a local level.  Highlighting important planning 

and survey tools, Reading the Land also reviews state policies and programs that may assist in 

providing for local cultural landscapes in Massachusetts. 

State heritage areas function similarly to national heritage areas, but on a regional scale.  

The New York State Heritage Area program utilizes a “state-local partnership to preserve and 

develop areas that have special significance to New York State” (“Heritage Areas,” 2007).  

Heritage areas in the state are selected as representing the “most significant” natural, historic, 

and cultural resources, and have four heritage goals: preservation, education, recreation, and 

economic revitalization.  Selected heritage areas include Buffalo, Saratoga Springs, Seneca Falls, 

the Heights area of Manhattan, and the Western Erie Canal.  The scope and breadth of these 

designations, for example, the entire city of Buffalo, represents a protection of a cultural 

landscape, and the limiting factor of significance assists state designation of what places to 

designate as heritage areas. (“Heritage Areas,” 2007). 

Local Protection Strategies 

Individual strategies 

Easements are a typically local-level option in protecting cultural landscapes, although 

states are increasingly getting involved.  Conservation easements protect landscapes and natural 

areas, while preservation easements protect historic properties and sites.  A conservation 
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easement is a partial restriction on land, for conservation purposes, that is usually placed in the 

hands of a third party who will monitor and enforce the restrictions imposed (Miller, 2004, p.35-

6).  Conservation easements may be placed on endangered environmental areas, farmland, and 

significant plant or wildlife habitat, for example (Watson & Nagel, 1995, p.1).  A preservation 

easement operates in a similar fashion as a conservation easement; however, restrictions are 

imposed on the built environment.  Examples of sites that could be protected by preservation 

easements include historic rural villages or historic urban buildings (Watson & Nagel, 1995, 

p.1).  An advantage of employing easements as a protective mechanism is that easement 

requirements may be tailored to the specific site.  This affords unique features of the site extra 

protection (Watson & Nagel, 1995, p.2). 

Who may act as a third party holder of an easement is usually determined by state statute.  

Forty-seven states have passed legislation dictating who may hold easements.  The complexity of 

easement legislation amongst the states led to the creation of the Uniform Conservation 

Easement Act (UCEA), of which a version has been adopted by twenty states (Watson & Nagel, 

1995, p.4).  In the case of conservation easements, the third party is often a land trust, which is a 

nonprofit organization that provides long-term stewardship of the resources under easement 

(Miller, 2004, p.35).  Land trusts also engage in proactive conservation strategies, including 

working directly with private landowners to solicit easement donations, seeking land for 

easement designation, and assisting with development rights programs.  Land trusts may 

additionally seek to directly purchase sensitive lands for management by the trust (Miller, 2004, 

p.35).  The Land Trust Alliance reports that in 2003, more than 5 million acres in the United 

States were protected under voluntary land conservation agreements, and that by the end of 2003, 

local and regional land trusts have protected a total of over 9,361,600 acres of natural areas.  
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California, Maine, and Colorado have the most acreage protected under local and regional land 

trusts (“National Land Trust Census,” 2005). 

In the case of preservation easements, historic preservation groups are commonly the 

third party holders.  According to the National Trust for Historic Preservation, many of the 

National Trust’s statewide and local partners are easement-holding organizations, and many 

State Historic Preservation Offices hold easements as well (“Preservation Easements,” 2007).   

Although land trusts are generally the holder of conservation easements, historic preservation 

groups should not take this to mean that they cannot hold conservation easements protecting 

landscapes.  The more groups that seek to become holders of these easements, the more 

landscapes may be afforded protection.   

Cultural landscapes could be protected under either conservation or preservation 

easements, depending on which elements of the landscape are being considered – those portions 

of the landscape representing the natural elements, or those portions representing the human 

interaction with the landscape, which are most likely structural.  This, however, reinforces the 

nature-culture split on even an individual level.  Legally permitting, perhaps a new “cultural 

landscape” easement could be implemented.  This may be possible where easements can be 

narrowly drawn to a particular site, and their flexible nature is a valuable tool in protecting the 

varied nature of cultural landscapes.  However, depending on the size and scope of the cultural 

landscape under consideration, obtaining easements to cover the entire cultural landscape may 

prove to be an impossible task.  Entering into easement agreements with land trusts or other 

organizations is an entirely voluntary program on the landowner’s part and is only successful 

when landowners willingly seek to enter such agreements.  Donation of parcels here and there 

could result in a piecemeal assemblage of protected lands.    

http://www.nationaltrust.org/help/statewide_org.asp�
http://www.nationaltrust.org/help/statewide_org.asp�
http://www.ncshpo.org/stateinfolist�
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Individuals have more options in protecting landscapes than easements alone.  Deed 

restrictions placed on a property’s title are another mechanism that can be utilized by individuals 

wishing to retain their property in a particular way.  Other individual strategies include donating 

interests in land, bequeathing land in a will, bargain sales to a protective party, and various estate 

planning tools that seek to protect land (“Guide to Conservation Easements and Other Land 

Conservation Options,” n.d.). 

Certified local government status 

 NHPA was amended in 1980 to create a stronger tie between the federal legislation’s 

state activities and local government activities.  The amendment created Certified Local 

Governments (CLG), a designation awarded to communities that have demonstrated a 

commitment to preservation through local practice.  In order to become a CLG, a community 

must have established a historic preservation review board, must have a local surveying system 

that mirrors the state system, and must enforce local preservation ordinances.  CLG communities 

have priority status in receiving federal and state grants for preservation-related initiatives, 

including surveying, developing guidelines, writing National Register nominations, preparing 

educational materials, and even physical restoration work (Tyler, 2000, p.56-7).  Any community 

attempting to document and protect a cultural landscape would be well-served in obtaining CLG 

status. 

Comprehensive planning 

A critical aspect of cultural landscape protection is land use, a general reference term for 

policies related to land planning.   Those interested in cultural landscape protection must become 

familiar with the trends, patterns, and concepts involved in land use.  This understanding of land 

use is especially relevant when addressing a locality’s comprehensive plan.  
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Where individual strategies play an important role in providing options for protection of 

cultural landscapes at a local level, they are voluntary programs until chosen for implementation 

by an owner.  Comprehensive plans, by contrast, are typically made mandatory for localities by 

state enabling legislation.  Because these plans are often required, plans for cultural landscape 

protection should be included in comprehensive plans.  This provides a level of security that does 

not exist with the other voluntary strategies; further, more localities may explore the voluntary 

strategies once the comprehensive plan indicates cultural landscape protection as a valid 

community goal. 

These plans “set forth a guideline or road map for community development over time” 

(Miller, 2004, p.14).  Some planning elements may be transportation, economic development, 

environmental issues, and future land use decisions (Cullingworth, 1993, p.111).  State 

legislation may require or allow a historic preservation element to be included in the plan.  

Whether the inclusion is mandatory or not, localities should include a preservation plan.  Here 

the community can direct how it will seek to protect historic resources, and cultural landscape 

protection could be placed in this section, as well as placement in environmental and future land 

use sections.  A comprehensive plan is an ideal place in which to bridge the gap between natural 

and cultural elements.   

Comprehensive plans are documents intended to project into the future, and as such, can 

express a community’s plans for how they wish their region to evolve.  Do they want more 

business or industry, or do they seek to limit such activities?  Do they want to attract more 

residential growth or limit it?  Comprehensive plans embody these future wishes or goals.  The 

key to comprehensive planning processes is that they rely heavily on citizen input, and citizens 

therefore have a chance to influence the direction of their community’s future (Stokes & Watson, 



 

62 

1989,  p.131).  Planning commissions that work on the plan also usually consist of community 

members.  Therefore, community members who are interested in providing for local cultural 

landscapes should become involved in the planning process, as their opinions and wishes for the 

locality could very well become implemented in the plan.  

Supplements to the comprehensive planning process can aid communities in planning for 

future growth and development.  For example, a Rural Design Manual was produced to 

contribute to planning efforts in the Connecticut River Valley of Massachusetts.  The Manual 

contains aerial views of eight different types of landscapes in the region, and include 

representations of the pre-existing landscape and future development.  These graphics provide a 

tangible example of what certain planning decisions may do to alter the landscape.  Text and 

model by-laws provide detailed information on how to plan for sensitive development.  (Arendt 

& Yaro, 1989)  Supplemental documentation provides community members and planners with 

evidence of how their decisions will shape the future of their area. 

The importance of comprehensive planning to cultural landscapes cannot be 

underestimated.  Cultural landscapes to date are traditionally considered as districts or sites in 

historic preservation laws and ordinances, but “preservation ordinances alone can be insufficient 

to protect…resources when other governmental programs and policies such as zoning, 

transportation, and housing favor new development over…alternatives” (Miller, 2004, p.11).  If 

preservation of cultural landscapes are included in these other governmental policies, which are 

enumerated in the comprehensive plan, their protection is assured greater success. 

Zoning 

Zoning is another tool that a locality could use in protecting cultural landscapes.  In brief, 

zoning is the “municipal power to regulate land use” (Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003, p.1).  

Comprehensive zoning, approved in 1926 by the Supreme Court in Village of Euclid v. Ambler 
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Realty Co., divides land in cities and counties into zones or districts.  Within those zones, the 

locality imposes regulations for land use, building height and area, as well as building setbacks 

(Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003).  Comprehensive zoning is directly linked to comprehensive 

planning, zoning is intended to enact the policies espoused within a local comprehensive plan 

(Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003).  Zoning has evolved from early tendencies towards grid systems to 

a complex regulatory, and in certain circumstances, a financially-based incentive scheme 

involving concepts such as special district zoning, floating zones, overlay zones, floor area ratio, 

density transfer, and as mentioned above, transfer of development rights zones (Salsich & 

Tryniecki, 2003).  An example of financially-based incentive zoning is tax-increment financing, 

or TIF, that put simply, specifies zones in which property taxes are frozen, and any revenue 

generated from increased property values is put into a trust that can be drawn from to be used in 

the TIF zone (“What is Tax Increment Financing?”, 2006).   Florida’s legislature recently passed 

a bill allowing for a TIF system to be utilized to purchase conservation lands, which could 

perhaps be extrapolated for use in protecting cultural landscapes (H.B. 7203, 2007). 

Zoning, and the power of a municipality to regulate land use, often collides with 

protected property rights of private citizens.  Euclid affirmed the ability of municipalities to use 

this power, which is derived from what is known as a state’s police power.  The police power 

enables a state to regulate in order to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the populace  

(Salscich & Tryniecki, 2003, p.3).  States may then delegate this police power to local 

municipalities under state control.  Private citizens may challenge land use designations as the 

taking of their property without just compensation through a takings claim under the Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendments of the Constitution (Salsich & Tryniecki, 2003, p.3).  Drafters of zoning 

regulations must take care when drafting so as to not invite takings challenges. 
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Overlay districts 

 Creation of overlay districts are incorporated within a locality’s zoning power, and 

supplement existing zoning regulations.  These districts are not independent zoning regulations 

in themselves, but are “’laid over’ an existing zone or zones in order to further regulate or restrict 

certain permitted uses” (Salscich & Tryniecki, 2003, p.182).  Though not independent, overlay 

districts are subject to the same challenges as a traditional zoning regulation. 

 Historic districts are a prevalent example of an overlay district.  Historic districting 

enables a community to preserve properties based on the historic character of an area, regardless 

of landmark status (Tappendorf & Cunningham, 2004, p.115).  The historic overlay district 

imposes regulations on property owners in the area that typically require an owner to obtain 

permission before building, modifying, or destroying a building in the district (Salscich & 

Tryniecki, 2003, p.183).  Property owners in the historic district remain subject to the underlying 

zoning regulations as well.   

 Loudoun County, Virginia has expanded the traditional historic overlay district by 

creating historic and cultural conservation (HCC) districts.  The districts were formed in the 

1970’s in response to property owner demands for better protection of their communities.  The 

county has six HCC districts; five of these districts are entire towns or villages, and one is rural, 

covering more than 10,000 acres of land.  In addition to HCC, Loudoun County also has one 

historic roadways district, an overlay which protects a network of thirty-two rural roads 

connecting two towns.  Together, these HCC districts and the roadway district contribute to 

preservation of Loudoun County cultural landscapes.  Any construction, remodeling, renovation, 

reconstruction, or addition of buildings in these districts must be approved by the Historic 

District Review Committee.  Stringent guidelines must be met before receiving a Certificate of 

Appropriateness, after which the applicant must also meet any standard zoning guidelines.  
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Multi-level review provides extra protection for the special historic, natural, and cultural 

resources located within the HCC and roadways district. (“Background,” n.d.) 

Agricultural districts are another type of overlay, which can provide a way in which to 

preserve the rural nature of a landscape or community.  Agricultural district provisions vary, but 

typically, local governments are limited in restricting farm practices, taking farmland by eminent 

domain or annexation, or allowing utility construction. (Stokes & Watson, 1989, p.167).  

Agricultural districts are increasingly common; for example, the small state of Delaware has 519 

designated Agricultural Preservation districts (“Farmland Preservation in Delaware,” 2007).  

Potential problems in agricultural districting include the fact that sanctions for withdrawing lands 

are minimal and do not deter conversion of land for development, incentives for inclusion are not 

beneficial enough to farmers to convince them to be in the district, and the districting process can 

be long and difficult (Paster, 2004, p.9).   

A newly proposed concept, the thematic resources district (TRD), follows in the tradition 

of overlay districts by suggesting a broadened overlay district be implemented where an area to 

be protected does not fit into the confines of a more traditional overlay district.  Suggested by 

Fleming (2007), the TRD is specifically designed to accommodate those spaces or places that 

may deserve protection, but do not fall within the strict guidelines for historic preservation.  The 

A TRD ordinance anticipates needs for protection that may occur within or outside of urban 

areas, but regardless begins with “recognition of landscape” and then moves into more specific 

criteria (Fleming, 2007, p.680). In a sample TRD drafted by Fleming (2007), a TRD must meet 

at least three of the following criteria: 

(a) Historic architecture, or an architectural theme or style or character particular 
to the area which is deemed an asset to the aesthetic quality, or cultural identity 
of the neighborhood; 
(b) Natural or historic landscape features represented in natural forest areas,  
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parks, other public or private landscape themes or designs which are deemed 
an asset to the physical character of the district; 
(c) Specialized commerce, for example antique districts, agriculture, resort  
districts, gallery or market districts, or culturally distinct retail, which is deemed 
an economic asset to the district… 
(d) A street, or subdivision plan, or development pattern which is specifically 
noteworthy for its design or public amenities which is deemed an asset to the 
physical or aesthetic character of the district;  
(e) Other cultural features which may include but are not limited to archaeological 
sites, notable infrastructure improvements, characteristic signage throughout the  
area, which are deemed an asset to the aesthetic or cultural character of the  
district (p. 684-5). 
 

Cultural landscapes easily meet the minimum suggested in the draft TRD, as the criteria 

anticipate historic landscape features as well as those currently utilized through specialized 

commerce and through cultural value.  Significance is determined by the community as it 

“deems an asset” those cultural and aesthetic features that especially contribute to the area.   

Fleming (2007) suggests that TRD’s will be embraced by those seeking protective 

measures, and those typically representing the other side of the spectrum, developers.  Those 

desiring protection of their unique area will welcome the protective overlay, while developers 

and builders will welcome the certainty of specific guidelines that will appease property owners 

in the area (Fleming, 2007).  Whether the TRD will meet with any measure of success or utility 

remains to be seen, but it is a novel concept that may better serve a cultural landscape than would 

a traditional historic district overlay.  However, dilemmas are present in most overlay districting 

concepts and would hold true of any attempts to include cultural landscapes within a defined 

overlay district, particularly with regards to size of a cultural landscape, property rights debates 

in relation to any restrictions or limitations on use, and long-term overlay district plans. 

Purchase or transfer of development rights 

Programs for transfer or purchase of development rights, growing in importance and 

popularity, represent yet another potential local strategy for cultural landscape protection that 
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works through local government zoning power.  These programs seem complex, but put simply, 

“a local government allows development rights that are assigned through zoning to one parcel to 

be transferred to another parcel at a different location” (Stokes & Watson, 1989, p.151).  This 

method of transferring development away from one area enables land to be protected in a similar 

fashion to conservation easements, while providing opportunities for development elsewhere. 

Using these types of development rights programs would be useful in protecting cultural 

landscapes where the entire landscape can be contained within a region.  Development could 

then be shifted away from that region.  Developers purchase the rights to build elsewhere, while 

the holder of the rights financially benefits.  An attractive option where maintenance of the 

landscape is financially burdensome, a purchase or transfer of development rights program 

would benefit large cultural landscapes, and could be a win-win situation for both cultural 

landscape preservation advocates and developers. 

However, the system for transfer or purchase of development rights is complicated, and 

requires much time and effort by a locality and interested parties.  Garnering public support for 

such a project could be difficult and take years to implement.  If time is of the essence in 

protecting a cultural landscape, development rights programs may not be the ideal solution.  

However, if the local government and community are supportive and work to make the program 

a success, it could be a valuable tool for protecting cultural landscapes. 

Summary  

 Continued use of differing terminology and a well-established split between 

consideration of natural elements versus consideration of cultural elements on national and state 

levels indicates that perhaps the best protective options for cultural landscapes exist on the local 

level, where more immediate change may occur.  Local-level policies may have more flexibility 

in adapting to inclusion of cultural landscape protection than would state and national legislation, 
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and advocating for cultural landscape protection may be simpler to address on a local level.  

Planning and zoning in particular, as local tools, are suited to cultural landscape considerations 

as they encompass land use planning on a community-wide scale, and provide opportunities for 

community members to get involved.  Focusing on state delegation of planning and zoning 

powers in the next chapter will illustrate the options a local community has in providing for 

significant cultural landscapes in their area. 
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CHAPTER 4 
PROTECTIVE MECHANISMS: FLORIDA 

Because Florida has a nationally-recognized state planning process, as well as distinctive 

landscapes, the state is a natural choice to evaluate planning and zoning as a protection strategy 

for cultural landscapes.  Initial review of Florida’s current state legislation and cultural 

designations and ascertaining their effectiveness in protection illustrates how planning and 

zoning strategies may best serve cultural landscapes in the state.  Delegation of planning and 

zoning authority to local governments in Florida will indicate how and if cultural landscape 

protection can be included by localities as part of their planning and zoning powers.  

Florida Legislation and Cultural Designations 

On the state level, Florida has current legislation that could be useful in protecting 

cultural landscapes, although nothing exists that is analogous to New Mexico’s Historic 

Landscape Act.  Florida’s historic and cultural resources act, commonly known as the “Florida 

Historical Resources Act,” (2007) provides for heritage resources in the state. This statutory 

provision creates a Division of Historical Resources, provides for the office of the SHPO, 

establishes a central inventory of historic resources in the state called the Florida Master Site 

File, creates a historic preservation grant program, and contains other information relevant to 

specific historic areas in the state.  As with NHPA, the Florida Historic Resources Act (2007) 

defines historic resources as districts, sites, buildings, objects, other real or personal property of 

historic, architectural, or archaeological value, and folklife resources.  Landscapes are not 

mentioned; presumably, however, Floridian cultural landscapes could potentially be included as 

districts as they are on the national level.  

 Unfortunately, the Division of Historical Resources in their publication Planning for the 

Past: Preserving Florida’s Heritage 2006-2010 (2006) mentions cultural landscapes only one 
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time, and only in reference to the state park system’s oversight of historic resources.  The Florida 

Department of Environmental Protection houses a Bureau of Natural and Cultural Resources that 

seeks to “coordinate and standardize the effective preservation of the natural and cultural 

resources in Florida State Parks (“Mission Statement,” 2007).  At least two Bureau staff 

members are charged with training Parks staff in management and treatments for cultural 

landscapes (“Staff Functions,” 2007).  Yet this State Park recognition of cultural landscapes has 

somehow failed to expand its reach to the Division of Historical Resources, aside from the brief 

mention in the Division planning document. 

Additionally, the Division provides no information on cultural landscapes, and there is no 

state-sponsored landscape inventory (“Office of Cultural and Historical Programs,” 2007).  

These factors, in conjunction with no mention in Planning for the Past, indicate that cultural 

landscapes are not on the radar of the Division, and will not be at least until the next plan 

revision in 2010.  The Division does oversee heritage trails that reflect the experience of 

particular groups in Florida, such as women and African-Americans.  While these trails explore 

sites in Florida that are culturally significant, they do not necessarily explore the interaction 

between the groups and the land, which is more indicative of cultural landscape study. 

Landscapes are more commonly addressed in Florida through legislation that provides for 

natural lands protection, representative of the split between consideration of cultural elements 

and natural elements.  Such is the case in the Florida Forever program, which provides for public 

acquisition and conservation of lands in the state.  Through this program, the state or another 

public entity negotiates with land owners to purchase their property, and the property then 

remains in conservation.  Florida Forever is a valuable program in protecting natural areas for 

conservation purposes, but does not by design incorporate cultural resources.  Conservation lands 
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are also not necessarily retained as working or living landscapes, which implies something 

different than a cultural landscape.  The Florida Forever program is, however, a very successful 

land acquisition program that has protected millions of acres and demonstrates a state 

commitment to land conservation.  (“Florida Forever,” 2007). 

Florida Forever provides funding for the Florida Communities Trust (FCT), which 

“provides funding to local governments and eligible non-profit environmental organizations for 

acquisition of community-based parks, open space and greenways that further outdoor recreation 

and natural resource protection needs identified in local government comprehensive plans” 

(“What is Florida Communities Trust?,” n.d.).  FCT may enable local communities to receive 

funding for open space that they may not be able to financially support otherwise.  Considering 

local cultural landscapes within this program is a possibility, although the program emphasizes 

natural resource protection. 

 Despite a lack of integrated state legislation, a few programs in Florida acknowledge the 

interconnectedness of natural and cultural resources as reflected through cultural landscapes.  

Florida has a scenic highway program, similar to the national program, and operated through the 

Florida Department of Transportation, that can be viewed as a potential alternative strategy to 

highlight cultural landscape recognition.  The scenic highway program recognizes the 

combination of natural and cultural elements in Florida that provide benefits to the community 

through “resource preservation, enhancement and protection” (“Program Review,” n.d.).  A 

representative state scenic highway is the Old Florida Heritage Highway located in Alachua 

County.  Showcasing US 441 and its connector roads, the Old Florida Heritage Highway helps 

“preserve the natural and cultural integrity of this unique North Florida road by linking the road 
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and the people who use it through advocacy, education, scenic resource protection and roadway 

and corridor enhancements” (“Vision Statement,” 2007).   

Another agency, the Northeast Florida Regional Planning Council, in conjunction with 

the American Heritage Rivers Initiative, has integrated cultural and natural resources through 

implementation of an Eco-Heritage Corridor along the St. Johns River in northeast Florida.  The 

mission of this project is to “celebrate the cultural, historical, natural and outdoor recreational 

significance of the St. Johns River” (“Objectives, Mission, and Goals for the St. Johns Eco-

Heritage Corridor,” n.d.).  An Eco-Heritage Corridor is defined as an area of natural, cultural, 

and historical significance that has a special characteristic which defines its history, community, 

culture and ecology, and where community events, cultural sites, and natural resources are 

inspired by a unique attribute (“What is an Eco-Heritage Corridor?,” n.d.).  The St. Johns Eco-

Heritage Corridor project hopes to encourage community involvement and attract tourists to 

appreciate the special cultural and natural features of the area.  This Corridor exemplifies a 

significant cultural landscape in Florida, and presents an opportunity to inspire new resource 

protection initiatives in the state and across the country.   

Given that Florida has not adopted state-wide initiatives beyond the traditional method of 

providing separately for either cultural or natural protection, comprehensive planning and zoning 

may be the ideal way for local communities to seek protection of cultural landscapes.   Planning 

and zoning allows for local consideration of significant spaces that could be overlooked by state 

initiatives, and is an ideal mechanism to consider cultural and natural elements that are unique to 

a particular region.   

Florida’s Comprehensive Planning Authority 

Florida is known for its state-level role in comprehensive planning, enacted pursuant to 

the Growth Management Act, legislation that can play a role in protection of cultural landscapes.  
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Through the Growth Management Act, the state legislature delegated the creation of mandatory 

comprehensive plans to local entities.  Florida is a home rule state, meaning that localities may 

adopt legislation so long as it is not specifically prohibited by the state legislature (Ziegler, 

Rathkopf, & Rathkopf, 2007, §20.21).  Home rule is in contrast to a Dillon’s rule state, where 

localities cannot adopt any legislation unless it has been specifically authorized and enabled by 

the state legislature (Ziegler, Ziegler, & Rathkopf, 2007, §20.19).  Home rule may provide 

Florida communities more flexibility in the planning process that other states who follow 

Dillon’s rule may not enjoy. 

Florida Statute §163.3177 enumerates the required and optional elements of 

comprehensive plans.  Per §163.3177(6)(a), comprehensive plans must include a future land use 

plan element.  This element must contain “proposed future general distribution, location, and 

extent of the uses of land for residential uses, commercial uses, industry, agriculture, recreation, 

conservation, education, public buildings and grounds, other public facilities, and other 

categories of the public and private uses of land” (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 

2007).  Land use maps produced according to this element must identify and depict historic 

district boundaries and must designate historically significant properties meriting protection, 

activities that would be considered in conjunction with a localities’ zoning authority.  Florida 

Statute §163.3177(6)(d) requires that a comprehensive plan include a conservation element for 

the “conservation, use, and protection of natural resources in the area” (Florida Comprehensive 

Planning Statutes, 2007), and this element addresses such natural resources as air, water, 

wetlands, marshes, beaches, shores, rivers, lakes, forests, fisheries, and wildlife habitat. 

Florida Statute §163.3177(6)(g) addresses communities located on either the Gulf Coast 

or Atlantic Ocean and requires these communities to enact a coastal management element 
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(Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007).  This element must include policies that relate 

to the following, in addition to several others: maintenance, restoration, and enhancement of the 

overall quality of the coastal zone environment, including but not limited to amenities and 

aesthetic values; orderly and balanced utilization and preservation, consistent with sound 

conservation principles of all living and nonliving coastal zone resources; and preservation, 

including sensitive adaptive use of historic and archaeological resources.  Each of these 

considerations includes elements indicative of a cultural landscape, yet a similar management 

plan is not included for other geographic regions of the state, such as an inland or rural zone.   

Separately from the planning process, the Coastal Management Program, a state program 

that coordinates efforts to protect the state’s coastal resources, operates the Waterfronts Florida 

Partnership Program.  Waterfronts Florida assists local communities revitalize their waterfront 

areas, and “targets environmental resource protection, public access, retention of viable 

traditional waterfront economies, and hazard mitigation” (“Waterfronts Florida Partnership 

Program,” n.d.).  The concept behind Waterfronts Florida could perhaps be expanded to consider 

other state cultural landscapes, such as rural or inland landscapes, that also merit protection.   

For the time being, rural areas are afforded protection in comprehensive planning through 

§163.3177(11)(d), which authorizes what is known as the Florida Rural Lands Stewardship 

program (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007) and enables local governments to 

classify agricultural, rural, open, open-rural, or an equivalent land use as rural land stewardship 

areas.  Within these areas, planning and economic incentives are used to encourage “innovative 

and flexible” planning and “creative” land use planning techniques (Florida Comprehensive 

Planning Statutes, 2007, §163.3177(11)(d)(1)). The purpose behind this provision is to restore 

and maintain the value of rural land, control urban sprawl, identify and protect ecosystems, 
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promote rural economic activity, maintain the viability of the agricultural economy, and protect 

the character of rural areas of Florida (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007, 

§163.3177(11)(d)(2)).  Rural land stewardship areas must not be less than 10,000 acres, and must 

be outside urban growth areas (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007, 

§163.3177(11)(d)(4)).  This program relies on newer planning techniques that include “urban 

villages, new towns, satellite communities, clustering and open-space provisions, and mixed-use 

developments” (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007, §163.3177(11)(b)), as well as a 

credit-based market incentive program that operates similarly to a transfer or purchase of 

development rights program (Florida Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007, 

§163.3177(11)(d)(4)).   

Notably, the Rural Lands Stewardship program is included within a section of the statute 

that begins by stating, “[t]he Legislature recognizes the need for innovative planning and 

development strategies which will address anticipated demands of continued urbanization…the 

Legislature further recognizes the substantial advantages of innovative approaches which may 

better protect [environmentally sensitive lands and rural land uses]” (Florida Comprehensive 

Planning Statutes, 2007, §163.3177(11)(a)).  Fortunately, this statement indicates an open-

mindedness on the Legislature’s part, and the integration of cultural landscape protection and 

planning could perhaps be considered one of these innovative approaches in the future. 

Protection of historic resources is not required in local comprehensive plans, in contrast 

to the mandatory inclusion of natural resources in the conservation element, and instead are an 

optional element of comprehensive plans, per §163.3177(7) (Florida Comprehensive Planning 

Statutes, 2007).  Communities may choose to include “a historical and scenic preservation 

element setting out plans and programs for those structures or lands in the area having historical, 
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archaeological, architectural, scenic, or similar significance” (Florida Comprehensive Planning 

Statutes, 2007, §163.3177(7)(i)).  Interestingly, this provision incorporates “lands” specifically, 

and is broad in including scenic significance, as well as traditional historical, archaeological, and 

architectural significance.  The addition of the language “similar significance” is arguably 

expansive enough to include cultural significance; coupled with the inclusion of lands, cultural 

landscapes could potentially be included in comprehensive plans in this element.  Where it is not 

specifically prohibited by the state legislature, a community could attempt to include protection 

of cultural landscapes, especially in light of the Legislature’s acknowledged interest in 

innovative planning. 

Compliance with §163.3177 also requires compliance with rules promulgated pursuant to 

the statute.  Under 9J-5.006 (2007), which addresses specifics of the future land use element as 

required by §163.3177(6), protection of natural resources and historic resources must be included 

in the future land use “goals, objectives and policies” section.  This mandatory inclusion seems 

contradictory in light of the historic element’s optional status; however, the rule must exist to 

provide some consideration of these resources overall, whether or not an individual element is 

written.  Cultural landscapes could also be referenced in the portions of the plan natural and 

historic resources protection. 

Overall, while the comprehensive planning enabling statute provides elements in which 

cultural landscapes could be included, the statute reflects the dichotomy of preservation of the 

natural environment versus preservation of the historic or built environment.  No provision exists 

envisioning the natural and human-made environment together, though the coastal zone 

management program comes close in its contemplation of the overall quality of the coastal 

environment including amenities, conservation of living and nonliving elements, and use of 
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historic resources.  This broadened focus, coupled with the preservation of significant lands, and 

an encouragement of innovative techniques gives hope of a more integrated approach in the 

future that addresses the interconnectedness of natural and built environments.   

In addition to mandating and overseeing content of comprehensive plans, the Legislature 

has enacted other provisions intended to guide planning in the state.  For example, §163.3202(1), 

Fla. Stat. requires that within one year after a locality’s submission of its comprehensive plan for 

state review, part of the comprehensive planning process, the locality must adopt or amend land 

development regulations.  These regulations are intended to implement provisions of the 

comprehensive plan, and further, the land development regulations provision is to be interpreted 

as encouraging the use of innovative land development regulations (Zelin, 2007, §134).   

Effects of local planning on a regional scale is considered in the required 

intergovernmental coordination element of a localities’ comprehensive plan (Florida 

Comprehensive Planning Statutes, 2007, §163.3177(6)(h)).  This element considers coordination 

among local government bodies, and requires that a local plan consider its effect on adjacent 

municipalities, the county, adjacent counties, and the region. The Florida Regional Planning 

Council Act supplements the intergovernmental coordination element, and was enacted in order 

to establish a system of coordination and cooperation amongst local governments in a region.  

Regional planning councils assist local governments in their region with technical planning 

assistance and also undertake creation of regional policy plans.  This Act seeks to provide a 

mechanism by which to address issues of regional concern, such as growth-related problems 

(Zelin, 2007, §103).  Where cultural landscapes are of large scope covering more than one 

county, regional planning would be of particular value. 
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Florida’s Zoning Authority 

Where planning is a nebulous process intended to guide a community’s evolution over 

time, zoning is the concrete counterpart, restricting use of lands for a particular purpose.  Initial 

zoning efforts began in Florida as early as 1920, when certain individuals across the state created 

an organization to lobby for state-wide implementation of planning and zoning legislation.  After 

many years and much effort, Florida finally adopted its first planning and zoning legislation in 

1969.  Zoning has since then become a firmly entrenched practice in Florida. 

Zoning is a legislative power that resides with the state, and is delegated to a local 

authority (Zelin, 2007, §99).  Zoning was upheld as constitutionally valid in 1926, and cases in 

Florida dating from 1930 uphold the practice.  In Florida, zoning must be delegated to a local 

authority by statute or ordinance, and zoning powers may only be delegated to an elected body as 

it is a legislative power (Zelin, 2007, §100).  Further, zoning regulations must be reasonable and 

must be related to the public health, safety, morals, or general welfare of the community in order 

to withstand challenge (Zelin, 2007, §185).  This legal requirement is of particular importance 

when considering the use of any innovative zoning strategies, especially in protecting cultural 

landscapes, as any provision must be related to public health, safety, and welfare. 

Planning + Zoning = Best Protection for Cultural Landscapes 

 Given that Florida is lacking in state-level legislation and programs designed to address 

cultural landscapes, planning and zoning are the best option for protecting landscapes, as they do 

provide the state basis for land use decisions.  Encouragement of innovative planning and 

delegation to the localities to make the best choices for their communities in planning and zoning 

leaves plenty of room for local governments to potentially include cultural landscapes in their 

planning and zoning  policies.  Because planning and zoning do occur at the local level, 
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communities are afforded an opportunity to address protection for important landscapes that may 

not merit inclusion in state or national programs. 

 

 



 

80 

CHAPTER 5 
CULTURAL LANDSCAPE SITE STUDY: MARION COUNTY, FLORIDA 

 

In further narrowing the study of protection of cultural landscapes through planning and 

zoning, considering a local site to evaluate how state planning legislation and programs are 

incorporated on a local level is useful.  Highlighting an agrarian cultural landscape demonstrates 

a traditional method of human interaction with Florida lands.  From there, selecting a local 

region, Marion County, exploring its history and current threats to the landscape, and identifying 

the local cultural landscape characteristics provides a suitable background from which to 

evaluate planning and zoning protections. 

Agrarian Culture 

Florida 

 Despite being well-known for its sunny beaches and Disney World, Florida is also one of 

the top agricultural producers in the country.  According to United States Department of 

Agriculture (2007), Florida is second among all the states in the export of “other” agricultural 

products, which includes sugar and tropical products, minor oilseeds, essential oils, beverages 

other than juice, nursery and greenhouse, wine, and misc. vegetable products.  Florida ranks third 

among states in the export of fruits, fifth among states in the export of vegetables, and sixth 

among states in seed exports (“USDA Florida Fact Sheet,” 2007).  Palm Beach and Miami-Dade 

counties, famously known as vacation destinations, are the top two agricultural exporting 

counties in the state of Florida (“USDA FL-Fact-Sheet,” 2007). 

 Florida’s agrarian nature can be traced back to as early as A.D. 750 (Milanich, 1996, p.6), 

when evidence shows cultivation of corn in what is now northern Florida.  Florida was largely 

rural and agricultural until the 1930’s and 1940’s, but the mid-twentieth century represents a 

major shift in Florida’s evolution.  During the 1960’s and 1970’s, almost 500 new residents per 
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day moved to Florida (Colburn, 1996, p.364).  Florida became less like other southeastern states, 

and instead resembled booming states such as Texas and California (Colburn, 1996, p.364).  

Although still important to the state’s economy, agriculture began to take a backseat to 

construction, technology, and tourism.   

 Today, agriculture and the agrarian lifestyle continues to be an important part of Florida.  

In 2006, Florida’s agriculture industry created over 756,993 jobs and had an overall economic 

impact of $87.6 billion annually (“Florida Agriculture Statistical Highlights,” 2006).  Also in 

2006, Florida ranked first in the United States for sales of snap beans, tomatoes, cucumbers for 

market and pickling, bell peppers, squash and watermelon, as well as first in the nation for value 

of production of oranges, grapefruit, tangerines and sugar cane (“Florida Agriculture Statistical 

Highlights,” 2006).  Florida was second in the nation in sales of greenhouse products, sweet 

corn, and strawberries (“Florida Agriculture Statistical Highlights,” 2006). Florida is a major 

contributor to the national and international food supply, yet agriculture and the agrarian lifestyle 

continues to be a part of Florida’s culture that is not as readily identifiable as that of beaches, 

space centers, Mickey Mouse, and golf. 

Marion County 

Marion County, in north central Florida, exemplifies the state’s agrarian cultural 

landscape, with much of the county’s history linked to agricultural success (Ott & Chazal, 1966).  

Until the 1930’s, agricultural products from the county included corn, cotton, oranges, and 

livestock.  However, traditional forms of agriculture in the county began to lose its stronghold 

when a successful limerock construction businessman residing in Marion County, Carl Rose, 

became interested in raising thoroughbreds after a stint on the State Racing Commission.  Rose 

purchased a mare for breeding purposes in the late 1930’s and established Rosemere Farm, 

Marion County’s first thoroughbred farm (Johnson 1993).  By 1945, Rosemere Farm was the 
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largest breeding farm in Florida (Johnson, 1993).  The Florida Thoroughbred Breeders’ 

Association recognized the importance of the emerging Marion County farms by holding their 

first meeting in the area in 1947 (Johnson, 1993).  Rosemere horses began winning in races 

across the Eastern seaboard, and by 1949, the Miami Herald stated, “Don’t be surprised if Ocala 

becomes the Lexington of Florida” (Johnson, 1993, p.128).  In approximately ten years, Rose 

managed to transform Marion County’s agricultural focus from traditional livestock to 

thoroughbred breeding. 

Horse breeding in Marion County became a success largely due to the geography of the 

region.  Marion County is located on the Ocala Ridge, a topographic area that rises 300 feet 

above sea level, and contains many springs that prevent stagnant water (Johnson, 1993).  The 

limestone base of the earth holds moisture, and contributes to calcium-rich grass and water.  

Other places in the world that share this unique soil structure are Kentucky and Ireland, both 

thoroughbred centers (Johnson, 1993).  Enormous live oak trees provide shade against the 

Florida heat (Johnson, 1993). 

Rose encouraged others to establish horse farms in the area, and nationally-recognized 

trainers and breeders, attracted by the winning Florida horses, moved to Marion County 

(Johnson, 1993).  The traditional agricultural landscape of Marion County shifted, and began to 

resemble horse country in Kentucky.  Rolling hills became dotted with woven wire fencing 

topped with wooden boards, white board fencing appeared around barns, and the barns 

themselves replaced open sheds (Johnson, 1993).  Grasses, developed in part by the University 

of Florida, were planted that better withstood the occasional winter frost, and experimental hays 

and oats were grown in order to find the best feed for the horses.  White fences, in time, were 

painted black, which proved easier to maintain (Johnson, 1993). 
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Florida and Marion County gained national recognition as a thoroughbred breeding 

center when Rose was elected president of the National Association of Thoroughbred Breeders 

in the 1950’s (Johnson, 1993).  Needles, Florida’s first national champion in 1955, provided 

further recognition for the area.  Needles, from Dickey Stables in Marion County, went on to win 

the Kentucky Derby in 1956 and thus firmly cemented Marion County’s place in the 

thoroughbred industry (Johnson, 1993). 

Nationally known horse farms began sending their young horses to Marion County to 

train (Johnson, 1993).  During the 1960’s, the thoroughbred industry in the area became 

increasingly commercialized, and horse farm owners shifted from breeding and raising horses for 

racing to selling the horses after initial training, as sales proved more lucrative than racing purses 

(Johnson, 1993).  An increased emphasis on sales continued, and by 1974, the Ocala Breeders’ 

Sales Company was one of the largest horse sales companies in the world (Johnson, 1993).   

Large-scale commercial horse farms began to dominate the Marion County landscape.   

This equine tradition continues today, and in 1997, Marion County had more horses and 

ponies than any other county in the United States (“Horses and Ponies Inventory”), lending 

credence to the county’s status as “Horse Capital of the World.” Almost every breed of horse is 

represented in the farms of Marion County, and over the years, Ocala’s farms have produced 41 

national champions, six Kentucky Derby winners, nineteen Breeders’ Cup champions, and six 

horses of the year (Ocala/Marion County Visitor’s Guide, 2007).  The region is home to more 

than 75% of the 600 thoroughbred farms in the state, and hosts numerous national equine events.  

The investment in breeding farms, training centers, and breeding and racing stock has an 

estimated economic impact of $1 billion dollars. (“Florida Horse Industry, n.d.)  The Ocala 

Breeders’ Sales Company alone sells over $100 million dollars worth of thoroughbreds a year 
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(Ocala/Marion County Visitor’s Guide, 2007).  In addition to farms and equine event facilities, 

the equine-related industry in the area includes equine medical facilities, equine publications, 

equine facility construction, horse transport, professional fence installation, equine retail, and 

equine-oriented real estate (Horse Capital Digest, 2007).  Marion County’s horse industry is a 

way of life, and a unique cultural landscape.   

Marion County’s Landscape in Danger 

Agricultural land is lost in increasing quantities at a rapid pace; estimates indicate two 

acres of farmland are lost every minute (“What’s Happening to Our Farmland?,” 2007).  For 

every rural acre that is saved, sixteen acres are lost to development (Grossi, 1999, p.15).  To put 

this rate of development in perspective, consider that within a span of 45 years, Los Angeles 

went from being a nationwide top-producing farm county to being better known as a sprawling 

mega-city (Grossi, 1999, p.15).   Numerous sources document the loss of greenfields, or 

undeveloped land, as cities continue to sprawl outward.   

 Florida does not differ from national trends, and dire predictions have been made about 

the fate of Florida agriculture as development and population increase.  Population is expected to 

boom in the state, expanding from approximately 17 million in 2005 to over 35 million in 2060.  

Notably, the “physical manifestation of population growth is land use change” (Zwick & Carr, 

2006, p.1). The Florida 2060 project, conducted by the 1000 Friends of Florida in conjunction 

with the University of Florida, estimates that by 2060 almost seven million acres of land will 

need to be developed in order to accommodate the burgeoning population.  This acreage is 

expected to be taken from what is currently land in agricultural use or in pristine use for wildlife.  

The study operates from a presumption that no more land than is currently in protected 

conservation as of 2005 will be added to conservation holdings, in order to stress the importance 

of what could occur without additional conservation acquisitions (Zwick & Carr, 2006). 
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Florida 2060 estimates that Marion County south through Osceola County will be entirely 

urbanized within the next 50 years, and population growth and conversion of undeveloped land 

to developed land in the area will be “explosive” (Zwick & Carr, 2006, p.11).  This pattern is 

evident in land use changes in Marion County that have occurred in the past 50 years.  For 

example, the land that was Carl Rose’s Rosemere Farm and Ocala Stud is now home to the 

Paddock Shopping Mall and Central Florida Community College (Johnson, 1993).  Although 

adapting to the needs of a growing community and accommodating some development is 

necessary, the conversion of the farm that introduced the equine industry to Marion County into 

a shopping center is indicative of what the future may hold for the region.  Statistics indicate that 

from 1987 to 2002, Marion County lost 40,512 acres of farmland (“Guide to Conservation 

Easements and Other Land Conservation Options,” n.d.).  Smaller farms face increased pressure 

because new development increases property values and tax burdens on neighboring land; these 

burdens often become too high for a small farm and their best option is to sell (“Guide to 

Conservation Easements and Other Land Conservation Options,” n.d.).  If Florida 2060 estimates 

are accurate, Marion County’s population could double from a current 300,000 people to almost 

700,000 people in 2060 (Zwick & Carr, 2006).   

Therefore, protection of Marion County’s equine industry and agrarian landscape, a 

significant cultural asset and booster to the local economy, is necessary.  In addition to some of 

the programs available in Florida that may provide protection for cultural landscapes, there are 

other initiatives underway targeting agricultural land preservation in particular.  The 

Conservation Trust for Florida (CTF) operates a “Protecting Horse Country” program, which 

encourages the donation of conservation easements as a means of saving horse farms in the area 

(“Protecting Horse Country,” 2007).  CTF’s guidebook to protecting horse country also informs 
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landowners of options for land conservation that are available through federal tax credits, state 

programs such as Florida Forever, and individual strategies such as easements and deed 

restrictions.   

The Florida Earth Foundation (FEF), a public-private partnership created to address 

sustainable natural systems, has been hosting forums on the future of agricultural lands as 

development pressures increase.  In June 2007, FEF hosted a forum specifically addressing 

Central Florida’s agricultural lands, and provided participants with information about growth 

management and conservation of natural resources (“FLUI Central Florida Forum,” 2007).  

Similarly, the Florida Chapter of the American Planning Association hosted panels at their 2007 

conference discussing preservation of agricultural lands in the state and how to best plan for rural 

areas (“FAPA 2007 Conference,” 2007).  These programs and events demonstrate an awareness 

of the importance of preserving these rural lands, and outcomes from these events may have the 

possibility of increasing agricultural lands protection in the state.     

As this awareness continues to grow, Florida 2060 as presented by 1000 Friends of 

Florida may not come to fruition.  Instead, a future more akin to the Florida 2060 Alternative 

Scenario, created by the University of Central Florida in conjunction with the University of 

Pennsylvania, may occur.  The 2060 Alternative operates from the same population increase 

assumption as Florida 2060, and recognizes that urban land use will increase while the acreage of 

agricultural and pristine lands will decrease.  However, through tools such as agriculture and 

conservation easements, the study proposes that more land go into conservation than 

development, and highlights reduced power and fuel consumption, mass transit, and compact 

development as a way to accommodate more people without eradicating the rural landscape. 

(“Florida 2060: We Can Do Better,” 2007)  Though this study puts a positive spin on Florida’s 
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future, it also makes many assumptions that may not occur in the near future, such as major high-

speed railways connecting the state’s urban areas.   

Both Florida 2060 and the Florida 2060 Alternative represent extreme ends of the 

spectrum.  The reality is likely somewhere in the middle, meaning that development of 

agricultural lands is unavoidable.  Taking measures now to identify particularly significant 

agricultural areas, or trying to ensure that predominantly agricultural landscapes stay that way for 

future production, is critical.  Staunch preservationists may argue that the current cultural 

landscape does not display historic features yet worthy of protection.  However, utilizing the 

definition of cultural landscapes adopted for this study, contemporary cultural landscapes 

demonstrating heritage through evolution of the land over time should not be discounted, 

especially where there is a recognizable threat.  While organizations such as CTF and FEF are 

taking measures now to protect this landscape, they cannot do it alone, and additional strategies 

must be considered. 

Marion County’s Agrarian Cultural Landscape 

 Given that Marion County remains largely an agricultural area, and its reputation rests on 

an agrarian industry, horse farming, the rural cultural landscape of the region is evident.  

Focusing on the county’s cultural landscape is an innovative way of securing increased 

protection for the area.  “The vast majority of cultural landscapes…have developed without the 

direct involvement of a professional designer, planner, or engineer…these ordinary, or 

vernacular landscapes…are fundamental to our very existence.  The most obvious land-use type 

within this category of the cultural landscape is agriculture” (Alanen & Melnick, 2000, p.5).  As 

Marion County faces population increases and the threat of development, identifying the 

significant agricultural areas of the county as a cultural landscape and seeking protective 

mechanisms is especially relevant.  Though the region does have developed sites, such as Ocala, 
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Dunnellon, and Silver Springs, the rural, agrarian portions of the county bring special character 

to Marion County and exemplify traditional use of these lands as they have been so used since 

Florida’s early days. 

Overview of Rural Cultural Landscape Characteristics  

Melnick (1987) proposes a three-tiered system for rural landscapes: physiographic, 

ecological, and historical and cultural.  Each element of the system must be considered 

independently prior to beginning a formalized survey of the area.  Physiographic considerations 

include topography, predominant vegetation, and water resources; in other words, the natural 

“backdrop against which the rural landscape is set” (Melnick, 1987, p.23).  Evaluating the 

ecological context requires a study of natural elements that comprise the landscape, such as 

hydrology, soils, vegetation patterns and biotic communities, and a study of how these elements 

have responded to human intervention.  Historical and cultural considerations involve settlement 

patterns, demography, social forces, political events, economic trends, and anthropological 

studies, as well as archaeological surveys (Melnick, 1987, p.24). 

McClelland, Keller, Keller, & Melnick (1999), on behalf of the National Park Service, 

promulgated a list of eleven characteristics of the rural landscape that expands upon Melnick’s 

prior system of evaluating rural cultural landscapes (Table 4-1).  Four of the NPS characteristics 

embody the processes involved in shaping the land, while the remaining seven incorporate 

physical components of the landscape into the identification procedure.  The first characteristic, 

land use and activities, seeks to identify the primary use of the rural land in question, whether it 

be farming, mining, ranching, recreation, industry, and so on.  The second characteristic, patterns 

of spatial organization, reflects the physical organization of land based on a variety of factors 

including politics and the economy, as well as natural systems.  Third, the response to the natural 

environment, considers major natural features that shaped land settlement.  The last of the 
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processes and the fourth characteristic, cultural traditions, looks at the way religion, social 

customs, ethnicity, and skills are reflected in the landscape. (McClelland, Keller, Keller, & 

Melnick, 1999) 

The physical components of rural landscapes, comprising the remaining seven NPS 

characteristics, include circulation networks, boundary demarcations, vegetation related to land 

use, buildings, structures, and objects, clusters, archaeological sites, and small-scale elements.  

Circulation networks are systems for transporting people and materials.  Boundary demarcations 

separate land uses and define property ownership; vegetation related to land use may serve the 

same purpose, but overall refers to crops, shrubs, and the like, whether planted intentionally or 

not.  Buildings, structures, and objects refers to the physical components used to adapt the 

landscape to human needs.  Clusters are repeating occurrences of a particular component in a 

landscape, such as fencing or groups of outbuildings.  Archaeological sites are representative of 

the landscape’s history, and small-scale elements include such things as road signs or fence posts 

that add to the setting.  (McClelland, Keller, Keller, & Melnick, 1999)  These characteristics 

mirror those utilized by O’Donnell (2005), who refers to “character-defining features” of a 

landscape, which include: land uses and patterns, spatial organization and visual relationships, 

topography, vegetation, circulation systems and elements, water features and drainage systems, 

non-habitable structures and buildings, and site furnishing and objects.  

All of the above characteristics as listed by Melnick (1987), McClelland, Keller, Keller, 

& Melnick (1999), and O’Donnell (2005) consider natural elements and manmade additions to 

the landscape that contribute to a cultural landscape.  Nomenclature of a “rural” landscape is 

synonymous in this instance with “cultural” landscape.  Therefore, utilizing the framework of the 

rural historic landscape helps identify characteristics that embody a rural cultural landscape. 
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Marion County’s Rural Cultural Landscape Characteristics 

The equine industry in Marion County has contributed heavily to the area’s larger 

cultural landscape, and this landscape exemplifies the elements of a rural landscape identified by 

Melnick (1987), McClelland, Keller, Keller, & Melnick (1999), and O’Donnell (2005).  The 

most detailed of the three is McClelland, Keller, Keller, & Melnick’s (1999) system, and 

utilizing their framework provides an instructive methodology for evaluating Marion County’s 

landscape characteristics (Table 4-2).  The first element, land use and activities, is demonstrated 

in Marion County through its continued use of the land for agricultural activities, as has occurred 

in Florida and the county for thousands of years.  Though the nature of agriculture has shifted 

throughout the county’s history, it has always been a contributor to the region’s way of life and 

represents a continual interaction between humans and the landscape (Figure 4-1). 

Similarly, patterns of spatial organization in the county are reflected through human’s 

division of land into agricultural parcels that shape the landscape.  These open spaces maintained 

for agriculture are in contrast to and separate from the more urban portions of the county.  The 

horse farm in particular utilizes a particular pattern of spatial organization, whereby the overall 

land is divided into separate spaces for separate activities, such as grazing, training, or racing.  

Each of these separate spaces are maintained in a different way for their different purposes 

(Figures 4-2 and 4-3). 

The size of agricultural parcels differs, most likely due to the wealth of the landowner, 

but political and social factors also drive spatial organization, as would natural features present 

in the landscape.  These natural features influencing location and organization, the third element 

recognized by the NPS, are represented by the hilly terrain and fertile soils of the county, as well 

as the temperate climate.  Most significantly, the limestone ridge running through Marion 
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County profoundly influenced, and continues to influence, the siting of the equine industry  

(Figure 4-4). 

Cultural traditions have undoubtedly shaped the landscape.  Although Native Americans 

no longer comprise the population in the area, their agrarian lifestyle has been continued by 

present day inhabitants, and the rural culture predominates.  Farmers have shifted and shaped the 

landscape to best suit their trade, and their skills are specifically tied to the land on which they 

live and work.  Agrarian practices shaped by the equine industry create a way of life that is 

shared within this community, and lends to the rural culture of the region.  The equine industry 

brings its own social traditions to the area, evidenced by equine associations, equine 

publications, and events centered around the horse (Figures 4-5, 4-6, and 4-7). 

Physical elements of rural Marion County are unique to horse farms, and easily 

identifiable, contributing to the overall cultural landscape.  Circulation networks in the area have 

evolved from dirt paths, to railroad, to paved interstates, but all have served the functions 

necessary to agricultural transport.  Historically, springs and rivers provided access to outlying 

areas.  Today, two airports service the county.  However, roadways remain the primary means of 

circulation, particularly in relation to transporting horses (Figure 4-8). Often these tree-lined 

roads meander through countryside, leading the county to designate many of its roadways 

“Scenic Roads” (“Scenic Roads,” 2004). 

Boundary demarcations of the rural landscape are present mostly in the form of fencing, 

which varies between white, black, unpainted wood, and metal.  Fencing not only delineates land 

held by different property owners, it also serves to create spaces within a single property for use 

as corrals, paddocks, and racetracks.  Fences are one of the predominant features of the Marion 

County landscape (Figure 4-9). 
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 Vegetation in the county is still represented on some farms through traditional 

agricultural crops, but large trees also comprise the vegetation element, as they provide much 

needed shade for horses from the Florida sun (Figure 4-10).  Buildings present on the majority of 

farms reflect outbuildings necessary for equine activities, such as housing, training, and racing.  

These buildings are typically grouped within proximity to each other, and reflect a particular 

architectural style.  Some buildings are more ornate or differ in size, depending on the farm 

(Figure 4-11).  Structures in the region include fencing, wells, and troughs, while objects include 

equipment needed in farming, such as trucks, tractors, horse trailers, and the like (Figure 4-12). 

Clusters occur throughout the county; grouped outbuildings such as barns and training 

facilities often appear (Figure 4-13).  In some instances, these groupings may include a 

residential building for the farm owner.  Fences also appear in groups, as they not only surround 

the farm overall, but also serve to create smaller pieces of land within the larger parcel of land 

for use as paddocks and training sites.  Archaeological sites in the county include the Fort King 

site, which although no longer standing, is the source of ongoing archaeological investigations 

(“Archaeologists digging up Fort King’s Past,” 2003).  The Fort King site has been designated a 

National Historic Landmark by the NPS (Figure 4-14).  Seasonal bales of hay, ornate signs and 

gates identifying the entrance to individual horse farms, and equestrian-crossing signs are 

examples of small-scale elements in the county (Figures 4-15, 4-16, and 4-17). 

Overall, Marion County’s landscape characteristics are in many ways directly analogous 

to the Bluegrass region of Kentucky, a cultural landscape whose farms, horse barns, paddocks, 

fences, and tree-lined roads have been identified as in danger by the World Monument Fund 

(“Bluegrass Cultural Landscape of Kentucky,” 2006). Though perhaps not as well known, 

Marion County’s cultural landscape is no less significant or worthy of protection, and no less in 
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danger than that of Kentucky’s horse farms.  The equine industry in Marion County is a major 

economic and cultural contributor to the region, and without this industry, the character and 

economy of the area would be sufficiently depleted.  Evaluating protective mechanisms for this 

equine-oriented agrarian landscape is a matter better considered now than later. 

Existing Planning & Zoning Regulations 

 As previously discussed, planning and zoning can be an important strategy in the 

protection of cultural landscapes.  Planning allows for inclusion of cultural landscapes in 

considering an area’s future, and zoning acts as a way to restrict land uses in a way that favors 

cultural landscape protection.  Evaluating Marion County’s existing planning and zoning 

demonstrates how the equine cultural landscape of the area is currently addressed, and highlights 

room for improvement. 

Marion County’s Comprehensive Plan 

 Reviewing Marion County’s comprehensive plan provides insight into how the region’s 

unique cultural landscape is addressed in governmental policy.  Marion County’s plan currently 

provides for landscape preservation primarily in the Future Land Use Element, last revised in 

March 2005.  The primary goal for this element is to “[e]nsure that the character and location of 

land uses maximizes the potential for economic benefit while protecting the current unique 

character of our urban, rural, and environmentally sensitive areas” (Marion County 

Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-1).  The second and third goals, respectively, are to discourage 

urban sprawl and conservation of natural and man-made resources (Marion County 

Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-1).  This combination of natural and man-made resources is 

indicative of a cultural landscape; however, the implementation of this goal is largely 

accomplished in the plan, not surprisingly, by considering natural elements separately from man-

made resources. 
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 Implementation of the above goals is referenced in Objective 3 of the plan which seeks to 

“preserve permanent open space and the character of the county’s rural areas while allowing the 

provision of basic services by directing growth to urban areas or clustering rural development in 

hamlets, villages, towns, and commercial nodes” (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, 

p.1-19).  Policy 3.1 enumerates how this objective will be attained through the designation of 

hamlets, villages, and towns.  For each of these designations, requiring a certain percentage of 

space remain permanent open space attains landscape preservation goals.  The remaining 

percentage not in open space preservation is the land that is available for development.  General 

rural areas must have a density of one dwelling per ten acres, and any clustered development in 

these areas must be clustered on no more than 40% of the gross land area in the development.  

The remaining 60% is to be open space.  Hamlets allow a density of one dwelling per five acres, 

but 60% of the development must remain open space.  Hamlets are intended to be from 40 acres 

to 159 acres.  Open space is defined as lands for passive recreation such as hiking or biking, 

conservation, or agricultural use. (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-19) 

Rural Village District development may occur on a minimum of 160 acres and a 

maximum of 640 acres.  Two options exist for rural village district development.  Option 1 

requires that 80% of the land area in the district remain permanent open space, leaving 20% 

buildable land with a one dwelling to five-acre density ratio.  Option 2 provides 60% of the land 

remain open space, leaving 40% buildable land that may have up to a one dwelling per one-acre 

density ratio.  Selecting Option 2 requires that the district be within one mile of an urban area, 

and that urban area must be at least 40-60% developed within one to two miles of the district.  

Both options require a comprehensive plan amendment under Chapter 163, a time consuming 

process that involves state-level review and approval of the amendment.  Buildable land in these 
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districts must be compact and clustered, while open space is left for passive recreation, 

conservation, and agriculture. (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-20 and 1-23) 

Rural Towns are only allowed when they go through the Development of Regional 

Impact process, required by the state to review especially large developments that affect more 

than just the immediate area.  Rural Towns, in addition to the Development of Regional Impact 

and comprehensive plan amendment process, must also provide for not more than two dwellings 

per acre, and leave a minimum of 65% of land in open space.  (Marion County Comprehensive 

Plan, 2005, p.1-21 and 1-24) 

Existing agricultural land uses are given priority to continue, and agriculture in general is 

encouraged to continue through the designation of lands solely for agricultural use.  Objective 4 

of the Future Land Use Element calls for the implementation of a transfer of development rights 

program in the county in order to “prevent further degradation of natural and historic resources” 

(Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-31). 

Overall, these policies attempt to accommodate growth in the region, while balancing a 

need to retain the rural character of the landscape that distinguishes Marion County.  However, 

none of the above elements mention the equine industry as what contributes to the unique rural 

character of the area.  Though these measures are a step in the right direction and an 

acknowledgement of the need to preserve open space, it remains the effect on the overall rural 

landscape is unknown.  Patchwork development with some open space may alter the ability for 

large farms to continue operating in one contiguous place.  Further, where open space is left open 

to interpretation among recreation, conservation, or agriculture, agriculture may often be the last 

choice in an increasingly populated area.  Developers and residents of developments may be 

more interested in living next to a park than a functional horse farm.  Not requiring at least some 
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open space to remain agriculture may be detrimental to the equine-influenced nature of the 

county. 

However, of particular interest in preserving the unique cultural landscape is Policy 3.17, 

which attempts to account for the needs of the equine industry.  This policy states, “Marion 

County shall create a Special Equine District Committee whose objective shall be to establish 

incentives for the preservation of the equine industry.  The Committee shall consider incentives 

which will maintain permanent open spaces such as additional use of clustering, and the transfer 

of development rights” (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-29).  However, after 

initial organizing, the Committee has been inactive for many years, largely due to planning 

policies felt by the Committee as already incorporating Committee concerns for the equine 

industry (Marion County Planning Department, personal communication, October 4, 2007). 

Policy 4.12 of the plan states that “identified” historic, cultural, or archaeological 

resources shall be evaluated for significance and value of preservation utilizing state historic 

preservation guidelines and policies recommended by the 1987 Historic Survey of Marion 

County (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.1-41).  This policy, however, only 

provides for evaluating those sources already identified, and makes no provision for identifying 

new historic or cultural sites.  Following state historic preservation guidelines also presents a 

problem since the state is not currently making provisions for cultural landscapes as part of the 

state historic preservation program.  Further, the county’s evaluation relies on guidelines 

published in 1987.  Twenty years have passed since that survey, and preservation has shifted in 

the meantime, namely in the form of more widespread recognition and inclusion of cultural 

landscapes and landscape protection.  In addition, the Marion County comprehensive plan does 

not include the optional historic preservation element.  
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Natural resources in Marion County have protection in the form of the plan’s 

Conservation Element.  Where this section could provide for landscape protection, it only 

considers the natural elements of the landscape and does not consider the interaction between 

natural and man-made resources.  This element does not make the same reference to natural and 

man-made resource protection as does the Future Land Use Element.  Policy 3.9 of the 

Conservation Element addresses the need for development of criteria for a transfer of 

development rights program in order to “preserve locally important and prime farmlands,” 

though no details are provided on what these locally important or prime farmlands are, or how to 

identify them (Marion County Comprehensive Plan, 2005, p.9-18).  Marion County’s plan does 

not include a provision for a Rural Lands Stewardship program.  

Marion County’s Land Development Code 

 Marion County’s zoning ordinances are included in the County Land Development Code 

(LDC).  The LDC contains numerous rural zoning designations for Marion County.  The first is 

Rural Residential, which accommodates rural residential development with home sites and 

certain agricultural uses.  Horses for personal use are a permitted use in areas zoned Rural 

Residential, but commercial horse operations and other livestock must be approved by the zoning 

board as a special use (Marion County Land Development Code, 2004).  The second rural 

designation is General Agriculture, of which the intent is to preserve agriculture as the primary 

use.  Any general agriculture use is permitted in General Agriculture areas.  (Marion County 

Land Development Code, 2004) 

 Third, county zoning includes Improved Agriculture areas, which provide for general 

farming and animal husbandry and which may require restrictive zoning in order to minimize 

conflicts and protect the character of the area, although what contributes to the character is not 

defined.  The first permitted use in this category is “agricultural production of livestock, 
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including horses.”  Other permitted uses include public riding academies.  This provision also 

includes a density requirement of 9,000 square feet of open space for one animal, and 6,000 

square feet for each additional animal for those parcels between one and 9.9 acres in size.  

(Marion County Land Development Code, 2004)  Because this designation recognizes the need 

for certain animal husbandry operations to substantially improve and develop their land with 

“accessory” uses in conjunction with the albeit undefined character of the area, Improved 

Agriculture seems an ideally suited designation for the majority of the equine farms that define 

the Marion County cultural landscape.  However, the zoning classification does not explicitly 

state this purpose, and only close examination of the language appears to support this theory. 

 The fourth agricultural zoning designation, Residential Agricultural Estate, also 

encompasses animal husbandry with accessory uses, but this designation goes on to include 

small parcel development, as a way of protecting reasonable use of the property while deterring 

rapid expansion.  The Residential Agricultural Estate zoning designation does not seem ideally 

suited for protecting the cultural landscape, where larger parcels are eligible for small-scale 

development.  The last three rural designations, Rural Commercial, Rural Activity Center, and 

Rural Industrial are designed to encompass the needs of agriculturally-zoned districts by 

providing services necessary to keep farms productive and residents comfortable. (Marion 

County Land Development Code, 2004) 

 The Marion County LDC also contains the county’s overlay districts, of which there are 

only three.  None of the three districts, the Airport Overlay Zone, the Environmentally Sensitive 

Overlay Zone, or the Floodplain Overlay Zone, addresses the equine landscape of the region or 

the importance of retaining land necessary to support this landscape, as an overlay district with 

special restrictions could do.  Though the Environmentally Sensitive Overlay Zone seeks to 
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protect natural features, it is designed to address issues of water quality and water supply in 

relation to springsheds, rivers, lakes, and wetlands, but it does not address land conservation, as 

would be necessary for the cultural landscape.  (Marion County Land Development Code, 2004) 

As part of their zoning regulations, the County has implemented a TDR program, as 

expressed in County Comprehensive Plan (see Objective 4, Marion County Board of County 

Commissioners, 2005).  This program is designed to “promote the preservation of rural farmland 

areas and protect those areas from incompatible land uses, while providing additional incentives 

and benefit to those participating in the program” (“Transfer of Development Rights Program,” 

2004).  Two areas have been created, the Sending and Receiving Areas, where, respectively, 

development should be avoided and development should concentrate.  The Sending Area is in 

the northwest portion of the county and has been named the “Farmland Preservation” area.  The 

Receiving Areas are in parts of the county zoned Urban Reserve.    

A simple explanation of the TDR program is that property owners in the Sending Area 

petition to participate in the program, and if selected, donate their land to the county through a 

conservation easement.  The county then grants the owner development credits to be used, or 

sold for use, in the Receiving Area.  The exact number of credits depends on calculations related 

mostly to how much land is donated.  Marion County’s TDR program is at this point too recent 

to determine how successful it will be in preserving farmland in the area. 

Summary: Existing Planning and Zoning Regulations 

Marion County, through community members and elected officials, could provide better 

protection of their unique equine cultural landscape, which represents a long tradition of agrarian 

life in Florida, and significantly contributes to the character of the region.  In addition to not 

being part of Florida initiatives such as the Rural Lands Stewardship program, Marion County 

does not include any overall consideration of the importance of the equine industry included in 
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their planning and zoning, except peripherally.  Although the Agricultural Improvement zoning 

designation appears to contemplate space for the equine industry, it does so vaguely and without 

any reference to the industry specifically.  Given that planning and zoning are within the 

governmental realm, and are not without political pressures, the current planning and zoning is 

commendable where open space and preservation policies are encouraged.  

However, where feasible in light of politics, the County should include the equine 

industry in their planning and zoning policies.  Because Marion County follows the traditional 

method of considering natural heritage and cultural heritage separately, focusing specifically on 

the equine industry in planning and zoning regulations may be the best way to incorporate both 

concepts and protect the significant cultural landscape of Marion County. 

Integrating Cultural Landscape Protection in Marion County 

Initial Considerations 

The equine industry is the most significant contributor to Marion County’s cultural 

landscape, providing easily recognizable physical features, and contributing heavily to the 

economy and culture of the area.  Protecting this unique equine cultural landscape will preserve 

the community’s character and economic health in the face of increased development pressures.  

While focusing on this significant industry alone narrows those areas of the county deserving 

protection, further limiting of significant areas within the equine industry may be necessary to 

ensure protection while still acknowledging the reality of growth.  To accomplish this, 

preservation planning can assist in identifying and preparing for protection.  General logistical 

planning is the first necessary step in evaluating cultural landscapes, and is important in light of 

Florida’s lack of a state program specifically surveying landscapes.   
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Preservation planning, designed to address cultural landscapes exhibiting primarily 

historic qualities, can be extrapolated for use with cultural landscapes generally.  Preservation 

planning (Birnbaum, 1994) incorporates the following procedures: 

• Historical research 
• Inventory and documentation of existing conditions 
• Site analysis and evaluation of integrity and significance 
• Development of a cultural landscape preservation approach and treatment plan 
• Development of a cultural landscape management plan and management philosophy 
• The development of a strategy for ongoing maintenance 
• Preparation of a record of treatment and future research recommendations.   

 
Protective mechanisms are not included, although the NPS may consider these part of the larger 

management plan.  Arguably, this failure to specifically include protective mechanisms indicates 

that planning should be the first step in evaluating cultural landscapes, and implementing 

protective mechanisms should follow. 

The Massachusetts Heritage Landscapes program guide, Reading the Land, which 

suggests that every community have a landscape program, is an example of how one state has 

chosen to assist their communities in planning for cultural landscapes.  Following the NPS 

model, but providing information specifically for the local level, Reading the Land encourages 

developing partnerships, conducting an inventory of local landscapes, evaluating significance, 

and distribution of the inventory to the community for education purposes.  After completing 

these initial planning steps, planning for protection is suggested.  Planning involves setting short- 

and long-term goals for the landscapes, identifying protective mechanisms such as master or 

comprehensive planning, zoning, state protective laws, and non-regulatory tools such as outright 

land acquisition and easements.  Reading the Land is geared towards those laws and legal 

mechanisms in place in Massachusetts, but provides an overall strategy for how to implement 

landscape planning on a local level.  (Massachusetts Department of Conservation and 
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Recreation, 2004)  Marion County planners and those involved in seeking protection of the local 

cultural landscape could utilize Reading the Land in considering how to initiate protection 

planning within the region.  Although the Massachusetts state laws will not translate to Marion 

County, the guide is beneficial in providing an overview of how to begin to integrate cultural 

landscape planning into the local community. 

Given that Marion County has not updated their Historic Survey since 1987, general 

preservation planning for the landscape is an important first step.  Local surveyors familiar with 

the area will be best suited to identify those regions of the county most significant to the cultural 

landscape.  Looking to the areas that the county has designated as Farmland Preservation Area 

for purposes of their TDR program provides a starting point.  In addition to the procedural 

guidelines given by the NPS for preservation planning, surveyors will need to be aware of the 

issues relating to cultural landscapes: the evolution of the cultural landscapes identified, 

definition of the size and scope by instituting boundaries of the landscape, long-term protective 

planning, and potential property rights conflicts. 

Including the Equine Cultural Landscape in Comprehensive Planning 

 After the County conducts general planning and inventory, considerations of protective 

mechanisms can then be addressed.  Because traditional planning “treat[s] historic resources 

versus natural and open space resources as separate entities” (Massachusetts Department of 

Conservation and Recreation, 2004, p.35), integration of the two is necessary in order to 

accommodate protection of the equine cultural landscape.  This integration is best accomplished 

through the inclusion of the equine landscape in the county comprehensive plan, but especially 

through the creation of a individual element specifically providing for protection. 

 This integration is demonstrated by Loudoun County, Virginia, who in the course of 

revising their comprehensive plan included cultural landscape considerations.  Housed within the 
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context of the preservation plan element, cultural landscapes merited discussion as explored 

through an issues paper presented to the Countywide Heritage Resources Preservation Plan 

Citizen Advisory Committee.  This paper presents questions as to how best include cultural 

landscapes in the general plan, presents pros and cons as to each option, and makes 

recommendations as to which options to select.  Issue questions include: what landscape types 

should be included in Loudoun County’s approach towards developing a protection strategy for 

cultural landscapes, how boundaries of the landscapes should be defined, and how the county 

should protect the landscapes.  (Loudoun County, n.d.) 

The latter, how the county should protect the landscapes through their comprehensive 

plan, is broken into two options: protection through current regulatory practice and protection 

through an advisory function.  The first option discusses pros and cons of current regulations, 

which include the use of Historic and Cultural Conservation Districts (HCC).  The cons include 

the reality that cultural landscapes may exist outside those districts and that protection of cultural 

resources is largely voluntary.  The second option, a county advisory role, includes the creation 

of guidelines for identifying and delineating cultural landscapes in the county, county selection 

of particularly significant cultural landscapes, development of county landscape inventories and 

reports, and assistance to the public and county staff as to how best protect these landscapes 

through incentives.  Ultimately, a combination of the two options is recommended, as the HCC 

districts are effective for protecting already included areas, and advisory functions regarding 

potential incentives for cultural landscape protection can work well with regard to newly 

identified cultural landscapes or those that are of a larger size.  Although the paper does not 

recommend an entirely separate element of the comprehensive plan dedicated solely to cultural 
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landscapes, it does advocate for the integration of natural and cultural resources in Loudoun 

County’s plan (Loudoun County, n.d.).  

Where the Loudoun County issues paper addresses cultural landscapes generally, it is 

very clear that while a general inclusion of natural and cultural integration would benefit Marion 

County, inclusion of the specific equine cultural landscape is the most important step.  Four 

preservation organizations in the Kentucky Bluegrass region are working to create a specially 

designed comprehensive plan.  The Kentucky Heritage Council, the Bluegrass Conservancy, the 

Bluegrass Trust for Historic Preservation, and the University of Kentucky’s Center for Historic 

Architecture and Preservation are working as a team to “develop a comprehensive plan to 

combat the rapid loss of historic farms and related structures in the Bluegrass Region” 

(“Bluegrass Cultural Landscape of Kentucky,” 2006).  Undoubtedly, the plan will highlight the 

equine industry as a significant contributor to the appearance and influence of the Bluegrass 

cultural landscape.  

The Equestrian Land Conservation Resource (ELCR), a national organization dedicated 

to the preservation of open land for equine sport, recreation, and industry purposes, recognizes 

the importance of planning for equine landscapes (“Focus on ELCR,” 2007).  In 2004, the ELCR 

in conjunction with the State Horse Council Advisory Committee, a subsection of the American 

Horse Council, commissioned a report on equestrian community designations by local 

governments (Equestrian Community Zoning, 2004). Communities across the country were 

identified as providing for or desiring to provide for equine land protection in their local plans.  

Included in the report are such communities as Jurupa, California, whose plan includes a 

provision for a Protected Equestrian Sphere.  Within this sphere, the local Jurupa government is 

to enact policies that protect the equestrian area and way of life.  Also in California, Rolling Hills 
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Estates includes equestrian land planning in their land use element and directs the creation of a 

horse overlay district to be included in the community zoning regulations.  Putnam Township, 

Michigan community members recommended that their local plan include recognition of the 

connection between rural character and equestrian character, identify the equestrian character of 

their town, and provide for this character through an equestrian overlay district. (Equestrian 

Community Zoning, 2004)   

Closer to home, the Village of Wellington, Florida has recognized the importance of 

planning for the equine landscape, and has enacted an equestrian element of their village 

comprehensive plan.  The Equestrian Preservation Element’s goal is to “ensure the preservation 

and protection of the neighborhoods which comprise this area, the equestrian industry and the 

rural lifestyles which exist in the Equestrian Preserve” (Village of Wellington, 2006, EQ-1).  The 

element directs the village to create an equestrian overlay district protecting equestrian 

preservation areas.  The village is to then enact specific policies for the overlay district that 

provide for and encourage conservation easements, encourage cluster development while 

maintaining projected density limitations, limit commercial uses that support the equine industry, 

provide for preservation of rural lifestyles, and establish site development regulations that 

implement the characteristics of equestrian uses and structures. (Village of Wellington, 2006, 

EQ-1)   

In addition to the Equestrian Preservation Element, the Wellington plan also provides for 

the creation of a subcommittee within the local planning agency to advise the planning and 

zoning agency on land use decisions affecting the equestrian areas (Village of Wellington, 2006, 

EQ-4).  The Wellington Equestrian Committee’s mission is to 

provide advice upon the request of Council or the Planning, Zoning &  
Adjustment Board on a) protecting and preserving land in the preserve as  
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equestrian, b) safety of riders, c) flooding and drainage in the preserve,  
d) having representation within the Village on policy and planning, e) 
permitting, zoning and code enforcement within the preserve, f) designating 
the equestrian preserve as permanent and inviolate, g) land development 
regulations as they apply to the preserve area, h) recommended equestrian 
projects for inclusion in the Capital Improvements Program, i) the design  
and/or configuration of equestrian capital projects (“Equestrian Committee,”  
2006). 

 
The Equestrian Committee has the ability to advise the Village Council and the planning 

department on almost everything that could affect the vitality of the equestrian preservation 

areas.  This power to be involved in local government decisions helps cement the protection of 

these landscapes in Wellington, and ensures that local officials are aware of impacts on the 

equestrian cultural landscapes in the village. 

Wellington is just outside the Palm Beach region of Florida, and has already experienced, 

and continues to experience, the tremendous impact of growth and expansive development.  

Perhaps this reality forced Wellington to proactively provide for protection of their equestrian 

landscape.  Marion County, no stranger to loss of farmland and threat of development, should 

follow in the footsteps of Wellington and the other communities and enact a provision in their 

comprehensive plan that identifies the significance of the equine cultural landscape to the 

community and make provisions for its protection. 

Although the current Marion County plan attempts to provide for the equine industry 

through the creation of a Special Equine District Committee, this does not demonstrate the level 

of commitment the county needs to make to protect its equine cultural landscape.  Planners in 

Marion County should review the equine planning elements of the communities identified in the 

ELCR study, particularly the Village of Wellington’s element.  Wellington must abide by the 

same state planning laws as Marion County does, and thus provides an example of how to make 

such an element work in Florida.   
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Including the Equine Cultural Landscape in Zoning Regulations 

 Zoning, or restrictions placed on land use, are created to enact policies as directed by the 

comprehensive plan, illustrated above through comprehensive plan elements requiring zoning 

regulations be established to create equine overlay districts.  Given that these equine overlay 

districts are already in place in other communities, and in Florida in particular, equine zoning is a 

viable option for Marion County to pursue.  Where Marion County may not want to adopt a 

specific equine overlay district, they could employ the strategy used by Loudoun County and 

others.  Loudoun County, in addition to planning for cultural landscapes generally through their 

plan, provides for specific landscapes through their zoning designations.  For example, AR-2: 

Agricultural Rural 2 has a purpose to “sustain and nurture economically significant equine 

industry” (Equestrian Community Zoning, 2004, p.8 ).  The purpose and intent of a Norco, 

California zoning designation is to “preserve and enhance equestrian-oriented environment and 

potential for equestrian recreation” (Equestrian Community Zoning, 2004, p.4).  

Other communities provide for consideration of the equine landscape through allowing 

equines and equine-related activities in specific zones, although the intent is not to preserve the 

equine industry or rural character, but rather to permit horse ownership.  Seatac, Washington has 

a Horse Suburban District that permits horse ownership within city limits (City of Seatac, 2006).  

The “E” district in Orange County was established to “allow the keeping of equi in certain 

developed residential areas so that residents may retain and preserve a semi-rural environment, 

including the retention of equestrian uses” (Orange County, 2005).  Considering that Orange 

County is highly developed, while this represents equine zoning, it also represents an option for 

already developed areas.  Providing for such a district in Marion County may suit those parts of 

the county that are already developed, but for the county in general, wider protection of the rural 

landscape seems a better option. 
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An equine overlay district would provide better protection for the Marion County cultural 

landscape through greater reach and emphasis on the importance of the equine landscape to the 

entire county.  This countywide overlay district would require intergovernmental cooperation 

with the localities in the county and perhaps motivate those localities to incorporate equine 

landscape protection in their plans as well.  The Village of Wellington’s Equestrian Overlay 

District is contained in their LDR.  The purposes behind enacting the overlay district are 

to protect and enhance the Equestrian Preservation Areas of the Village, as created by the 
Comprehensive Plan; to preserve, maintain and enhance the equestrian community 
associated with the Village of Wellington; to preserve, maintain and enhance the rural 
lifestyle associated with the equestrian community; to identify and encourage land uses 
that are supportive of the equestrian and rural character of the Equestrian Preservation 
Areas; and to preserve, maintain and enhance development patterns which are consistent 
with the overall character of the equestrian community (Village of Wellington, 2005, § 
6.2.17). 

 
Considering that Marion County’s contribution to the horse industry in Florida, and the country, 

is arguably more significant than that of Wellington’s contribution, adopting a similar zoning 

overlay district is not unreasonable since these types of policies already exist in other areas with 

equine landscapes.   

 An alternate option for Marion County to explore would be adapting the Thematic 

Resources District (TRD) to the needs of their unique cultural landscape.  However, while the 

TRD does provide for incorporation of cultural landscapes that do not fit the confines of a 

traditional historic preservation overlay district, it may not be the best option for a cultural 

landscape such as Marion County’s that is easily identifiable and able to be narrowed to a 

specific attribute, in this case, the equestrian-oriented landscape of the area.  Marion County’s 

cultural landscape may be better served by implementing equine-focused overlay districts in part 

due to their use elsewhere in the state, and in part due to their ability to be clearly understood by 

community members.  The TRD is an innovative districting method that would be of relevance 
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to a cultural landscape containing a variety of areas that may have varied cultural and natural 

references, such as the Eco-Heritage Corridor along the St. Johns River that represents multiple 

layers of heritage and ecological resources.  In Marion County’s case, however, where the 

significant cultural and physical aspects of the landscape are so closely tied solely to one 

characteristic, the equine industry, specially tailored policies would be effective in protecting the 

area’s cultural landscape. 

Draft Planning and Zoning Documents for Marion County’s Equine Cultural Landscape 

 Incorporating the equine cultural landscape into Marion County’s comprehensive plan 

and land development code could potentially be a lengthy process given time for political 

discussion and community input.  Additionally, drafting and redrafting of specific provisions and 

the political process for approval of new provisions, further slows matters.  When the process is 

complete, however, Marion County could have strong policies in place that specifically provide 

protection for the equine cultural landscape. 

 Draft policies provide simple examples that could be expanded depending on specific 

needs, and illustrate how Marion County could begin to integrate cultural landscape protection 

(Appendices B and C).  The draft comprehensive plan element draws upon the idea of the 

Special Equine District Committee already referenced in Marion County’s existing plan, and 

expands the functions and duties of the Committee by borrowing some of the functions of the 

Village of Wellington’s Equestrian Committee.   Provisions are included for the Special Equine 

District Committee to meet on a regular basis throughout the year, and to provide input to the 

Board of County Commissioners and the Growth Management Department on issues of concern 

to the equine industry.  The draft plan element also borrows the concept behind Wellington’s 

Equestrian Overlay District, and provides for a Special Equine District overlay within Marion 

County.  Within the district, land conservation strategies are encouraged, as are commercial uses 
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that support the equine industry.  The draft element further requires that guidelines for 

development within the District be created that ensure any future development is consistent with 

the character of the equine landscape, also modeled on the Village of Wellington’s 

comprehensive plan element.  Provision of an intergovernmental cooperation component allows 

for Marion County to coordinate with local governments within the county on equine landscape 

protection strategies. 

 A draft overlay district provision for Marion County’s land development code expands on 

the Special Equine District referenced in the draft plan element.  Highlighting the intent and 

purpose behind the Special Equine District is especially critical, as it must relate to the public 

health, safety, and welfare.  The purpose created for this draft district is “to preserve the equine 

industry and rural lands used to support the equine industry in promoting the welfare of Marion 

County’s citizenry through protection of the economy and character of the region.”  Specific 

criteria included in the draft overlay district borrow from the format and language of Marion 

County’s existing overlay districts.  Permitted uses, special uses, densities, and lot and building 

standards are provided as guidelines only, and would require more substantial evaluation in order 

to be sufficient protection for the equine landscape. 

 These draft policies are intended to provide a framework for considering integration of 

the equine cultural landscape in Marion County’s comprehensive plan and land development 

code, and do not purport to be legally sufficient.  However, given that the Village of Wellington 

already has similar policies in place, Marion County may find that any changes made to existing 

policy to include the equine cultural landscape would be a more fluid process than it would 

absent already existing equine legislation elsewhere in the state.  Utilizing Village of Wellington 

equine policies as a model may well serve the equine cultural landscape of Marion County. 
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Summary 

Since the earliest days of Florida’s history, agriculture has played an significant role as an 

ever-present contributor to the state’s way of life and economy.  Florida has some existing 

options in place for protecting agrarian cultural landscapes, and a growing awareness exists that 

agricultural land protection is essential to the vitality of the state, but are existing options 

enough?  As encouraged by state planning statutes, innovative planning is much needed in the 

face of an increasingly threatened landscape (Figure 4-18).  Implementing new strategies and 

approaching preservation from a different perspective cannot come too early.  Including cultural 

landscape protection allows these agricultural lands to stay as they are, as working agrarian 

landscapes, whereas conservation alone implies something different, a static quality that does not 

suit the need for these lands to be agriculturally productive.   

Limiting cultural landscapes to significant landscapes enables a community to narrow 

protection of landscapes to those that contribute to their region in a meaningful way.  Once the 

particular cultural landscapes have been surveyed and their particular characteristics identified, 

as is the case with the equine cultural landscape in Marion County, protection of a specific, 

significant landscape may be simpler than planning for cultural landscapes generally.  While 

integration of cultural and natural elements is important in advancing the protection of cultural 

landscapes, plan elements and zoning districts targeted at an already identified cultural landscape 

are more likely to find success politically and socially than a broad element attempting to protect 

cultural landscapes in general.  Putting a name or identifying title on a landscape, such as the 

Marion County Equine Landscape, helps to narrow the scope to those significant cultural 

landscapes worth protecting in a particular community. 
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Table 4-1.  National Park Service Rural Landscape Characteristics (McClelland, Keller, Keller, 

& Melnick, 1999). 
National Park Service Characteristics of the Rural Landscape 

Processes 
1. Land Use and Activities Human activities, such as mining, farming, ranching,    

recreation, commerce, social events, and industry that have 
left an imprint on the landscape 

2. Patterns of Spatial  
    Organization 

Large scale land organization based on natural features, 
politics, economy, and technology.  Reflected in road 
systems, field patterns, proximity to water resources, and 
orientation of structures to sun and wind. 

3. Response to Natural  
    Environment 

Major natural features influencing location and organization 
of rural communities.  Climate is included as forcing land 
settlement. 

4. Cultural Traditions Religious beliefs, social customs, ethnic identity, and trades 
and skills evident in physical features and uses of the land. 

Physical Elements 
5. Circulation Networks Systems for transporting people and goods. Range in scale, 

and may include roads, canals, major highways, railways, 
and airstrips. 

6. Boundary Demarcations Delineate areas of ownership and land use.  Also separate 
smaller areas of land within larger parcel for use as corral or 
field.  Includes fences, walls, tree lines, hedge rows, drainage 
or irrigation ditches, roads, creeks, and rivers. 

7. Vegetation Related to Land  
    Use 

Crops, trees, and shrubs for agricultural or ornamental 
purposes, as well as naturally growing vegetation. May 
include indigenous, naturalized, and introduced species. 

8. Buildings, Structures, and  
    Objects 

Structures and objects serving human needs related to their 
occupation and use of the land.  Buildings include human 
shelters; structures include dams, fencing, agricultural 
outbuildings such as silos and grain elevators, and mining 
systems.  Objects include markers, monuments, machinery, 
and equipment. 

9. Clusters Grouping of buildings, fences, and other features. Repetition 
of similar clusters may indicate vernacular patterns of siting, 
spatial organization, and land use. 

10. Archaeological Sites Sites of prehistoric or historic activities or occupation that 
provide information about prior land use, social history, and 
methods and extent of activities. 

11. Small-scale Elements Features that are characteristic of a region and occur 
repeatedly, such as road signs, fence posts, or bales of hay.  
Features may be permanent or temporal. 
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Table 4-2.  Marion County Horse Country Cultural Landscape Features Utilizing National Park 

Service Rural Landscape Characteristics (Author, 2007). 
National Park Service Characteristics of the Rural Landscape:  

Marion County Horse Country  
Processes 
1. Land Use and Activities Large- and small-scale farming and horse ranching 
2. Patterns of Spatial  
    Organization 

Land is divided into individual farms, and further subdivided 
into sections based on differing activities on the individual 
farm.  Farms are located close to roadways for access. 

3. Response to Natural  
    Environment 

Limestone ridge enriches the grass, providing impetus for 
equine industry to locate in the area.  Hilly terrain and warm 
climate contribute to success of industry. 

4. Cultural Traditions Equine industry is a way of life, and influences economy and 
social aspects of the area. 

Physical Elements 
5. Circulation Networks Evolved over time from dirt paths to railroads to highways.  

Roadways remain the primary method of transport. 
6. Boundary Demarcations Fences, and sometimes trees, provide the main form of 

boundary demarcation. 
7. Vegetation Related to Land  
    Use 

Large oak trees provide shade for animals, and enriched 
grasses encourage healthy development of thoroughbreds. 

8. Buildings, Structures, and  
    Objects 

Equine facilities and residences are the main buildings in the 
region.  Structures consist of fences and equine sporting 
elements, while objects include trucks, trailers, and 
agricultural equipment. 

9. Clusters Fences used to delineate sections of a farm and buildings 
grouped together are the primary clusters. 

10. Archaeological Sites Fort King is a significant archaeological site in the area. 
11. Small-scale Elements Signs identifying horse farms are a common repeating 

element, as are entry gates.  Bales of hay may be present in 
fields, depending on the time of year. 
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Figure 4-1.  Farming is a major land use in Marion County (Author, 2007) 

 

 
Figure 4-2.  Land is spatially organized into individual farms (Author, 2007)
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Figure 4-3.  Farms are often located close to the roadways for easy access, demonstrating 

patterns of spatial organization (Author, 2007). 

 
 

 

Figure 4-4.  The hilly terrain and warm climate of the region contribute to agricultural success     
        (Author, 2007). 
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Figure 4-5.  Brightly painted horse statues located throughout the region demonstrate the cultural 

importance of the equine industry to Marion County (Author, 2007). 

 
Figure 4-6.  Marion County proudly displays its “Horse Capital of the World” title (Author, 

2007). 
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Figure 4-7.  The Florida Horse Park, home to national equine events, demonstrates cultural 

significance of the sport and also shows modification of the landscape (Author, 
2007). 

a 
Figure 4-8.  Scenic roads serve as part of the county’s circulation network (Author, 2007). 
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Figure 4-9. Trees and fencing provide boundary demarcations, and the road displays the area’s 

hilly terrain (Author, 2007). 
 

 
Figure 4-10.  Vegetation in the form of large trees provides shade for horses (Author, 2007). 
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Figure 4-11.  Equine facilities dot the rural landscape in Marion County (Author, 2007). 

 

 
Figure 4-12.  Buildings, structures, and objects of the Marion County rural landscape  

(Author, 2007). 
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Figure 4-13.  Farm fencing and buildings represent the cluster element of NPS rural landscape 

characteristics (Author, 2007). 
 

 
Figure 4-14.  A marker designates the archaeological site of Fort King, a National Historic 

Landmark (Author, 2007). 
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Figure 4-16.  Signage identifying farms is representative of small-scale elements in the area 

(Author, 2007).  
 

 
Figure 4-17.  Signs in conjunction with entry gates are common small-scale elements 
  (Author, 2007). 



 

122 

 

 
Figure 4-18.  Street signs, another small-scale element, inform drivers that roadways are not just 

used by cars (Author, 2007). 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 4-20.  Increasingly frequent farm sales indicate a landscape in danger (Author, 2007). 
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUDING THOUGHTS 

Conclusions 

 Cultural landscapes are conceptually based on the integration of human cultural elements 

and natural elements reflected in the physical landscape.  Treating these elements separately, as 

current international, national, state, and local legislation often does, will never completely 

address the complexities inherent in such an integrated concept.  Rather, legislation specifically 

contemplating the blend of natural and cultural elements is needed in order to fully provide for 

cultural landscape protection.    

 In the absence of such legislation, cultural designation programs such as those operated 

by UNESCO, the NPS, and various agencies on a state and local level can help create awareness 

of cultural landscapes and fill the void of current legislation.  These programs, with the 

assistance of non-profit and professional organizations interested in cultural landscape 

protection, can increase awareness and protection of cultural landscapes.  Increased awareness 

may lead to a point in time when natural and cultural elements are considered in tandem in 

legislation particularly, but also within the field of historic preservation.  State historic 

preservation programs should incorporate cultural landscapes within their domain, and not 

assume that landscapes are better left to the realm of parks or natural conservation efforts. 

 Agencies and organizations concerned with cultural landscape protection should adopt a 

unified definition of cultural landscape for a variety of reasons.  First, in the event legislation is 

one day enacted to protect cultural landscapes, a unified definition will be necessary.  For legal 

reasons, codification and legislation mandates not only a uniform definition, but a precise one.  

Second, a unified definition eliminates confusion and informs the public, as well as the agency or 

organization, as to what exactly constitutes a cultural landscape.  Considering that organizations 
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charged with protecting these landscapes already seek to protect sites that are significant, this 

limiting factor should be included in a uniform definition.   Where significance is a criteria 

buried in historic preservation legislation, it should not be so for cultural landscapes.  

Significance as a defining characteristic of cultural landscapes would set these protective 

agencies apart from other disciplines that define the term more broadly.   

 Significance as a limiting factor in defining cultural landscapes will enable simpler 

identification of which cultural landscapes merit protection.  Once a significant cultural 

landscape is selected for protection, a protection plan can be implemented.  Depending on the 

specific cultural landscape, it may be that protection plans can be narrowly tailored to that 

particular landscape, as is the case in Marion County.  Other cultural landscapes not fitting so 

easily into one definable category may be better served by other protective tools such as a 

cultural district designation, which could be created through use of innovative ideas such as the 

Thematic Resources District.  Thorough planning for a cultural landscape should include 

consideration of these available tools, and must also address cultural landscape issues such as 

scope, presentation, long-term protection, and individual property interests.  Cultural landscapes 

are indicative of an enduring relationship between humans and the land over time, and planning 

and protective strategies for these spaces must be given respect and thoughtful consideration.    

Future Research 

 Cultural landscape protection offers an endless array of research opportunities.  To begin, 

a more expansive consideration of significance and the cultural landscape could explore how 

communities could go about defining significance for purposes of identifying cultural landscapes 

worthy of protection.  From there, a review of national and state legislation would be useful in 

ascertaining whether other laws exist that may provide for cultural landscapes, and how they 

incorporate significance, if at all.  A survey of existing legislation across the country would be 
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beneficial in understanding where cultural landscape protection has already been incorporated, 

where it would likely be included, or where it has little chance of consideration under current 

policies.   

Looking to those legislative policies in a region such as the Bluegrass of Kentucky could 

in particular provide analogies for Marion County.  Additionally, considering applications of 

incentive zoning such as tax-increment financing districts and how these districts could be 

applied to cultural landscapes is worth additional research.  Lastly, a more in depth evaluation of 

the role of regional planning and regional planning policies in cultural landscape protection 

should be conducted. 

 Considering the legal validity of any new ordinances or district designations would also 

be instructive.  Where these ordinances have a reasonable relation to the public health, safety, 

and welfare, and where they are not found to constitute a taking, their success is likely.  

Comparing other innovative mechanisms used in other localities, and any legal challenges to 

those mechanisms, could provide insight into how well a cultural landscape ordinance or district 

would stand up against legal questioning.  

 Another potential addition to the cultural landscape protection field is the realm of eco-

heritage tourism.  As a new sector of the tourism industry, eco-heritage may provide a way to 

garner support and advocate for awareness of these integrated landscapes.  Studying existing 

eco-heritage sites, how they were created, and how they are protected or managed would be a 

different approach to cultural landscape study.  Eco-heritage is yet another way of defining a 

cultural landscape, adding to the already varied terminology and definitions, but should be 

embraced as part of the movement to identify and protect these landscapes. 
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 Lastly, directly engaging with a local group or state agency on cultural landscapes would 

function as a utilitarian step for future research.  Where Florida has yet to incorporate cultural 

landscapes into their preservation program, attempting to work with staff within the Division of 

Historical Resources would move the discussion of cultural landscape protection from the 

theoretical to the practical.  Similar outreach to a local community such as Marion County would 

have the same effect and bring the concept of cultural landscape to an agency or organization 

that is currently unfamiliar with the idea.  Cultural landscape protection and preservation will 

only be successful where awareness is increased, and as evidenced by the varied resources 

available on the topic since Sauer initially introduced the term, this awareness is growing and is 

an encouraging progression that may lead to more protection of these spaces in the future.   
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APPENDIX A 
IDENTIFICATION AND PROTECTION TOOLS FOR CULTURAL LANDSCAPES IN THE 

UNITED STATES 

(as adapted from Coleman, 2003, Heritage Office, NSW Department of Planning, Australia). 
 

 

International Tools 
 UNESCO World Heritage Listing 

 International Landscape or Heritage Protection Treaties 

National Tools 
 National Laws: NHPA, NEPA, Farm Bill, Coastal Zone Management 

 National Register Listing  

 National Park Service and BLM Designations 

 Department of Transportation Byways 

State Tools 
 Historic Preservation Laws and State Register Listing 

 Growth Management Laws and Regional Planning 

 State Protective Legislation: Farmland, Landscape, Easements 

 Delegation to Local Entities 

 Cultural Designations 

Local Tools 
 Easements 

 Certified Local Government Status 

 Comprehensive Planning 

 Zoning and Overlay Districts 

 Transfer/Purchase of Development Rights Programs 

Non-Government Tools 
 Land Trusts 

 Non-Profit Organization Assistance: Cultural Landscape Foundation, National Trust 
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APPENDIX B 
DRAFT MARION COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN ELEMENT 

 

Marion County’s current Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Element Policy 3.17 reads: 
 

“Marion County shall create a Special Equine District Committee whose objective shall 
be to establish incentives for the preservation of the equine industry.  The Committee 
shall consider incentives which will maintain permanent open spaces such as additional 
use of clustering, and the transfer of development rights.  The Committee shall consist of 
not more than 10 persons appointed by the Board of County Commission.” 

 
As a replacement better attuned to protecting the equine cultural landscape of the region, 
consider: 
 

OBJECTIVE X: Preserve the cultural landscape of Marion County through provisions 
intended to protect the equine industry as a major contributor to the economy and 
character of the region. 

 
Policy x.1: Within one year of the date of this plan, the Board of County Commissioners 
shall appoint no less than 10 members to a Special Equine District Committee.  Members 
of the Committee shall comprise representatives of the equine industry, equine farm 
owners, and representatives knowledgeable in planning, law, and conservation in a 
number to be determined by the County Commissioners.  The Committee shall advise the 
County Commissioners and members of the County Growth Management Department on 
matters of land conservation and matters of concern to the equine industry.   
 

Policy x.1.a:  The Special Equine District Committee shall hold public meetings 
no less than 4 times a year to address topics to be discussed at the next scheduled 
County Commission meeting.   
 
Policy x.1.b:  The Special Equine District Committee shall create an advisory 
document to assist landowners in exploring options for protecting their lands, 
including but not limited to easements and deed restrictions. 

 
Policy x.2: Within one year of the date of this plan, the County shall create and adopt one 
or more Special Equine District overlay zones, intended to preserve the equine industry 
and protect the unique character of the County.   Members of the County Commission, 
the County Growth Management Department, and the Special Equine District Committee 
shall work with members of the community, as well as land conservation and cultural 
landscape professionals, to properly identify and delineate significant areas of equine 
industry that would benefit from Special Equine District designation.  The County 
Commission shall then designate the specific boundaries for inclusion in the County Land 
Development Regulations, and provide for their incorporation on the Future Land Use 
Map. 
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Policy x.2.a: Within one year of the date of this plan, the County shall identify 
incentives and plans for land conservation strategies within the Special Equine 
Districts, including but not limited to conservation easements, cluster 
development, or limited density requirements. 
 
Policy x.2.b: The County shall encourage commercial uses within the Special 
Equine District that support the equine industry.   
 
Policy x.2.c: The County shall implement guidelines for the Special Equine 
District that ensure development is consistent with the character of the equine 
landscape. 

 
Policy x.5:  The County shall work with local governments within the county to 
coordinate efforts for protection of the equine industry, including assistance with local 
planning and zoning initiatives designed to protect the equine industry. 
 
Policy x.4: The County, in coordination with the Special Equine District Committee, 
shall coordinate with regional, state, and federal entities regarding protection strategies 
for the equine industry.   
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APPENDIX C 
DRAFT MARION COUNTY OVERLAY DISTRICT 

 
As adapted from and in addition to the current Marion County Land Development Regulations: 
 
Sec.6.4. – SED – Special Equine Districts. 

1. Intent and purpose. 
a. The Special Equine District overlay is intended to supplement or supersede the 

development regulations provided in underlying zoning classifications, where 
necessary, to protect the rural lands within the SED. 

b. The purpose of the Special Equine District is to preserve the equine industry and 
rural lands used to support the equine industry in promoting the welfare of Marion 
County’s citizenry through protection of the economy and character of the region. 

2. Boundaries. 
a. Special Equine Districts shall encompass the boundaries as determined by the 

Board of County Commissioners, and included on the Future Land Use Map 
prepared by the Marion County planning department. 

3. Permitted uses. 
a. General agricultural use, including agricultural production of horses, and any 

accessory buildings necessary to production of horses. 
b. Single family residential dwellings. 
c. Veterinarian office, clinic, or hospital. 
d. Public or private riding academy. 
e. Equine event facilities, under 5 acres. 
f. Public parks, with equestrian trails. 
g. Buildings necessary to facilitate hay sales. 
h. Bed and breakfast or inn. 

4. Special uses.  These uses may be approved upon application to the Zoning Commission 
and approval of the Board of County Commissioners. 

a. Horse racing facilities or equine event facilities, more than 5 acres. 
b. Public parks without equestrian trails. 
c. Equine sales facilities. 
d. Equine-related commercial entities, limited to farm supply stores, farm equipment 

sales, agricultural credit entities, and stabling facility. 
e. Parking for commercial vehicles over 10,000 lbs. 
f. Poultry raising, less than 30. 
g. School. 
h. Church. 

5. Densities. 
a. Maximum of one residential dwelling unit per ten acres. 
b. Density per acre animal limitations based on size of parcel shall be based on the 

following ratio:  For each parcel that is 1 to 9 acres in size, there must be 9,000 
square feet for first animal and 6,000 square feet for each additional animal. 

6. Lot and Building Standards. 
a. Height Limitation: Maximum of 50 feet, except for those agricultural buildings 

such as silos, which must not be more than 100 feet. 
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b. Setbacks: Front, side, and rear setbacks must be 30 feet. 
c. Lot Width: Must be a minimum of 200 feet. 
d. Lot Size: Must be a minimum of ten acres. 
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