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Abstract:

 Landscape is a crucial component of world heritage and, in the last few years, landscape projects have played a vital role in the development of sustainable scenarios. As reported in the European Landscape Convention, landscape means an area, as perceived by people, of which the character is the result of the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors. Therefore, in landscape planning and assessment, the community is necessarily involved. In order to improve the effectiveness of a project for landscape enhancement, this study suggests strategies for an integrated project, taking into account the numerous, heterogeneous variables involved. A landscape project, therefore, is a complex project that requires structured valuation stages, open to the community dimension. The qualitative, intergenerational, and inclusive characteristics of landscapes suggest that the limits of traditional economic analysis should be exceeded by adopting new assessment methods. With this aim in mind, this paper proposes social evaluation approaches, which operate by combining deliberative processes with total economic and multidimensional approaches. In this paper, we present: (1) a brief overview of the main features and issues concerning landscape projects; (2) strategies for integrated projects in landscape enhancement; and (3) social approaches in landscape assessment that account for complexity and social inclusion.
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1. Introduction

As a result of society’s growing interest in aesthetic and cultural aspects of territory, landscape projects have become more important and more widely known over the last few years. A landscape project mirrors the urgent need for an instrument to implement public policies aimed at strengthening the social use of landscape and fighting against the uncontrolled consumption of the land.

A favorable climate to actions aimed at protecting, enhancing, and suggesting new uses of landscape, has emerged thanks to three simultaneous factors [1]: (a) civil society has acknowledged that landscape is a primary factor of the community’s welfare; (b) public administrators and political classes have become aware that protecting beauty, nature, and culture pays off in terms of social approval; and (c) the business community has realized that the return on investments on the quality of landscape and the environment is remarkable.

In this paper, the label “landscape project” entails an extended reference to all operational instruments (programs, plans, projects, etc.) used to conceive actions on a territory, including the whole project development process (pre-feasibility and feasibility studies, preliminary, final, and detailed design).

Whereas a certain expertise was available on drafting architecture, city planning, and restoration projects, when landscape-planning requests started to increase, there was not yet a consolidated professional skillset. On the other hand, the history of civilization had never seen such drastic degradation of the landscape, nor had the large-scale need, from aesthetic and cultural viewpoints, ever emerged for protecting and enhancing, as well as creating and restoring, landscapes or actively managing valuable environments.

While the theory and practice of the landscape sector have been well established for quite some time, both aspects still need to evolve. This is also true for many professional sectors and disciplines interacting in landscape project development; in particular, this holds true for assessment activities that have been preceded by a similar situation in regards to initiatives dealing with historical and cultural heritage. Especially from the theoretical viewpoint, analogizing heritage and landscape issues can be fruitful.

The value of landscape is based on interpretations of reality aimed at meeting qualitative needs. It has emerged in societies that have already met primary needs and are characterized by high income, education and leisure levels, with in turn influence lifestyles of individuals and community.

In today’s world, the role that qualitative values have taken on called for revising the theory of development, in which human beings are now considered the ultimate end, as well as the utility function, now based on the pursuance of a number of qualitative objectives. In practice, the traditional economic dimension has been complemented with social and environmental-cultural dimensions. This integrated approach is opposed to growth models exclusively based on economic-quantitative approaches.

The European Landscape Convention [2] enshrines a series of concepts from which other crucial indications may be derived to develop an overall framework of reference to assess a landscape project. The convention acknowledges landscape as a fundamental component of European heritage. Its distinctive features imply that the landscape setting of a location includes tangible and intangible, physical and cultural, natural and manmade resources; their joint and intertwined action does not necessarily lead to organic balance conditions but implies the search thereof. Landscape should be given a constant and crucial role in any plan, project, or program aimed at developing a territory.

The acknowledgment of the landscape value of an area is based on what is perceived as such by a given population, according to their culture in a given period. Perception leads to judgments, which, in the same area, may involve different responses, either positive or negative, on the landscape settings considered. After all, the identification of a landscape, based on a community’s perception and interpretation, entails a dynamic vision leading to the conception of different landscape scenarios liable to be modified in time.

Landscape stimulates the local cultures, consolidates and represents the identity of a population, and contributes to the welfare of human beings [3]; all these repercussions can lead to important advantages from the viewpoint of the promotion of human beings, from both the social and individual perspectives.

Difficulties will clearly emerge in the procedures aimed at defining the public interest of a given landscape resource, as well as the relation between the natural and manmade heritage or between traditional and contemporary aspects.

Any intervention on landscape entails basic precepts, i.e.,


	-

	the landscape does not only have intrinsic value—i.e., an environmental and cultural good—but also has a social value, in light of its contribution to the welfare of the community;



	-

	intervention procedures on the landscape should be compatible and consistent with the actions aimed at development and protection, since any action on the territory produces effects on the landscape and any action entails repercussions on territory transformation processes;



	-

	landscape problems should be solved with a view to an active, dynamic and creative management of the good, thus avoiding mere limitations and passive defense provisions;



	-

	a landscape project should provide the starting point to develop a modern vision of the territory and be the result of a careful analysis of the existing potential and incompatibilities;



	-

	landscape issues should be dealt with according to an integrated approach, along with urban, regional, environmental, and infrastructural issues, jointly framed within a sustainable development scenario;



	-

	landscape policies call for participatory planning involving civil society, public institutions, and operators, and accounting for both local and global needs.





The principles illustrated above, and their interrelations, call for explicitly checking the decision-making process during the project development stage.



2. Strategies for Landscape Integrated Enhancement

Landscape may play a strategic role if it is considered the starting point of urban, territorial and environmental regeneration processes. In this respect, the first sites to be involved should include spaces of culture, beauty, emotion and socializing of a given community [4]. Thanks to those values, such spaces encourage participation, communication and information, i.e., crucial factors in guiding the development process towards shared goals and successful results.

Through enhancement interventions, their visibility with the public would be strengthened and there would be greater opportunities for further uses and safeguarding activities. More specifically, integrated enhancement actions could emerge, based on the diverse characteristics of the good and a heterogeneous flow of interconnections between the good itself and the context in which it is set [5]. If the set of needs of the territory is taken into account creatively and rationally, integrated landscape enhancement contributes to the regeneration of the physical contexts involved and the relations among subjects operating in such contexts.

In territories characterized by widespread presence of landscape, environmental, historical and cultural resources, territory regeneration processes should constantly base their strength on a set of such social attractors and exploit their enhancement to trigger widespread regeneration effects over the whole territory taken into account in order to obtain a driving effect on related activities.

The outcome of a landscape project depends on the ability to strike a balance among a number of heterogeneous and often conflicting variables.

For this purpose, the project has to assume a central role with reference to the contributions of distinct disciplines necessary for its drafting. This means that, from a theoretical viewpoint, the collaboration is necessary of a number of disciplines, as well as, from the operational viewpoint, the participation of a number of professional skills. Substantially, a landscape project is to be considered the aesthetic and formal representation of an idea, albeit as a unitary synthesis integrated by distinct specialized proposals.

The project has to be seen as the technical implementation of the community’s claims (needs, preferences, objectives, etc.) by the integrated planning team. Social consensus may be considered a vital prerequisite to implement the project; from this perspective, landscape planning procedures call for developments based on the participation of subjects involved in their implementation and the use of dialog to negotiate among different stances.

In addition, the identification of a set of protection, management, and planning interventions is necessary, thereby, envisaging a number of different actions: from preservation to restoration, from recovery to regeneration, from enhancement to land transformation and urban development. Moreover, a broad survey of the territory involved is useful to understand the past, present and future evolution of its physical, social, economic and cultural settings. Such a complex operation necessarily entails the evaluation of aspects such as consistency, effectiveness and equity.

The implementation of the complex set of interventions described above finds its strength in the collaboration of different operators, in the negotiation among subjects involved, in the use of public and private financial resources and different financing instruments. The complexity factors mentioned above provide an overview of the kind of problems that landscape planning needs to face, of which a realistic solution inevitably calls for an integrated approach (Table 1).

Table 1. Key elements for integrated landscape project.


	Issue
	Integrated Approach





	Sector-oriented, partial, reductionist approach
	Contributions of distinct disciplines, holistic approach



	Hierarchical, top–down approach; assessment by expert
	Bottom-up: technical implementation of the community’s claims by the integrated planning team



	Individual, mono-functional partial actions on separate system
	Identification of a set of protection, management and planning interventions envisaging a number of different actions



	Centralized decision nodes
	Collaboration of different operators, negotiation among subjects involved



	Entirely private or entirely public financial resources and traditional financial instruments
	Use of public and private financial resources and different financing instruments








In summary, a landscape project should always be an integrated project, capable of interpreting the complexity of reality, i.e., accounting for numerous, heterogeneous, sometimes clashing, variables [6]. The project should provide a unitary and creative response to that set of variables, not all of which may be streamlined, although one overall solution may be preferable. An integrated approach to a landscape is rarely described in the literature, and sector-oriented approaches also predominate the main groups of landscape functions, that is, economic (production-oriented), ecological (regulatory), and social (cultural, aesthetical, ethical, psychological, and recreational) [7].





3. Complexity and Social Inclusion: Evaluation Procedures

Until recently, project evaluation meant assessing the costs and profitability of an intervention; today, it is a tool to estimate different values and to select or conceive planning alternatives. In particular, landscape project peculiarities call for radically renewed assessment principles, techniques and approaches.

Landscape assessment should not be seen as a set of autonomous, occasional and unstructured stages, but as a logical and structured process applicable to all project stages, decisions, and alternative hypotheses [8]. It should be extended to different project scales, from the most general and preparatory to the most analytical stages (preliminary, final, and detailed design). All the decisions made, based on the assessment process, should be mutually consistent and consequential.

Especially at the most general planning stages, the need emerges to introduce adequate assessment procedures, i.e., when indeterminate elements come into play and call for instruments aimed at their progressive limitation and combination to obtain effective, efficient and consistent results. The greater the use of broader scale assessment, the greater the quality of the final and detailed design. From the strategic viewpoint, fundamental planning choices are made on those scales, whereas the verification and thorough analysis of decisions already made take place on more detailed scales.

In general, the scenario which may serve as context to assess a landscape project is defined by the elements included in the sustainable development equation, based on the relation between the economic, social and environmental dimensions [9]. The hierarchy of variables that come into play is to be configured according to different transient situations; however, by means of the assessment process, dominant project alternatives should be developed, i.e., they should tend to pursue all objectives effectively and simultaneously.

Landscape is properly a public good and, as such, fulfils a subsidiary function by meeting needs and preferences based on qualitative values [10,11]. The qualitative, intergenerational and inclusive characteristics of landscape suggest that, in assessment procedures, the limits of traditional economic analysis [12] (which tends to consider only short-term monetary effects and only those affecting direct users) should be exceeded by adopting new methods proposed by environmental economics. These methods base their analyses and assessments on the study of external economies (utilities and disutilities dispensed without compensations), intangibles (utilities and disutilities not directly quantifiable and including extra-economic aspects), and long-term effects (utilities and disutilities calculated over extensive periods of times, suitable for considering the net benefits of future users). In brief, making decisions in terms of actions affecting the landscape without considering externalities, intangibles and long periods, i.e., according to a partial outlook on the costs and benefits of the action, would lead to advantages for few and damage for many, in addition to damaging the good.

Consequently, a crucial perspective that may be adopted to assess landscape projects is a social viewpoint. To this end, an assessment has to be developed depending on the impacts produced by the project on the community, i.e., according to the interpretation of those who are actually affected in order to produce a social evaluation. The interpretation has to be related to an integrated approach extending the contextual and contemporary reading of landscape project features to different dimensions: technical, functional, environmental, social, economic, procedural, and historical–cultural. Effects are not assessed per se; rather, they are assessed in the light of their repercussions on community and according to their positive or negative perception relative to all the considered dimensions. Stakeholder knowledge is essential, since disciplinary expert evaluations and existing proxy data on landscape services reveal very little of the landscape benefits to the local stakeholders [13]. This local knowledge emerges from personal observation and environmental experience, and is related to the subjective perceptions and valuation of the landscape [14,15,16].

According to its qualitative features, a landscape has an impact not only on its direct users but also on the community welfare; therefore, the value and assessment of a landscape project should express the appreciation of a community for that project.


3.1. Evaluation Criteria

In assessing a landscape project, reference can be made to different criteria and procedures. Within the Italian scientific circles, over thirty years ago Carlo Forte identified the “social use value” [17] as a criterion to assess cultural real estate. It did not coincide with the market value since it was a broader concept, including social, environmental, cultural values that could be expressed in monetary terms.

According to Marshall’s interpretation and based on the aggregate demand curve, the social use value of a good amounts to its exchange value plus the consumer’s surplus amounting to the monetary sum that consumers are willing to pay in addition to the exchange value for the total utility received from that good.

A landscape project may be assessed according to the economic dimension and to a single monetary criterion by assessing its total economic value.

In regards to marketed benefits, their base value may be inferred according to traditional estimation criteria (market value, cost value, etc.). In contrast, their total economic value [18] may be derived from their use value plus a non-use value (or passive use value) depending on the characteristics of the resource for which the community is willing to pay. If non-marketed benefits emerge, the total economic value is to be calculated as above, through estimate processes suitable for expressing benefits in monetary terms.

In expressing the passive use value [19], the literature available resorts to the concept of the existence value, excluding all values deriving from current and future, direct or indirect, real and potential uses from its analysis [20]. It expresses the value of a landscape connected to its peculiarity, regardless of the instrumental role it may play for human beings. The estimate of the existence value is subject to the possibility of ascertaining the willingness to pay for the mere knowledge that a given resource exists, regardless of its actual use.

There is abundant literature on techniques for valuing landscapes, and there are studies that review this corresponding literature [21,22]. To express benefits in monetary terms, two sets of techniques are generally used: Revealed Preference Techniques and Stated Preference Techniques. The former are based on complementary (or surrogate) markets, by evaluating benefits through the effects that a non-marketed good produces on the actual market of other goods. The latter set refers to hypothetical markets, based on surveys carried out on representative samples of the community. Interviewees are asked to express the economic value attributed to non-marketed benefits. Both techniques may be used to evaluate the use value, but only Stated Preference Techniques (classified as Contingent Valuation and Choice Modeling Techniques) lead to estimate the passive use value, which may be assessed according to the willingness to pay of interviewees [23]. In landscape evaluation, it is possible to find contingent valuation studies, such as Sayadi et al. [24], Morey et al. [25] or González et al. [26], and Moran et al. [27].

For a more rigorous assessment, Choice Modeling Techniques seem to be preferable because they can account for the attributes playing a crucial role in the calculation of the total economic value; it allows estimating monetary values of landscape changes, which is comparable to implementation costs, provides more detailed information and makes it possible to measure the benefits associated with the implementation of multidimensional policies with an impact on non-use (passive-use) economic values [28,29,30]. These advantages are counterbalanced by the greater costs and longer time required by these techniques to complete the assessment procedure [31]. Choice Modeling applications to landscape are expanding rapidly [32,33,34,35,36,37,38,39].

The total economic value may be considered the assessment criterion most similar to estimate logic and allows the obtaining of an objective measurement of the impact of public action on landscapes, which is comparable to implementation costs [40].

As an alternative to monetary valuation, a landscape project may be assessed by using a multidimensional approach that conveys the global value of the project deriving from the fundamental dimensions of sustainable development (economic, social and environmental component) [41] while accounting for equity aspects, i.e., the correct distribution of effects among different social groups. By means of this approach, the assessment of a landscape project may be based on the analysis of attributes connected to its different impacts and may express the final outcome in non-monetary terms.

The selection among various project alternatives is made according to an overall multidimensional procedure aimed at the simultaneous assessment of the project: (a) with reference to different (economic and non-economic) dimensions; (b) accounting for the interdependent synergies and conflicts at hand; (c) studying the various viewpoints of the subjects involved; and (d) resorting to quantitative and qualitative (monetary and non-monetary) evaluation scales.

Substantially, a multidimensional approach gives the possibility of making decisions in complex conditions and choosing and developing project profiles that are well balanced and more preferable, and are the outcome of acceptable compromises [42].

Assessment techniques based on multidimensional approaches are multi-criteria and multi- objective analyses [43]. By weighing their various assessment criteria, they lead to choices based on precise alternative scenarios. Different levels of preference may be associated with economic or environmental, aesthetic or functional, social or individual, public or private aspects, leading to assessments that reflect the multiple elements coming into play [44].

There is a growing consensus about the suitability of the multidimensional approach when dealing with natural resource management problems and environmental planning, areas in which there are many conflicting interests [45]. The opportunities offered by multi-criteria and multi- objective analyses for choosing among “discrete” and “continuous” mathematical models and quantitative, qualitative and mixed scales support the planner’s choices when limited or unlimited alternatives exist and encourage the search for the most preferable solution. Mention must be made of the difficulties emerging from the language used to analyze some categories of intangible values (e.g., aesthetic, perceptive, historical, cultural, psychological categories, etc.), as well as the great potential for controlling a complex system of variables and reaching a synthesis by formulating a final overall judgment [46].

Malczewski [47] documented the increase in use of multidimensinal approaches in synergy with the capabilities of the geographical information systems (GIS) in the last two decades. This occurred in a broad range of applications, such as land use planning [48], transportation infrastructure [49,50], urban planning [51], environmental planning [52,53], and forest restoration [54,55,56].



3.2. Social Approaches

The number of interests likely to be aroused by a landscape project calls for an assessment process open to the general public [57]. This essentially means that any assessment should: (a) operate from a social viewpoint, by highlighting the distribution of the impact of the project on the subjects involved; and (b) involve the community in planning choices, by defining criteria and priorities upon which the values estimation and selection of alternatives should be based [58].

The assessment of social effects of the various planning alternatives leads to the expression of the distribution equity level [59] of each one of them and, consequently, to the selection of the most satisfactory; otherwise, to the improvement—through dialog, negotiation, and communication with the project stakeholders—of the social profile thanks to the alternative having the greatest potential. In short, an assessment process should ascertain not only “if” and “how much” a given planning alternative is valid, but also “for whom”. This is obtained through the assessment of the project impact according to a disaggregate analysis based on its users.

Each phase arouses a variety of interests, different and often conflicting, to be taken into account if the objective is to outline the most balanced project profile, considering the growing active role that civil society has in urban, regional and environmental choices. Therefore, the configuration of project scenarios is likely to arise increasingly from collective visions and concerted actions, for which it is crucial that the community participates [60].

The main mature democracies are going through a progressive crisis of the representative model that leaves out the community from the decision-making process. Consequently, the experiences of direct democracy spread rapidly, with the purpose of overcoming the current sporadic and experimental condition on a stable and ordinary one [61]. Although such democratic forms can only complement representative democracy, the substantial benefits that these forms can bring in terms of promoting social capital [62] and detecting collective preferences, especially when the latter cannot be revealed in actual markets, must be pointed out.

In recent years, on the issue of public participation in the choices for the territory, the evaluation methodology has developed considerably in the wake of environmental issues and community measures. The new participatory procedures are based on sharing, cooperation, exchange of knowledge and creative contributions between project promoters and citizens, operators, in addition to interest groups aiming at contributing in different ways to the solution of problems. These procedures, by means of the direct involvement of citizens in decision making, can provide the theoretical and operational basis for an advanced valuation, in tune with the common feeling of citizens, who on the one hand are aware of the increasingly critical situations produced by traditional forms of representative democracy and, on the other, are prone to a wide introduction of direct democracy instruments, which in many respects appear to be more appropriate to socially reflect on the relationship between means and shared objectives. The potential and accuracy of involving local people in landscape management and planning is explicitly expressed in both the Convention on Biodiversity (1991), the European Landscape Convention and the Aarhus Convention of UNECE (United Nationals Economic Commission for Europe) 1998 [63].

Participatory approaches have been applied to landscape management and planning in many studies, such as Hilts [64], Baker [65], Berkes [66], Buch and Hoverman [67], and O’Riordan and Stoll-Kleemann [68]. Participatory methods are numerous and may be classified according to the share of power transferred from the institutional decision maker to the participatory context [69].

From the most recent practice emerged the need for adopting non-linear, dynamic approaches to participation in landscape management rather than linear top-down or bottom-up approaches. Such inclusive approaches require a focus on relationships involving dialog between people [70]. For this reason, directly deliberative procedures based on assemblies, groups or citizens’ juries become more consolidated. Among the various deliberative techniques developed over the years, we mention the Plannungszelle [71], the Citizen Juries of Ned Crosby [72], the Opinion Deliberative Polls [73], and the Consensus Conferences [74]. Applying these techniques, the outcome is a preference expressed on the basis of informed, conscious and consensual choices and obtained by highlighting one’s own opinions, discussing them and changing them after they have been debated. Information and dialog are the prerequisite and fundamental elements of a procedure which is direct, as citizens directly participate in the solution of problems, and deliberative, since the decisions affecting the community should be taken with an adequate information base and argued with much discussion and convincing reasons.

The landscape assessment procedures (both monetary and multidimensional) integrated with deliberative processes lead community actors to express judgments, both in terms of value and choice, through an informed, dialogical negotiation [75] and sociable relationship with stakeholders [76]. This leads to the progressive reduction of the areas of conflict, outlining balanced profiles between strong stakeholders and the advocates of common good that often have no voice. This means the inclusion of all stakeholder views on an equal basis, the inclusion of the emotional, as well as the rational, the personal and the professional, and the objective and the subjective aspects of landscape and their relationship with it [70].

Judgments are expressed either individually by the members of a group or in the name of the group as a whole. In conclusion, a deliberative participatory valuation procedure allows expressing a fairer and more democratic value judgment, since it is the result of consensual and shared social choices.

Finally, an assessment procedure contributing to choose or develop a more democratic and equitable planning alternative through socially shared choices is a vital prerequisite for a successful project, both in the drafting and implementation stages. This approach may lead to more effective planning based on sustainable development principles (Table 2).

Table 2. Differences between conventional and deliberative approaches in landscape assessment.


	Conventional Approaches
	Deliberative Approaches





	Little information based on few sources, no discussion
	Informed and discussed evaluation



	Authoritative, exclusive or delegated decision
	Democratizing deliberation, legitimating decision and process



	Biases and strategic behavior which generate mis-measurement
	Little biases and better measurement



	Valuation as a technical and individual process
	Valuation as a social process



	No evolution or improvement of community
	Growing sense of community



	Difficulties in analyzing and solving complex problems
	Easier analysis and solution of complex problems













4. Conclusions

At the European level, after the agreement of the European Landscape Convention, two very innovative concepts emerged: the first gives landscape a dominant function for the welfare of populations; the second underlines the opportunity to operate on landscape through integrated enhancement projects, consistently with the principles of sustainable development and a compatible use of the territory. Although it is the outcome of cultural and relational processes, the final result is very important because it provides the best possible platform to start concrete, shared and high-quality operations all over Europe.

The implementation of public landscape policies is increasingly included in the programs of the local governments. However, the successful protecting and enhancing initiatives envisaged by landscape planning will mainly depend on the ability of governments to welcome and implement the general guidelines illustrated above in their own local planning instruments. After all, with reference to landscape initiatives, an efficient public sector—protecting the public interest—as well as a more authoritative and responsible civil society and a greater and more widespread citizen awareness play crucial roles.

The main novelties in the assessment procedures offered derive from complexity factors caused by the number of features involved in any landscape context; consequently, traditional economic and evaluative methods prove unsuitable. Externalities and intangibles, quality and sustainability, social use and civil participation are only part of the many elements contributing to two approaches: (a) a total economic approach capable of accounting for a broader set of values that can somehow be expressed in monetary terms; and (b) multidimensional solutions capable of considering all the values at hand and avoiding difficult monetary conversion.

These procedures, integrated with deliberative approaches, allow the landscape project, complex and of public interest, to reach more efficient and socially shared solutions.

As mentioned above, the acknowledgement of landscape value is based on perception and interpretation of a community, which, therefore, has to be necessarily involved in decisions relating to the landscape project. While it may be perceived as an additional charge of the decision-making process, the deliberative evaluation of the landscape, as it was based on discussions and critical inter-subjective judgments, is characterized by objectivity and features of public ethics. On the one hand, the ability to formulate and implement rational critical judgments stimulates the activation of revisions and progressive improvements in the decisions that affect the community and, above all, facilitates an efficient implementation; on the other hand, taking into account the distribution of utility and disutility perceived by different actors, it is possible to contribute with awareness and transparency in order to improve project solutions and increase the degree of social equity.

The landscape project is an occasion to open new horizons for the evaluation practice, updating investigative and operative procedures based on the current requests of society, economy and ecological citizenship.
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