2.1 (Landscape Planning)
2.1.1 )
)
y
, ) (Processes)
(Systems) (Marsh, 1998: 3)
1 (Procedural
Planning)
(Goal Formulation),
(Problem Analysis Process),
(Strategic Plan),
(Implementation & Control Process)2
2
(Substantial Planning)
(Information)
(Substantial Planning)
(Turner, 1998) ,
(Decision making planning), (Technical

planning) (Landscape planning & design)



1
: Marsh, 1998: 14
(Information)
(Deta)
(Inventory)
(Classification system)
(Modlels)

2.2 (Models in Landscape Planning)

2.2.1

(Models)

(Alonso, Arumbura and Abril, 1995;Johnston, 1998)

(Brady and Whysong,1999)

(Simplification)

2.2.2



(Alternative Scenarios)
(Exploration)
(Information)
(Inventory) (Classification)
(Products)
(Means)
2.2.3 (Models) (Alonso, Arumburu, an

Abril, 1995: 43)

1 (Models)
2
2l 1 1
(Descriptive Studies)
(The
whole study area)
;9 A
(Optimization)



3.

(Landscape Units)
3

(Prescriptive Studies)
Descriptive studies

10



Level of
Intormation Type of Type of
trom the mepa slmdy
/ inventory produced
~—

First " e of ~on
I -
>
” o] Devcriptive ol E
units §
-
o
Third m“ b e g
cepecity
Cavironmentst Frogeuty =
frmpct
/
Levels of ]
protection
Aliosetion of a - g
(o0 use
Priorttie, vmgnmﬂ SEEHOE,
CompaetidRilies, s
ANlernatives \

2
- Alonso, Arumburu, and Abril, 1995: 30

2.3 Carl steinitz (Steinitz,
1990)

Steinitz Framework

(Modeling)



Recognize contrast.
Time (1)

Perform study

I How should the landscape
Be describe?

Data
— How does the landscape
Operate?

Is the landscape working
Well?

Information

'
cosnccannenssessdeccanccanseaaaa
1

E’ How might the landscape
Be Alter?

e e e mm— - ——————————— -

Knowledge

What difference might be
>
Changes causes?

-==»  Should the landscape be
Changed?

3
 steinitz, 1990.

l

12

Time (+)

1. Representation

S ELTTTTS

A

v

2 Process Models

‘IIII.IICI

3. Evaluation

irecnnnnnne

Implementation

4. Change Models

*IIIIIIIII

Y

5 Impact Models

‘IIIIIIIII

Y

UessnsnnsssansslonesansunnenasnnnsnflissnanessonsnssnnfocasssnnensssansnnPonssueneunaenunsannnn

6. Decision Models

Spﬁﬁy"l method
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1 Representation Models ( )

(Attributes),
(Contex), (Boundary),
. ?
' ?
‘ ?
?
c, 7
/7, ?
Q, =2
: ?
, , ?
: W\ W
, ? (Mystery? Coherence?)
”
- ? (Static space? Time?
Motion?)
? (Prvate imagery?)
? (Public imagery?)
5
2 Process Models ( )
(Function)
(Structure)
’ ?
' ?
’ ?
?
' ?



3 Evaluation Modkls (

?

4 Change Models (

1

?

5 Impact Models (

?

6 Decision Models (

14
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. () ?
’ ?
. ?
1 ] ? |
' ?
steinitz
(Feedhack loap)
1-3
4-6 (Dynamic)
Y ’ " (Action)
L (Feedback loop)
24
(. "3 )

Steinitz



2.5
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25.1
L (Visual Analysis)
P

|
(Institute of Environmental Assessment
and the Landscape Institute, 1995)
2. (Visual Assessment)

(Visual Landscape Character)
(Landscape Character
Description)
f (Visual Landscape Classification)
(Visual Quality)
(Evaluation) (Institute of Environmental Assessment and the
Landscape Institute, 1995)
3. (Visual Quality)
y  (Cultural Values)
(Intrinsic Physical
Properties) (A.C.E., 1984 after Smardon, 1986)
4 (Visual Landscape Character)

(Physical features) (Attributes)
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2 (Landforms) (Vegetations)  (Water

feature) (Structures)
(USDA. Forest Service, after Smardon, 1986)

2.5.2

(Landscape Assessment)
(Landscape Planning) (Tumer, 1998)

Landscape Planning

Information

Landscape

Assessment

(OO0

—
g

Qe <
ql\ﬂethods & Process

(Landscape Assessment)
(Visual Aspect) (Physical Aspect)
(Ecological Aspect) (Hazard risk Aspect)




2.6

18

(Purpose)  (Scale) (Space and time)
(Sze) (Context)

(Visual inventory)

(Visual Landscape Classification)
(Models)
(Modell, 1992)
(View based)
(Map based) (Bio physical factors)
(Cultural factors)
1)

(Behavioral Science and Cognitive
Science) (Porteous, 1982; Zube, Sell and Taylor, 1982; Zube, 1984)
2
(Perception and Environmental Aesthetic)

(Landscape beatty) (Miening, 1976, Zube; Brush and Fahos, 1975,
Smardon, 1986, Bell, 1993and 1999) 3
(Visual Physiology, Visibility Physic and Physical Geography)
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(Higushi, 1975,Smardon, 1986, and Mitchell, 1989)

Visual

Physiology

VISUAL Physical

Influence to
ASSESSMENT Geography

THEORY

Perception

Visual assessment model Structures

and

Aesthetic

26.1

(Visual structure)
(Higuchi, 1975)

‘Bird's Eye View

(Visual Structure)

A
)
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(Visual Structure)

8
1 (Visibility and Invisibility)-
(View point)
2 (Distance)
3 (Angle of Inciclent)
(Line of vision) (Surfaces)
Angle of Incidence Angle of Incidence
(Area of Visinility)

4 1 (Depth of Invisibility)
(Line of vision)

5 (Angle of Depression)

(Panorama)
6 (Angle of Elevation)
Line of Vision (Horizontal

Plane)

7 (Depth)

Landscape 3

(Surface)



Plane Depth
Perception Landscape

(Concave Terrain)
(Convex Terrain)
(Depth
Resuiting from the Overlapping of Elements)
(Visual
Force)
8 (Light)

(Ambient)

(Glare)

Prospect - Refuige Theory
(Appleton, 1975)



(Visibility physic) (Higushi, 1975  Refuge

ﬁbm %ﬂ?cge g \éhﬁl ted mW hegfkéoﬂg 35» defm dﬁ? wtalch%‘el ! ed?%mem?g]arr%%mefl |n'1t?ar
i ma;gmﬁ]are I ro i K i cover Ec ecam el c%erc Ve é Dore o ﬁ’d
t| G il a%"amor L%(?fected e i & T\/Keﬁ]@uw omﬁn o by S autior pei by

rawmg e eye e Same gen ection atine Vista, at

1
: Appleton, 1975

2.6.2 2
(Preference)

(Kaplan and Kaplan, 1989)

(Preference prediction)
(Information factors)
4
1 (Complexity)
(Edges), (Landform),
(Surfaces) (Plane)
2 (Coherence)

(Patter)

22
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(Orderly) (Texture contrast),
(Land Use Pattem
Juxtaposition)
3 (Legibility)
(Fittingness)
(Image)
4 (Mystery)

(Depth perception) (Cullen, 191
and Higuchi, 1975)

2.6.3 I

(Lucas, 1991)
(British Forestry Commission)

(Expert models)
(Scenic perception)
/ (Personal preference)

1 (Basic Elements)

s )2 ()1 ()
()

2 (Main Variables)
(Number), (Posttion), (Direction), ~ (Size),
(Shape), (Interval), (Texture), (Colar), ~ (Time),
(Lighting), (Visual Force)
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3 (Organization) (Cues)
(Structure) (Objectives)

12
BASIC ELEMENTS MAIN VARIABLES
Pane Possible variations of the
Volume basic elements
Line Number Posttion Direction Size
Point Shape Interval Texture Color Time

Lighting Visual Force

ORGANIZATION

Cues, structures and objectives for controlling variables and integrating elements
Grouping: Neamess Closure Similarity

Structure: Rhythm Tension Balance Scale

Objectives: Unity Diversity Genius Loci

: Lucus, 1991: 7
2.1 '

and Cook, 197)

(Arther et al, 1977) (Models)

(Descriptive inventory models)
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(Preference models)
1
(Classificatory method) (Non-classificatory method)
(Landscape
unit)
(Similarity of characteristic)
(Discrimination)

(Environmental quality) (Landscape
components) (Ecological models)

(Landform) (Vegetation
pattern) (Visual effect)
(Assumption)

(Daniel and Vining, 1983)
(Ecological models),
(Formal aesthetic models)
(Psychophysical models) (Psychological models)
(Phenomenological models)

(Taylor, Zube, and Sell, 1987)

1 (Expert models)



26

(Formal aesthetic model)

(Ecological modl)
Descriptive inventories and
classification
Expert
(Subjectivity)
(Psychophysical models)
(Observer respond)

A



2

Affordance theory (Gibson, 1977)

(Atituce) |

(Cognitive model)

“Thinking creatures”

( )
(Cognitive learning)

(Phenomenological model)



AURLIY KUIUIAKNE
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2. (Preference Model)
(Value System)

(Judgment
Criteria)
(Landscape Character)
(Arthur et al, 1977; Dunn. 1976 and Shuttleworth,
1980)

(Lowenthal and Prince, 1965)

2.8 « « [

Visual Resource Management System (Sub systems) 3

(1) Inventory
2

() (Visihility)

® ,

(Visual sensitive area)
(Smardon,1986)

2.8.1 USDA. Forest Service' model

Richard ¢. Smardon .. Forest Service
VRM.



30

WNSQ BASE INVENTORY PROOUCT
Water
Forage
Visual Character Type Visual
Resource Variety Class ou§|i|¥
_+ Physical features Objectives
ctf the lang Degrees of
acceptable
| alteration ot
the natural
Sensitivity Level landscape
————3» | Peoples concern for
seomic Quahily
A |
Wildlife
Recreation
8 . Forest Service
Smardont1986: 147.
CLASSA CLASS CLASSC
DISTINCTIVE COMMON MINIMAL
Landfor Over60percent 3060 percent  0.30 percent Slopes
which are dissected. - which are which have little

uneven, sharp

exposed
riages or large

features.

Rock  Features stand out on Features obvious

Fom landform.

Unusual or
avalanche chutes,

slopes, outcrops,

insize, shape, and

location,
Vegetati  High degree of
in vegetation.

Large old-growth

not stand out.

but not outstanding  No avalanche
avalanche chutes,  talus slopes,

slopes, boulders
ock Outcrops.

Continuous
cover with

pattems.

dissected or rolling. - No diissection and

no dominant

Small to nonexistent
Features.

and rock outcrops.

Continuous
cover with little or

pattern. *
Mature but not out-~ No understory, over
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1 Basic visual elements of form,
line, color, texture
2 Composition of
strong elements
3
(Visual Perception)

Scenic Quality Inventory / Evaluation

2 Management Classes

(Scenic
quality) (Overlay Technique) ~ Scenic quality map,
Sensitivity levels, Distance zones ~ Special area(  5-6) (

)
3 Contrast Rating ( ~ 7)
(Elements) Feature
4 Strong contrast, Moderate contrast, Weak and None

15
47



PROCESS PLANNING/PROPOSAL
Inventory &
g Private Sector
Evaluation
BLM
Management Government
Classes Aaencies
MITIGATION
Propose Activities
Contrast Rating /
Environmental Assessment
Implementation

BLM
: BLM, 1975

34
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2.8.3
Governments mode!)(British Columbia Ministry of Forest, 1997)

(Canadian Forest

(Visual Sensitivity Unit)
[ Viewof  Viewfrom
1
(Visaul Landscape Inventory)
- Viewing angle horizontal azimuth degree of view
Vertical Viewing Angle

- Influence of visual landscape design
- Scale of existing alteration
- Influence of site disturbance
- Influence of vegetative ~ Color
Texture
Height
Pattern
Topography Slope
Aspect
Surface Variation
Edgetype-  Water/landform
Water/vegetation
Water/land use
Land use/landform
Land use/vegetation
Land use/land use

130710 *



Vegetation/vegetation

Skyline

Rock/soil/vegetation

Landformvlanaform
Roughness of terrain

- Geological Variety-! Rock Patten
Sol
- \legetation Variety- | Pattemn
Color
Texture
- Influence of water
- Influence of adjacent scenery
- Viewing Condition-  Distance

Duration
Frequency
Angle  Focd
Oblique/tangent
Periphery
View rating
2 (Parameter)
(Viewshed Zone)
Biophysical Rating
Viewshed Zone
Existing Visual Condition
Visual quality

0% = Preserved

38



0-1.5% = Retained
15- 1% = Partially Retained
7-20 % "Modified
20-30% = Maximum modified
> 30% = Excessively modified
Visual absorption Capability
(Absorb) Manmacle Alteration

Biophysical

Viewing Condition
Viewshed zone Overlay
Sensitivity  Viewing distance
ground  Background, Viewing frequency, Viewing duration
Viewing Condition

Visual Quality Objective

Viewer Rating
AU
Score Sensitive

Visual Sensitivity Class

Visual Sensitivity Rating

39

Visual Integrity

Sensitive
Foreground Middle
Viewing angle

Preference

(Sensitive)

Parameters
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3
)

Years to Visual Effective Green up

Visual Recovery Visual sensitivity unit

(BRHVCHVR) - VAC = Initial Value of vsc
Rehabilitation/Enhancement Opportunity (RHEN)

Visual impact Mitigation ~ Restoration
2.8.4 (Litton's model)
R Burton Litton (1974)
“Factors of recognition”

“Secondary recognition factors"
Observer position, Distance  Sequence

6 Aesthetic Criteria
3
Visual vulnerability  Special lines,
surfaces and proportions of landscape type (Spatial
enclosure) (Focal elements) Land form, Water,
Vegetation complex

Litton (Litton, 1974)
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(Unit) |
4 Classification Scheme
Landscape unit, Setting unit, Waterscape unit

6
Panoramic landscape
Feature landscape

Enclosed landscape

Focal landscape

Forest (canopy landscape) Canopy
Detail landscape

Form
- Space
- Time Variability

2.8.5 . K.D. Fines (1995) East Sussex

(Subjective numerous)
3 (Elements),

(Feature), (Eyesores)

- Relief

- Vegetation
- Buildings
- Water



42

- Incicence of human activity
- Village
- Ancient monuments
-Wood & Lake
Eyesores
Viewpoints - Location & Value of viewpoint according to accessibility
Direction of view
View evaluation - Foreground Closed view
- Middlle ground -~ Limited view
Background Open view
Panorama
Number of type of view obtained from one
point
Tract
Totality of view in landscape
2.8.6 N L (Zones

Visual Influence by A.R. Murray) (Ervin, 1992)

(intervisibility analysis)
(Visual
Absorption Capacity)
- Topography
- Sight line
- Location
- Study of visual complexity
- Degree of visual transparency
- Atmospheric effluents



2.8.7

2.8.8

1 2543)

(Carl Steinitz's model)

43



preference)

Service. (Smardon,1986)
(Preference score), (Degree of exposure)

Visual quality

Preference

(Viewshed map)

fwiwo Uk4

ItceltvooH Corect itrM rn
*onn, M i
VTtit* Codjr

Upland Herdwond roictt
O«k Ptee fo.M |

Old Srr«dmb*nk Induitfy
Coetlvtl Mrt'vh
EXONS
Old la'ielhor*
)wl«ndturdwood
WL trrf...
tFIWOF ro'cc
Plgmy Pln* MMt
dkrrheHmiw
labetnorewnh #*r<te
» Ore Voce***lon
Inwbuxtlat.ti
Vd«ng CpnUsi Plantation
C04IM1 ned Cedar roraat
Actlv* Codtwrry M(<|
t/fM jnd Selut»
rlnewood witn Old lec ***
« N OV'ILeu*-
MI||c4*r -r>y 00.fM ttt)
N*  Stitim bink llout*
rpmtiKK) with Farm « iMMittt
IHXKMNI tUdttM K
Lriunhof» Suburb
New rinrwooa Hoot*
Moant> Siitxl.il
tt»*ib«nlc Suburb
Old Town Surround
Plnwwnnd » »
OKI Town Contdt
Old r*rmI*od Village
Marine
Vnsw r*nerv¥ood Farm
mtututiom with Ground!
New Town Center
New end Village
Farmland with New Hou*«*

Sand and Gravel Pit
Now Mtumnim |
Airfield

Ttaeloi* Suburb
Conimwe>jl Mnp
»*» Flectory
Nuclear Power Plant

8

44

(Visual
USDA. Forest

BLM. (1975)(Miller, 1984)

GIS

Score 20 %
| Frime s

W1 <20
intiy pretecied |

Sore 18 < 1S
Moderately orelerred

Moar S < I
Modecatety praterred

(amois
| Mol preterred

Score % < 0
A tivety il

Pineland Commission, 1980 after Steiner 1990)
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2.9

4

29.1 ( 3
(Dimension)
1
(Visual Landscape Classification),
(Management Objectives), (Visual
Impact Assessment)
2 (Expert) (Public)
3 (Quantitative method)
(Qualitative method)
4
(Visibility Physics)
(Visual Perception)
2.9.2

1 USDA. Forest Service (USFS.)
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— (Landscape Character Description)

(Inventory ("Classification)
(Management
Objectives)
, Public Sensitivity
Visual Class

2. Bureau of Land Management (BLM.)

— Inventory

— Visual Sensitivity



3. Canadian Forest Government (CFG.)

— Visual Landscape Inventory
Rating, Vienshed Zone  Visual Sensitivité
Viewshed

— Visual Sensitivity

— Inventory
* Landscape Features
* View Character

— Classification

Visual Landscape Mapping

Biophysical

49



— Inventory
(Intervisibility analysis)

— Classification

— (Visual
Absorption Capacity)

— Inventory

50



steinitz

Land Classification
Visual Classification
*  Public Visual Preference
* Degree of Exposure
* \iewshed
Landscape and Visual Quality Map

Landscape Setting

51
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1 (Visual Assessment)

2 (Visual Impact Assessment)

3 (Public Sensitivity)

4, (Visual
Assessment Factors)

5 (Visual
Classification)



Forest
Senvice

Canadian
Forest
Government

Litton

Visual impact assessment

Visual absorption capability

Visual contrast rating for existing landscape
and proposed uses

Visual absorption capability
Mtigation schemes

Planning guidelines and policy

Management objectives

Scenic assessment and public sensitivity
combined to generate management
objectives

Scenic assessment and public sensitivity
combined to generate management
objectives

Visual sensitivity class
Visual recovery

Visual classification system for water
landscape

Inventory maps

Public sensitivity

Importance of use area
Distance zones
Viewsheds

Users attitude and use
volunms

Distance zones
Viewsheds

Viewing rating and
preference score
Viewing freguency
Viewing curation

expert

Visual
assessme

Visual
variety
Composition

Biophysical
Negative
Cultural
features
Perception
Biophysical
rating
Visual
condition
modification

Feature
Composition
Factors
Human
modification
Cognitive &
Perception

Landscape
classification
Physiographic
units
Character
fypes
Subtypes

Physiographic
units

Viewshed
Visual
landscape
units

Waterscape
units
Landscape
units
Setting unit



KD. Fines

AR. Murray

Mitigation schemes

steinitz

Visual classification system

Visual quality and sensitivity

classification

expert

expert

expert

expert

Landscape
features
Eyesores
Composition

Visual visihility
influence by
landforms
building visual
fransparency
Sightline
Location
Visual
complexity

Preference
Score

Land cover
Degree of
visual exposure

unit
of analysis

Inenvisibily
Z0nes

unit
of analysis

Viewshed
Visual
landscape
unis
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(Expert)
BLM.

(Objectivity) (Subjectivity)
(Jacques, 1980) J

(Consensus)
(Tumer, 1975; Craik and Zube, 1976) ,

(Dearden, 199) (Pacack, 1982)

(Visual field)
(Panoramic view)

2
3 (Dynamic) (Ervin, 1992; Shafer and Brush, 1977;
Shuttleworth, 1980 Nassauer, 1983)
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2.9.3

(Approach)

— (View-based) F ..BLM. Fines; CFG.;
Shefer: Litton ~~ Steinitz

— , (Map and location-based)  CFG
Murray; Higushi - Steinitz

— (Spatial Model)
Higushi; BLM.; CFG.; Murrey
Steinitz
— (Preference Model)
(Non Spatial Model)

USFS,; Kaplan; CFG,; Litton; steinitz

— (Biophysical and Cultural Factors)
BLM.: USFS.; CFG.: Litton; Fines; steinitz

(Composition and Cognitive Meaning Factors) BLM.,;
Litton; Fines; Stienitz



5/

— (Objective)
Higushi; CFG., Shefer; Murrey

_ (Subjective) Higush;
F .. Litton: BLM.

(Dichotomy)
(Pattern)



View based

Spatial model

58

!

USFS. BLM. Fines
CFG. Shefer Litton

Steinitz

CFG. Murrey Higushi

Steinitz

!

Higushi Steinitz BLM.
CFG.  Murrey

Kaplan Litton  qa1de

r
Map or location based

model

Objectivity
*

Higushi CFG.

Steinitz
Higushi USFS.
Liton  BLM.
a4
&
Subjectivity

10

Shefer Murrey

Steinitz

L 2

Preference model

Biophysical Factor

s 4
Steinitz
BLM.  USFS.
a4 ;
CFG. Litton
BLM. Litton
Steinitz riaqﬁ'ﬂ
L

Cultural Factor




Steinitz, CFG.,BLM.

Composition

Factor

USFS.  BLM.

CFG.

Shefer

Linton ~ Murrey

Higushi Kaplan

Cognitive &

meaning

View

Spatial

®

Visual
Quality

Mapping

Distance
Visual
structure
Spatial

structure

Fines
Litton

12

Preference

Composition

Cognition

Visitor-View

Point rating

Preference

uoneosoT

59
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steinitz

( 11) Steinitz

(Spatial vs.
Preference Model)
(View-hased vs. Map-based) 12
2.6
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