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There’s never been any shortage of landscape in the
world. Whatever else may be lacking, that’s one thing
that has never been in short supply, indeed it’s sheer
abundance can only be explained by some tireless
miracle, because the landscape clearly pre-dates man,
and despite it’s long, long existence, it has still not yet
expired. That’s probably because it’s constantly
changing: a certain times of the year, the land is green,
at others, yellow or brown or black. And in certain
places it is red, the color of clay or spilled blood.
This, however, depends on what has been planted, or
what has not yet been planted, or what has sprung up
unaided and died simply because it reached its natural
end. [...]. But who are these other people, small and
desperate, who came with the land, although their
names do not appear in the deeds, dead soul perhaps,
or are they still alive? God’s wisdom, beloved
children, is infinite: there is the latifundio and those
who will work it, go forth and multiply. Go forth
and multiply me, says the latifundio. But there is
another way to speak of all of this.

José Saramago ‘‘Raised from the Ground’’
(The Random House Group, 2012)

� Translation by Margaret Jull Costa 2012
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Chapter 1
Introduction: Rural Development
and Landscape Planning—Key Concepts
and Issues at Stake

Carlo Rega

Abstract Landscape preservation and development of rural areas are two fun-
damental European Union’s policy objectives towards sustainable development, as
defined, respectively, by the European Landscape Convention and the Rural
Development Policy, the second pillar of the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP).
Agriculture has been shaping the landscape for millennia in Europe and with more
than 47 % of EU territory devoted to it, the predominant form of landscape is
indeed the rural one. Whilst the deep interlinks between rural development and
landscape policies/planning are evident, these two domains have developed, both
as research fields and policy sectors, largely independently. Traditionally, rural
development policies have featured a sectoral approach, conceiving agriculture as
an economic activity, without properly considering its territorial dimension;
similarly, landscape and territorial planning have not paid adequate attention to the
specific needs of agriculture and farmers in designing preservation measures. The
challenges Europe faces in the 21st century towards the objective of sustainable
development urge for a deeper integration of these two domains. This is particu-
larly true after the adoption, in December 2013, of the CAP reform package
comprising the new regulations on the Rural Development Policy for the pro-
gramming period 2014–2020. This introductive chapter provides an overview of
the key concepts and issues addressed in the text: the role of agriculture in shaping
the landscape; the ecosystem service conceptual framework; the concept of
landscape itself and rurality; the meaning of rural development and multifunc-
tionality in agriculture and rural areas. Subsequently, a synopsis of the following
chapters is presented.

Keywords Landscape planning � Rural development � Agriculture � Ecosystem
services
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1.1 Agriculture, Landscape, Rural Development:
An Overview of Key Definitions and Concepts

No other activity testifies the deepness and complexity of the interrelations
between nature and humankind like agriculture. Its introduction in Europe dates
back to 8,000 years ago and allowed the transition from nomad societies, based on
hunting and gathering, to permanently settled ones—the so-called Neolithic rev-
olution. It was agriculture that posed the basis for human population growth and
the development of cities, as well as trading, made possible by the food surplus
generated by permanently cropped areas. Not surprisingly, the first important
civilizations like ancient Egyptians, Assyrians and Babylonians, all developed in
fertile areas like the Nile floodplains or the Fertile Crescent. In more recent times,
the industrial revolution itself, started in England at the end of the 18th century,
was driven by a previous agricultural revolution that had significantly increased
yields and food production through the introduction of innovative management
systems, like the four field crop rotation.

Agricultural activity is made possible by the constant modifications that men
produce on natural habitats with the aim of improving working conditions and
yields. In ecological terms these new areas—agroecosystems—can be defined as
(natural) ecosystems that have been deliberately modified by humans for purpose
of the production of specific species of value to them (see e.g. Swift et al. 2004).
Such transformations always imply a simplification of the original ecosystems and
a decrease in biodiversity at all levels—genetic, species and habitat. This is
obtained by altering the original fluxes of energy and matters through ecosystems
by adding external energy inputs (in the form of labour, heath, water, chemicals) in
order to maximize the conversion of such energy into biomass that has a direct
value for humans—food, fibre, feed—and minimize the conversion to non useful
biomass (e.g. weeds). By doing so, these modifications also affect virtually all
features of natural ecosystems: the very morphology of the terrain (e.g. levelling,
terraces); its composition and texture (through ploughing, fertilization); the
hydrography (construction of ditches, canals); the hydrological cycle (water con-
sumption for irrigation, increased storage of water in biomass); the microclimate
(through e.g. alterations in evapotranspiration, air humidity) and so on.

From an anthropocentric perspective, most of the natural processes at the base
of the functioning of (agro) ecosystems can be conceptualised in terms of eco-
systems services, defined as ‘‘the direct and indirect contributions of ecosystems to
human well-being’’ by the Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity report
(TEEB 2010). Following the well-established taxonomy firstly elaborated by the
Millennium Ecosystems Assessment (MEA 2005) and subsequently refined by
TEEB, four categories of services are identifiable: provisioning (e.g. food, fresh
water, wood and fibre, fuel); regulating (e.g. climate regulation, flood and disease
regulation and water purification); habitat (e.g. as nurseries and gene-pool ‘‘pro-
tectors’’); and cultural and amenity services (aesthetic, spiritual, educational and
recreational).

2 C. Rega



Agricultural areas are at the same time consumers and providers of ecosystem
services. On the one hand, they rely on services provided by natural ecosystems
such as pest control, pollination, regulation of water quantity and quality, and soil
fertility (Power 2010; Swift et al. 2004; Zhang et al. 2007). On the other hand, and
depending on the management system adopted, agricultural areas can provide
some services and functions (beyond, of course, provisioning ones), such as carbon
sequestration, habitat provision, pollination, flood mitigation, regulation of soil
fertility, nutrient cycling (Maes et al. 2011; Power 2010; Rega and Spaziante
2013). Rural areas have also a key role in providing cultural and amenity services,
e.g. by offering the opportunity for outdoor recreation and (agri) tourism.

The conceptual framework provided by TEEB is useful to the purposes of this
book because it clearly distinguishes between ecosystem structures/processes,
functions and services. Ecosystem structures and processes interact in physical
(e.g. infiltration of water), chemical (e.g. oxidation) or biological (e.g. photosyn-
thesis) ways; a subset of these interactions are ecosystems functions, such as
production of biomass, water regulations, habitat provision, and information.
These functions in turn may be used (directly or indirectly, intentionally or
unintentionally) by men in the form e.g. of food production, flood prevention,
nursery or recreation. By making this distinction, the TEEB framework focuses on
the humans’ point of view in their relation with the environment, which is crucial
also to conceptualize another key term in the context of this book, namely
landscape.

All the efforts that humans have been making over the last millennia to convert
natural ecosystem into agro-ecosystem have been one of the main driver in the
shaping of what we commonly refer to as ‘‘landscape’’. This term may be intended
with slight different meanings by different fields of study: here we refer to the
definition given by the European Landscape Convention (ELC): ‘‘an area, as
perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of
natural and/or human factors’’ (CoE 2000, art. 1). This definition highlights two
elements: the first one refers to the human perception and, as it was previously
anticipated, it is crucial because it allows to distinguish the concept of landscape
from other ones such as ‘‘environment’’, ‘‘territory’’ or ‘‘habitat’’ (see also Cass-
atella and Seardo, infra, Chap. 3), often used synonymously, which may create
ambiguity. A portion of a territory is a part of the environment and may comprise
one or more habitats, but what makes it a landscape is the fact that is perceived in a
certain way by people, just like an ecosystem function becomes a service only if it
is used by men for their well-being. The second one is that, in turn, each portion of
the territory is a landscape as far as it is perceived by people, regardless of its
appreciation in terms of attractiveness, openness, rarity, socio-cultural importance
and so on. This is relevant because it clarifies that landscape policies shall not be
limited to the preservation of outstanding landscapes but also to the improvement
of more ‘‘ordinary’’ ones.

The ELC definition strongly resonates with the one that Emilio Sereni, 40 years
before, gave of rural landscape: ‘‘the shape that people, by their agricultural
activities, systematically and consciously give to the natural landscape’’ (Sereni
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1961). The author, in its seminal work on the history of Italian agricultural
landscape, pointed out that this process was not only the results of bio-physical
conditions and evolution of agricultural techniques, but also of the constantly
evolving economic and property relations between different social agents, as
workers and landowners. Social struggles played a crucial role in transforming the
landscape: to make but one example, think to the repossession processes of lati-
fundium by small farmers after World War II in Italy (and in other countries as
well), with the consequent replacement of fallow lands and increase of fields
fragmentation. This is important in the context of this book to dispel possible
misunderstandings or somewhat naive views of rural areas as idyllic places far
from the tensions and contradictions of metropolitan areas. Far from being a static
concept, rural landscape is even more than a dynamic one: it can be indeed
considered as a dialectic space, the resultant of different and often contrasting
drivers.

The world land area dedicated to agriculture is 38.5 % of the total emerged area
(FAO 2014), this figure rising up to 43 % in the EU27 (EUROSTAT 2014), where
woodlands account for approximately 39 %, artificial areas for 4.3 % and waters
for 3.4 % of the total (EUROSTAT 2014). Hence, rural landscape is one of the
predominant forms of landscape worldwide and particularly in Europe, and one
that virtually everyone has experience of. Yet, the term rural has no conventional
and world-accepted definition. Ashley and Maxwell (2001) define rural space as a
‘‘space where human settlements and infrastructure occupy only small patches of
the landscape, most of which is dominated by fields, pastures, woods, waters,
mountains and deserts’’. In the European context, the European Conference of
Ministers responsible for Spatial/Regional Planning (CEMAT) defines Rural areas/
countryside as ‘‘sparsely settled areas without significant large city or town. The
countryside refers to certain forms of landscapes and land uses where agriculture
and natural areas play an important part’’ (CEMAT 2007, p. 23). Ekong (2010, as
cited by Adisa 2012) identifies the main features distinguishing rural settings from
urban ones, namely smaller size of communities; lower population density, greater
proximity to nature, higher occupation rates in agriculture and related activities, as
well as more sociological differences like lower social mobility, income differ-
entiation and standard of living. Whilst most of these characteristics can indeed be
found in rural areas around the world—particularly in developing countries—they
do not apply to all contexts and periods.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD 2001)
defined a method to identify urban-rural territories based on population density,
establishing a threshold of 150 inhabitants per square kilometres as the upper limit
for rural areas. This criterion was first adopted by the European Union and applied
to each level 2 local administrative units (LAU2—the smallest administrative unit
defined by the European Union, corresponding to municipalities in most coun-
tries). Larger administrative units (NUTS3) were classified as predominantly
urban, intermediate and predominantly rural if the share of population living in
rural LAU2 was below, respectively 15 and 50 %. Subsequently the methodology
was refined to correct distortions by defining a population density threshold of 300
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inhabitants per km2, applied to grid cells of 1 km2, plus a minimum size threshold
of 5,000 inhabitants applied to grouped grid cells above the density threshold. The
threshold separating predominantly urban and intermediate areas was also
increased from 15 to 20 %. According to this new classification method, pre-
dominantly urban, intermediate and predominantly rural areas account respec-
tively for 9.1, 34.2 and 56.7 % of the EU 27 territory. In terms of population, these
figures change respectively to 41.0, 35.5 and 23.6 %. Whilst all definitions based
on population density have the advantage of objectivity, they clearly cannot
convey the complexity and different traits of ‘‘rurality’’, which, in turn, vary
considerably between cultures and countries and even between regions within the
same country. Even if this is not optimal from a research perspective, we probably
have to acknowledge that the term rural inevitably bear a certain degree of
ambiguity and is subject to different interpretations.

Given this, it is even more difficult to define the concept of rural development.
Until the seventies, this term was understood as synonymous of agricultural
development. In the eighties, the World Bank defined it as a set of strategies and
policies to improve the economic and social life of rural poors (Adisa 2012). Just
like the concept and consideration of rurality greatly varies depending on the
contexts and periods, so rural development can encompass a variety of meanings:
in developing countries it is mainly related to poverty alleviation, nutrition,
improving of health conditions, illiteracy eradication, access to natural resources
and community services (Adisa 2012). In developed countries, the concept is more
linked to aspects such as quality of life and environment preservation: the US
Department of Agriculture for instance defines rural development as ‘‘improve-
ment in the overall rural community conditions, including economic and other
quality of life considerations such as environment, health, infrastructure, and
housing’’ (USDA 2006).

In the European Union, the main objectives of the Rural Development Policy as
established by Regulation 1305/2013 are (i) fostering the competitiveness of
agriculture; (ii) ensuring the sustainable management of natural resources, and
climate action; and (iii) achieving a balanced territorial development of rural
economies and communities including the creation and maintenance of employ-
ment. This policy is framed into the broader Common Agricultural Policy (CAP),
one of the EU’s most long standing and important ones in terms of budget and
scope. The CAP’s objectives have undergone profound changes since its inception:
originally envisaged in the aftermaths of World War II as a mean to support
agricultural production and prices, ensure food self-sufficiency in Europe, and
create a common market, it has evolved over the time to encompass broader
objectives, such as diversification of rural activities and environmental protection.
A significant turn was prompted in 1985 by the issue of the ‘‘green paper’’ per-
spective of the Common Agricultural Policy (CEC 1985). Here for the first time
the need for agriculture to take environmental issues into account was explicitly
stated: ‘‘the role of agriculture in a modern industrialized economy is increasingly
perceived to include not only the strategic, economic and social functions […], but
also the conservation of the rural environment’’ (Adisa 2012, p. 49). It was also
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acknowledged that agriculture, like other economic sectors, had potentially
harmful activities that shall be subject to control and limitations.

This publication fuelled a strong debate that lead to the so-called Mac Sharry
reform in 1992, which established a set of measures specifically aimed at miti-
gating the negative environmental impacts of agriculture and supporting envi-
ronmental friendly practices through the introduction of agri-environmental
schemes (see Rega, infra, Chap. 2). But only for the 2000–2006 programming
period an autonomous and organic Rural Development Policy was defined as
integral part of the CAP (known as its ‘‘second pillar’’, the first one being support
to production). For the 2007–2013 programming period, the EU Rural Develop-
ment Policy was articulated in three main axes: (i) improving the competitiveness
of the agriculture and forestry sectors; (ii) improving the environment and coun-
tryside; (iii) rural quality of life and diversification of the rural economy.

Following the above-mentioned CAP reform, for the programming period
2014–2020 the three axes will be replaced by six priorities:

• fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry, and rural
areas;

• enhancing farm viability and competitiveness;
• promoting food chain organisations;
• restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and

forestry;
• promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and

climate resilient economy;
• promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in

rural areas.

As part of the CAP, the EU Rural Development Policy is called to contribute to
the achievement of the Europe 2020 objectives of smart, sustainable and inclusive
growth. Rural development is conceived as a multidimensional and integrated
concept, premised upon multifunctionality and diversification, with a strong
emphasis on the environmental dimension and the socio-economic development of
rural communities.

As other concepts we have presented in this introductory chapter, multifunc-
tionality is a controversial one (Daniel and Perraud 2009; Cassatella and Seardo,
infra, Chap. 3). Perhaps the most cited definition is the one provided by the OECD
(2001, p. 7): ‘‘The key elements of multifunctionality are: (i) the existence of
multiple commodity and non-commodity outputs that are jointly produced by
agriculture; and (ii) the fact that some of the non-commodity outputs exhibit the
characteristics of externalities or public goods, with the result that markets for
these goods do not exist or function poorly’’. A recurring example provided by the
OECD report to illustrate non-commodity public good is precisely landscape. The
report acknowledges how agriculture affects and shapes landscape through a
combination of decisions regarding land use, farming practices, commodity
compositions and many others. The association of landscape with particular pro-
duction systems (e.g. terraced fields, alpine pastures, vineyards), is also cited as a
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paradigmatic example of joint products caused by non-allocable inputs within the
farms (OECD 2001). As rural development measures (and particularly agri-envi-
ronmental schemes) directly affect all these aspects (see Rega, infra, Chap. 2), it is
clear that a strong link exists between rural development and landscape preser-
vation/improvement, even when the latter is not an explicit objective of such
schemes.

This makes the case for the deeper integration between rural development
policies/tools and the policies and tools explicitly aimed at landscape preservation,
which is the overarching argument of this publication. At this point, a sharper
definition of terms such as landscape planning and landscape policies is thus
needed. Again, no single, world-wide accepted definition probably exists, but in
the context of the EU we can refer to the one provided by the CEMAT (2007):
‘‘Landscape planning is an activity involving both public and private professionals,
aiming at the creation, conservation, enhancement and restoration of landscapes at
various scales, from greenways and public parks to large areas, such as forests,
large wilderness areas and reclamation of degraded landscapes such as mines or
landfills. Landscape planning encompasses a variety of skills, such as landscape
architecture and design, nature conservation, knowledge of plants, ecosystems, soil
science, hydrology, cultural landscapes, etc.’’ As for landscape policies, the
CEMAT refers to the definition provided by the ELC (CoE 2000, art. 1): ‘‘[…] an
expression by the competent public authorities of general principles, strategies and
guidelines that permit the taking of specific measures aims at the protection,
management and planning of landscapes’’.

Based on these conceptual premises, the next section illustrates the objectives
and structure of the publication.

1.2 Aims and Structure of the Book

The overview presented in the previous section has touched upon the main con-
cepts that readers will come across in the following chapters. The aim of this book
is to address some of the main aspects outlined above through concrete case
studies. It does not pretend to be a thorough compendium of all the issues related
to landscape and rural development but it seeks to present significant experiences
and practices as well as operational tools. Authors are scholars and practitioners
with different backgrounds and the book in turn intends to offer useful insights
either to scholars, practitioners and policy makers, as well as to students. The case
studies presented are all from a single country—Italy—but cover a variety of
landscapes and territorial contexts that can be of interested for virtually all
European countries and beyond, including mountain sites, intensive agriculture
zones, characteristic agricultural landscapes, and peri-urban areas.

Following on the same argument presented in the previous section, in Chap. 2
Carlo Rega engages with the issue of integration between landscape/spatial
planning and Rural Development Programmes (RDP), with a focus on
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Agri-Environmental Schemes (AES). First, the chapter provides an overview of
current (2007–2013) and forthcoming (2014–2020) RDP objectives and contents.
Subsequently, shortcomings in AES implementation are identified and discussed,
with a focus on spatial targeting and coordination between beneficiaries, which
makes a strong case for the argued integration with spatial/landscape plans.
Theoretically, a distinction between two different rationales—termed sectoral and
territorial—underlying landscape planning and RDP is presented and discussed.
The author argues that the first one strongly permeates current RDP and AES
design and implementation, conceiving agriculture mainly as an economic activ-
ity. The territorial dimension instead conceptualises agriculture as one of the main
activity shaping the territory and the landscape, and stresses its interlinks with
landscape and environmental preservation. The argument proceeds by showing
that landscape plans generally feature a more detailed analytical apparatus and set
rules and visions for landscape management with a holistic approach. On the other
hand, their implementation is mainly indirect and they generally cannot fund
projects. Conversely, RDP directly affect landscape through funding concrete
actions, but their overall effect is limited by a sectoral focus, and by the lack of
coordination between single agents undertaking these actions (farmers). The case
study of the Piedmont RDP and the Turin Provincial Territorial Plan (PTP) is then
presented: synergies and convergences between the policies and objectives of
these two instruments are identified, and the territorial/landscape classification
provided by the PTP is used to refine the identification of priority areas on which
to target two major AES through spatial analysis in a GIS environment.

The exercise supports the argument of a shift towards what is defined a terri-
torial governance approach to AES. The main features of such an approach are
discussed, the argument being that beyond more spatially targeted AES, also joint
projects based on the identification of local stakeholders and partnerships can be
elaborated so to mobilise the local knowledge and capacities, with the overall aim
of increasing their effectiveness. The implications of this paradigm shift are dis-
cussed to point out the need of increased horizontal and vertical coordination
between public bodies and policy sectors, as well as deeper involvement of civil
society organizations on a territorial base. The proposal echoes recent works from
different research fields, and intends to contribute to the forthcoming implemen-
tation of the new European Rural Development Regulation, and as a way to pursue
the implementation of the European landscape Convention and the EU objectives
of sustainable development.

As already mentioned, multifunctionality is a key—yet controversial—concept
for exploring the landscape/rural development interface. In Chap. 3, Claudia
Cassatella and Bianca Seardo critically discuss it with reference to cultural eco-
system services and in particular scenic/aesthetic values. The authors call into
question the assumption that environment—and landscape-oriented actions will
always coincide or otherwise derive mutual benefits, and warn against addressing
landscape issues only by means of strictly environmental indicators derived from
landscape ecology or land uses. As a consequence, a deeper consideration of the
aspects that distinguish landscape from environment, as scenic ones, is needed,
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both theoretically and as regards operational tools. The second part of the chapter
illustrates a methodology for the assessment of scenic landscape, articulated in
three main steps: (i) recognition and representation of scenic characteristics; (ii)
visual analysis through Geographic Information Systems; and (iii) development of
visual landscape indicators. The methodology is applied in three case studies
in Northern Italy featuring different landscapes: a protected rural landscape
(Albugnano, surroundings of Vezzolano Abbey), a landscape in transition (San
Martino Alfieri), and a peri-urban landscape (the metropolitan area of Turin).
Through these cases, it is shown how scenic assessment can fruitfully inform
planning and decision making and identify possible trade-offs. Findings support
the idea that integrating rural, landscape and spatial policies is necessary, and that
such integration can be achieved through sharing knowledge apparatus, strategic
objectives and assessment frames and indicators.

In Chap. 4 Chiara Bragagnolo, Chiara Rizzi and Stefania Staniscia present a
multi-scale approach to support integrated landscape management in Rural
Mountainside Areas of Alps, funded by the Autonomous Province of Trento, a
mountain region in northern Italy. The presented methodology includes the defi-
nition and localisation of Rural Mountainside Areas, the selection of priority
contexts and the definition of integrated measures to enhance identified values and
mitigate risks. It combines top-down, GIS-based analyses with bottom-up
approaches—expert opinion and field studies. Based on these analyses, the authors
propose three main strategies for enhancing rural landscapes of Rural Mountain-
side Areas, namely: protection and conservation, tourism development and envi-
ronmental sustainability. Then, three targets for implementing the proposed
strategies are identified: rural buildings and assets, production systems, and
accessibility. Finally, by crossing strategies with targets, a set of integrated
operative measures is proposed. The presented case study shows, on the one hand,
that the integration of multiple expertises is key in elaborating landscape preser-
vation policies in rural areas, and, on the other hand, that the proposed measure for
enhancing landscape management, including the definition of mechanisms and
incentives, can be easily integrated into the Rural Development Program. How-
ever, the authors also point out that rural development policies are still charac-
terised by a sectoral approach and that the advocate integration need to overcome
the scarce coordination among different Offices of the Authority (in primis:
Agriculture and Regional and Town Planning and Landscape Protection) as well as
between different administrative levels (which resonates with similar consider-
ations by Rega, infra, Chap. 2). To facilitate this cooperation, political willingness
seems imperative.

As pointed out in the previous section, central to the conceptualization of
landscape as defined by the ELC is the aspect of human perception. It therefore
appears fundamental that any landscape strategy, policy or plan be based on
studies and empirical evidence that explicitly take into account the (stated or
implicit) preference of people. Chaps. 5 and 6 address this issue by presenting
operational tools and techniques in different landscape contexts.
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In Chap. 5, Marta Bottero presents an application of economic valuation
techniques to assess the economic value of landscapes in a touristic Alpine valley
in Piedmont, Northern Italy. The method is based on Conjoint Analysis, a set of
statistical methodologies which aim to study individual choices using preferences
expressed about various profiles. The tool is applied to survey the preferences of
people in relation to different landscape components—land use, openness, repet-
itiveness, naturalness, and cost—and to assign them a monetary value. The method
entails the submission of a questionnaire with questions regarding people’s atti-
tudes towards the particular landscape under analysis, the specific conjoint analysis
questions, and socio-economic information about respondents. Findings indicate
that the most influent variable on the respondents’ preferences is naturalness
(positive correlation), followed by the price and the presence skiing facilities
(negative) and landscape uniqueness (positive). From this, willingness to pay and
implicit prices of different landscape elements are calculated, to evaluate the
degree to which the interviewees do trade-offs among the attributes. By showing
that people do assign economic values to specific landscape features, and by
calculating those values, the results of the exercise could be useful to inform and
orient policy making and different level. As regards spatial/land-use planning, they
can indicate to planners and local decision makers the most unwanted land use
changes (as construction of skiing facilities); in the frame of rural development
policy, they provide benchmark prices that can be used, for instance, to determine
the amount of premium paid to farmers for the preservation of landscape features
on their land. Despite some recognised limitations of the method, Conjoint
Analysis has the advantage of using a problem structuring approach, based on
‘‘values focus thinking’’. This allows to identify desirable decision opportunities
and alternatives opposite to conventional decision making that has traditionally
focused on the evaluation of readily available alternatives, implicitly assuming that
all decision problems are well structured. This appears particularly relevant in the
case of complex decision making contexts, as is the case for landscape planning
and rural development.

Rinaldo Grittani, Alessandro Bonifazi and Andrea Tassinari report in Chap. 6
about a participatory application of Landscape Character Assessment (LChA) to
peri-urban country in the metropolitan area of Bari, southern Italy. Their moti-
vation is rooted in an interest for putting two innovative approaches to landscape
research and policy making to the test. Following the principles laid down in the
ELC, they embark in a participatory evaluation of landscape quality and policies,
choosing peri-urban space to epitomise everyday landscapes—about which the
ELC calls for an adequate consideration, on a par with places of outstanding
beauty. The authors provide a broad conceptual background, dwelling on three key
aspects. Firstly, they elaborate on how ‘‘the concept of landscape proposed by the
convention implies an exercise in democracy’’ (Council of Europe 2008: par. II.2.
3.A) by linking public participation in landscape policy making, the reconfigura-
tion of expert-citizen relationships under research-action approaches, and the role
of social practices in re-producing landscapes. Then, a reconsideration of land-
scape quality is attempted at, by focussing on photography in visual analyses to
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grasp the influence of perceptual aspects. The conceptual background ends with a
discussion of peri-urbanity as a hybrid space that blends (neo) rural traits with
contemporary urban dynamics—including sprawling. A case study is presented,
based on the implementation of an adapted LChA protocol in a small
town—embedded in a metropolitan agglomeration—where declined agricultural
activities gave way to urban sprawl. The authors adopted a mixed-method design,
where desk studies and field surveys are complemented by interactive social
research methods (including semi-structured interviews, rural walks and focus
groups) to effectively involve local stakeholders. Findings point to peri-urban
countryside as being an elusive subject for LChA, and highlight the frictions that
arise when public participation is integrated into expert-driven approaches. Under
LChA, landscape characterization results in a map that closely resembles zoning
instruments and is as such perceived by citizens, who accordingly tend to focus
debates on development rights and the opposition between urbanization and
conservation. Moreover, issues of scale aren’t easily handled by local communi-
ties, who in turn seem to be the ideal trigger for landscape participatory gover-
nance. Finally, the main contribution that the Chapter is likely to add to the
existing literature lies in strengthening the argument for imaginative strategies to
cope with the in-betweenness of peri-urban landscapes, as well as in bringing
neo-rural social practices to the fore as a means to reconcile rural development
programmes and landscape policy.

The different contributions aim to offer evidence-based policy recommenda-
tions; they do not have the pretension of presenting necessarily ‘‘best’’ practices
but rather aim to shows concrete options and examples, as well as limitations and
difficulties, of what can be done at the interface of landscape planning and rural
development. The broader horizon is the implementation of both the new EU Rural
Development Policy and the European Landscape Convention. As highlighted at
the outset of this section, these represent two important European policy objectives
towards the achievement of the Europe 2020 strategy, particularly with regard to
the major environmental challenges humanity has to face: climate change, bio-
diversity conservation, depletion of natural resources and the related socio eco-
nomic ones—income distribution, inequalities, employment, and migration. This
book aspires to make a modest but useful contribution in this sense.
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Chapter 2
Pursuing Integration Between Rural
Development Policies and Landscape
Planning: Towards a Territorial
Governance Approach

Carlo Rega

Abstract Landscape planning and Rural Development Programmes (RDP) share
common objectives of preservation and improvement of the rural landscape, so a
deeper integration between these two domains would deliver significant benefits
towards sustainable development. However, until now they have developed largely
independently as both research fields and policy sectors. This chapter addresses the
main theoretical issues concerning the advocated potential integration by first
identifying and discussing two different rationales underlying landscape and rural
development policies, namely a territorial and a sectoral one. Subsequently, a case
study regarding the Territorial Plan of the Province of Turin, Italy, is presented to
illustrate how landscape/spatial planning and RDP’s policies and objectives can
converge and the different regulations and capacities of these instruments used to
deliver mutual benefits. In particular, it is shown how the design and implemen-
tation of Agri-environmental schemes within RDP could be made more effective
and spatially targeted by taking into account the spatial analysis and landscape
areas designation elaborated by the Territorial Plan. It is argued that to foster
synergies, a shift towards a territorial governance approach in RDP design and
implementation is needed, which entails a deeper horizontal and vertical coordi-
nation between government levels and sectors, as well as the involvement of
stakeholder from the civil society in the design and realization of territorialized
projects. The discussion is framed in the ongoing debate on the implementation of
the Common Agricultural Policy in the period 2014–2020.
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2.1 Introduction

Landscape preservation and rural development are two pivotal policy objectives in
the European context as defined, respectively, by the European Landscape Con-
vention—hereafter ELC—(CoE 2000) and the recently approved EU Regulation
on support for rural development by the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) (EU 2013) n. 1305/2013, replacing previous regulation n.
1698/2005. The ELC acknowledges the importance of agricultural activity in
shaping the landscape (ELC, preamble) and provides that each Member State shall
undertake ‘‘to integrate landscape into its regional and town planning policies and
in its cultural, environmental, agricultural, social and economic policies […]’’ (art.
5 d, emphasis added), thus explicitly highlighting the interrelation between land-
scape and agriculture.

Landscape policies, however, fall under the responsibility of Member States
and there is no specific legislation on landscape management in the legal frame of
the European Union (EU). Nonetheless, EU policies do affect landscape, and this is
particularly the case for the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), since agricultural
land covers 47 % of the EU-27 surface, this figure increasing to 78 % if forests are
included. Therefore, measures implemented in the frame of the CAP and its second
pillar—rural development—directly affect a significant share of the EU territory
(Paracchini and Capitani 2011; Lefebvre et al. 2012). In this context, landscape has
become a central element in the CAP debate (Vergamini et al. 2013).

The main argument put forward in this chapter is that, despite different ratio-
nalities and regulatory frames underlying landscape planning and rural develop-
ment policies, these two domains can and shall be more integrated, and that such
integration would be mutually beneficial for the achievement of their respective
objectives and towards sustainable development as outlined in the Europe 2020
Strategy. The aim of this chapter is to present and discuss the key issues and
challenges that such integration poses in the context of the EU, particularly fol-
lowing the recent CAP reform, and to present a case study providing a practical
example of how this could be achieved. The chapter is structured as follows: in
Sect. 2.2, the main characteristics of Rural Development Programmes (RDP) are
presented; current shortcomings concerning their implementation in the period
2007–2013 are also pointed out, with particular reference to agri-environmental
schemes and their potential impact on landscape. The main innovations of the CAP
reform are presented and discussed, with a focus on the Rural Development
Regulation. In Sect. 2.3, the differences in the rationales underlying landscape
planning and RDP are identified and discussed. In Sect.2.4, a case study con-
cerning the Territorial Plan of the Province of Turin (Italy) and the regional RDP is
presented to show possible options to concretely implement the advocated inte-
gration. In Sect. 2.5, the main points emerged from the theoretical sections and the
case study are summarized and discussed. Section 2.6 concludes.
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2.2 Rural Development Policy in Europe: An overview

2.2.1 Rural Development Programmes and Agri-
Environmental Schemes: Key Features and Issues
at Stake

The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is one of Europe’s most long standing
and relevant ones, in terms of both spatial coverage and expenditure—it will
account for about 38 % of the whole EU budget in the period 2014–2020 (EU
2013). Measures implemented under the CAP deploy their effects on a large share
of the European territory and therefore can have a significant influence in the
preservation or depletion of landscape (Paracchini and Capitani 2011). It is widely
acknowledged that the CAP itself has been a major driver of environmental and
landscape degradation, due to the incentive to intensive farming management
aimed at maximizing production (Garrod 2009). The CAP comprises two main
policies: (i) economic support to production and (ii) Rural Development Policy.
Known as the ‘‘second pillar’’ of the CAP, the latter aims to improve the efficiency
of the agricultural and forestry sectors while preserving and enhancing the envi-
ronment and the landscape. Already in 2010, the EU indicated the key challenges
for European agriculture in the document ‘‘The CAP Towards 2020: Meeting the
Food, Natural Resources and Territorial Challenges of the Future’’, namely:
guaranteeing food security, preserving natural assets and the rural landscape,
combating climate change, and pursuing territorial cohesion and balance (EC
2010). By responding to these challenges, the CAP shall also contribute to the
implementation of the EU 2020 Strategy in terms of smart, sustainable and
inclusive growth. The Rural Development Policy is implemented by Member
States through the elaboration of Rural Development Programmes (RDP), which
allocate funding to farmers and other land managers for the realization of the
objectives set by the rural development regulation. In some countries, as Italy,
Spain or Germany, RDP are elaborated at the regional level.

In the programming period 2007–2013, RDP were developed along three main
axes: (1) Improving the competitiveness of the agriculture and forestry sectors;
(2) Improving the environment and countryside; (3) Rural quality of life and
diversification of the rural economy. The funding supported farmers and other
stakeholders for additional costs they incur for the improvement of their work or as
compensation for foregone income due to the implementation of more environ-
mentally friendly farming practices.

Each axis comprised a certain number of measures, some of which in turn
further articulated in sub-measures or actions. Each measure/action had a set of
specific objectives deriving from the three general ones mentioned above. RDP do
not directly determine the single projects to be realised, but, through the provision
of funding, set the framework for the outcomes to be achieved, and the activities to
be supported towards the attainment of those outcomes. In fact, funding is granted
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to beneficiaries generally through a system of calls for applications, periodically
issued by the Managing Authority. In most cases, applicants are farmers but,
depending on the measure, they could also be landowners, public sector organi-
sations or rural communities. If the application is approved, the applicant receives
funding to implement projects/measures that contribute towards the programme’s
stated objectives.

Since a certain budget is allocated to each measure/action, a system of scores is
often used by the Managing Authorities to rank and select the applications that will
be granted the subsidy, if the demand exceeds the available funds. Depending on
the measure/action, priority scores may regard the nature of the applicant (e.g.
young farmers) and/or the location of farms; in particular, for environmental
measures, priority is given to certain areas identified based on their vulnerability or
natural value, like Nitrate Vulnerable Zones or Natura 2000 sites.

Agri-environmental schemes (AES) are one of the main components of RDP.
They are packages of actions voluntarily implemented by farmers in return for
them adopting more environmental farming practices such as fertiliser and pesti-
cide reduction, crop rotation, set aside areas, livestock extensification, and/or the
creation, maintenance or enhancement of semi-natural elements in agro-ecosys-
tems, as grass covers, hedgerows, ponds or tree lines. Contracts generally have a
duration of at least five years and premiums cover only those additional com-
mitments not already mandatory by law (referred to as ‘‘good agricultural and
environmental conditions’’—GAEC). Since these actions determine a loss of yield
and/or increased costs for farmers (including transaction costs), premiums are
determined by managing Authorities to compensate for such loss. The overall
objectives of AES are to support the sustainable development of rural areas and
respond to society’s increasing demands for public environmental goods and
services—including landscape—based on the assumption that public goods are not
exchanged through market mechanisms, so farmers are not encouraged to supply
them (EU 2013, considerandum n. 22).

For the programming period 2014–2020, the axes system will be replaced by
six priorities, further articulated in focus areas, comprising voluntary measures,
which, in the intention of the reform, would allow Member States to design the
programs and their financing based on an analysis of their specific needs. These
priorities are defined in Article 5 of the new Regulation 1305/2013:

(1) Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation in agriculture, forestry, and rural
areas with a focus on the following areas:

• fostering innovation, cooperation, and the development of the knowledge
base in rural areas;

• strengthening the links between agriculture, food production and forestry
and research;

• fostering lifelong learning and vocational training.

16 C. Rega



(2) Enhancing farm viability and competitiveness and promoting innovative farm
technologies and the sustainable management of forests, with a focus on:

• improving the economic performance of farms and facilitating farm
restructuring to increase market participation and agricultural
diversification;

• facilitating the entry of adequately skilled farmers into the agricultural
sector and, in particular, generational renewal.

(3) Promoting food chain organisation, with a focus on:

• improving competitiveness of primary producers by better integrating them
into the agri-food chain through quality schemes, adding value to agricul-
tural products, promotion in local markets and short supply circuits, pro-
ducer groups and organisations and inter-branch organisations;

• supporting farm risk prevention and management.

(4) Restoring, preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and
forestry, with a focus on:

• restoring, preserving and enhancing biodiversity, including in Natura 2000
areas, and in areas facing natural or other specific constraints, and high
nature value farming, as well as the state of European landscapes;

• improving water management, including fertiliser and pesticide
management;

• preventing soil erosion and improving soil management.

(5) Promoting resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon
and climate resilient economy in agriculture, food and forestry sectors, with a
focus on:

• increasing efficiency in water and energy use;
• facilitating the supply and use of renewable sources of energy, of by-

products, wastes and residues and of other non food raw material;
• reducing green house gas and ammonia emissions from agriculture;
• fostering carbon conservation and sequestration in agriculture and forestry.

(6) promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic development in
rural areas, with a focus on:

• facilitating diversification, creation and development of small enterprises
and job;

• fostering local development in rural areas;
• enhancing information and communication technologies in rural areas.

Restoring, preserving and enhancing European landscape is thus a stated
objective of the Rural Development Policy, which makes a strong case for the
pursuit of integration and synergies with the implementation of the ELC. Agri-
environmental schemes (also called Agri-environment-climate payments in the
new regulation) are one of the main tool to implement priority n. 4 and are detailed
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by art. 28. Despite the new architecture of the RDP, they maintain their main
characteristics. The new regulation, however, also introduces some innovations
that may foster integration with landscape planning, which are presented and
discussed in Sect. 2.2.3.

2.2.2 Shortcomings in Current Implementation of Agri-
Environmental Schemes in Europe

Over the last decade, AES have been the object of a large number of studies, given
their relevance and their potential in steering agriculture towards more environ-
mentally sustainable practices (Whittingham 2011). Overall, the empirical evi-
dence collected suggests that they are still far from achieving their stated
objectives, and that there is scope for improving their environmental performance
and cost-effectiveness (Kleijn and Sutherland 2003; Mckenzie et al. 2013; Rega
and Spaziante 2013; Whittingham 2011). Reasons for this are likely to be multi-
fold, including problems with option design, monitoring difficulties, and the scale
at which they are currently implemented (Mckenzie et al. 2013). The effectiveness
of these schemes in fact depends on several factors, including the amount of
economic compensations (Ruto and Garrod 2009), transaction costs (Mettepenn-
ingen et al. 2009), contracts’ length (Lennox and Armsworth 2011) and spatial
targeting (Uthes et al. 2010).

In 2010–11, the European Court of Auditors (ECA) carried out an audit in eight
selected Member States and regions to examine the current implementation of
agri-environmental schemes. The report ensued from this audit pointed out a series
of shortcomings (ECA 2011):

• RDP objectives were not set out in a specific and measurable manner. The lack
of quantitative thresholds makes it difficult to verify their achievement;

• Environmental pressures are often described in a general manner without pro-
viding a clear link with the AES;

• The common monitoring and evaluation framework is not geared to assess and
measure the net environmental benefit determined by agri-environmental
measures;

• Weaknesses were found in methods used to determine the amount of premiums
paid for AES, which are also not sufficiently differentiated between regions with
different conditions;

• For many area-based actions, a minimum uptake threshold has to be reached to
produce tangible effect but despite this, Member States do not assess the min-
imum participation level needed to reach it;

• Implementation of AES is often not spatially targeted.

The last point deserve a closer look, as it makes a strong case for integration
with landscape and spatial planning, as it will be argued in the following. The main
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idea of spatial targeting is that the positive net effect of AES is not an intrinsic
element of measures themselves, but depends on the characteristics of the area
where they are realized. To make an example, a decrease in nitrogen inputs from
fertilization will produce a greater beneficial effect in a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone,
other things being equal. Similarly, measures aimed at supporting biodiversity, as
creation/upkeep of semi-natural vegetation, will maximize their effect if applied
within, or nearby, high value ecological areas, like Natura 2000 sites. From an
environmental point of view, a more efficient implementation would therefore
imply to concentrate specific measures on identified areas, where their effect
would be greater.

The scientific literature identifies poor spatial targeting as one of the major
reasons for the lack of effectiveness of AES and advocates for its improvement
(Piorr et al. 2009; Spaziante et al. 2013; Uthes et al. 2010; Vergamini et al. 2013).
It shall be also noted that increased spatial targeting often imply higher private and
public transaction and uneven distributional effects among farmers (Wunder et al.
2008). Furthermore, empirical findings also show that when multiple goals are
assessed, not necessarily an increase in the degree of spatial targeting of a single
measures improve the effectiveness of the program as a whole (Uthes et al. 2010).
Overall, however, improved spatial targeting of AES is seen as a way to increase
the environmental performance of RDP, as explicitly recognized by the cited
report of the ECA (2011).

2.2.3 Main Element of the CAP and Rural Development
Regulation Reforms

On December 16, 2013, the European Council adopted the CAP reform package.
The reform sets out the new rules for the CAP in 2014–2020, its main stated
objectives being to make the CAP greener and better targeted, more equitable and
with a more effective rural development policy. The total CAP budget for the
2014–2020 period amounts to EUR 408.31 billion (38 % of the overall EU bud-
get), of which 76.6 % will be devoted to the first pillar (direct income support and
market-related expenditure) and the remaining 23.4 % will be allocated to the rural
development policy. The CAP reform package comprises four main legal texts:

• the regulation establishing a common organisation of the markets in agricultural
products;

• the regulation establishing rules for direct payments to farmers;
• the regulation on support for rural development;
• the regulation on the financing, management and monitoring of the CAP (known

as horizontal regulation).

As regards the first pillar of the CAP, the main innovation in the context of this
book is the so-called ‘‘greening’’ payment, according to which 30 % of direct
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income support for farmers will be granted only if they observe certain environ-
mental farming practices. These include growing at least three different crops on
arable land, maintaining a minimum area of permanent grassland, and preserving
areas and landscape features with particular value, defined as ‘‘ecological focus
area’’. These may comprise fallow land, terraces, buffer strips, agro-forestry,
landscape features as hedgerows, tree lines, ponds and so on, and shall cover at
least 5 % of the farms’ agricultural area. Though subject to some criticism by
advocates of a more environmentally oriented CAP reform (the requirement of
ecological focus areas will only apply to farms with more than 15 ha of arable
land) it is nonetheless evident how this innovation will affect European agrarian
landscape.

As regards the rural development regulation, the main aspects of the reform
concern:

• the enhancement of a common strategic framework, through the establishment
of common rules on programming for all EU Funds and a deeper integration of
the EAFRD with other European funds, with the objective of realizing inno-
vative projects and coherent strategies in a given area, including urban-rural
links;

• the replacement of the axis system with the above mentioned six priorities,
which is intended as a way to simplify RDP’s implementation and realization of
projects by beneficiaries;

• The creation of a single measure to cover most types of physical interventions in
farms, which is seen as a way to foster the realization of integrated projects;

• Simplification of the supporting scheme for investments in forestry, with a
single integrated measure covering all investments;

• Introduction of a new delimitation of areas with natural constraints (previously
defined as less favoured areas), to be implemented by Member States until 2018.

Measures regarding Agri-Environment (Article 28), Organic Farming (Article
29) and Natura and Water Framework Directive (Article 30), maintain the main
characteristics of the previous period, with some innovations that in the intention
of the reform should both increase their effectiveness and provide for higher
flexibility—by allowing for shorter commitments periods and periods of conver-
sion—in order to favour a wider uptake of the measures.

The main features of the now called Agri-environment-climate payment are the
following:

• Their inclusion in national RDP is compulsory;
• Farmers and other land managers can participate on a voluntary base, individ-

ually or as groups;
• Premiums cover only those commitments that go beyond already mandatory

standards;
• Commitments have a duration of at least 5–7 years, but where necessary

Member States can determine longer or shorter periods;
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• Premium are determined as a compensation for additional costs incurred,
including transaction costs up to 20 % of the total amount paid (30 % if ben-
eficiaries are grouped).

As regards selection criteria and spatial targeting, the regulation provides that
Managing Authorities shall define selection criteria aiming to ensure equal treat-
ment of applicants, better use of financial resources and targeting of measures in
accordance with the Union priorities for rural development. However, this is not
mandatory for agri-environmental-climate payment, organic farming and Natura
2000 and Water Framework Directive payment. In this latter case, eligible areas
are agricultural and forest areas designated pursuant to Directives 92/43/EEC and
2009/147/EC and those concerned by the Water Framework Directive. As usual,
premiums can cover only additional costs and income foregone resulting from
disadvantages in the concerned areas and only in relation to commitments that go
beyond already established GAEC. As in the previous period, beneficiaries may be
selected based on calls for proposals, applying economic and environmental effi-
ciency criteria.

2.3 Landscape Planning and Rural Development
Programs: Different rationales and Potential
Convergences

2.3.1 Different Rationales Underlying Landscape Panning
and RDP

AES can have a direct impact on rural landscape, in some cases preservation of
landscape features being one of their stated objectives. Whilst this reinforces the
argument of a deeper integration with the instruments that implement landscape
policies, i.e. landscape plans, a closer examination of the different rationalities and
scopes of these two objects is needed.

Firstly, it is necessary to distinguish the different rationalities underlying the
two pillars of the CAP. It was shown that obligations established by the direct
payment regulation, notably the greening, might have similar effects on the
landscape as some AES. However, in this case what is established is a minimum
set of requirements farmers have to meet in order to get access to direct payments:
some of such requirements establish the so-called GAEC, which are mandatory by
law. Farmers do not receive financial support in return for them adopting GAEC,
but comply with GAEC is a prerequisite for receiving funding under pillar I. If
farmers do not comply with GAEC and, in the future, with greening provisions,
they incur financial sanctions. What is applied here is thus the ‘‘polluter pay’’
principle: society acknowledges that agricultural activity may be harmful to the
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environment and requires farmers to comply with determined rules: this is the
so-called cross-compliance.

Within pillar II, instead, support is granted through voluntary contracts stipu-
lated between the public authority and individuals (farmers) who commit them-
selves to carry out environmental beneficial actions that go beyond what is
mandatory by law in change of financial support. The rationale here is thus of a
payment for a provided service deemed useful by the society, as preservation of
landscape features or decrease of chemical inputs into the watershed.

Jeanneaux et al. (2011) define a classification of environmental services pro-
vided by agriculture that can be useful also to characterise different approaches to
AES. They distinguish between: (1) internalization environmental services; and (2)
provisioning environmental services. AES can be conceptualised as monetary
fluxes paid for an environmental service provided in the frame of a transaction
(ibid). This transaction takes place between the Managing Authority, representing
the interests of the society, and individual farmers. The main point here is that
agriculture areas provide public goods and services, but are generally privately
owned. Since it is not feasible nor desirable to change the state of the ownership
(to ‘‘expropriate’’ agricultural land), these contracts establish a way to guarantee
that the provision of the service/good to the community is maintained, in the frame
of a private property regime.

Here lies one of the main issues concerning what we refer to as the ‘‘mode of
governance’’ of AES (we’ll return to the concept of governance with more detail in
Sect. 2.5): they are conceived as a remuneration for the provision of a good/
service, but the amount of this remuneration is not proportional to the quality/
quantity of the service/good provided. In fact, as said, premiums are defined as the
sum of the additional costs and foregone income incurred by farmers committing
to the AES. This poses two kinds of problems: the first one is the difficulty of
calculating mean costs and foregone incomes, with distortions deriving from the
application of such mean figures to a wide variety of situations, which lead to over
or under pay farmers in many cases (as highlighted by the ECA report). The
second problem, however, is more fundamental, as it concerns the very nature of
this transaction between society and farmers: the service provided to the com-
munity greatly varies according to factors that are not strictly related to the costs
farmers incur to generate them.

One of the most important factor is, as already mentioned, the environmental
characteristics of the area enrolled to the scheme. To go back to the already
proposed example, consider the decrease of N input on agricultural land. Less
fertilizers application causes a certain decrease of yield, so the subside to the
farmer is calculated by multiplying this decrease by the market price of the crop
(foregone income), plus administrative and transaction costs (e.g. keeping a reg-
istry of all N application). Beyond technical difficulties and possible bias, the point
is that the rationale to determine the support paid is completely based on the
conception of agriculture as a purely economic activity. If the price of crop A is
twice that of crop B, the farmers cropping A will receive twice the amount of the
farmer cropping B for the decrease of N, other things being equal. The price the
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community pays to the farmers is not proportional to the benefits that it gets from
them, which cause distortions and non-optimal levels of provisions of such
services.

To further elaborate on this issue, a distinction shall be introduced here between
two different rationales underlying the modes of governance of RDP, that we term,
respectively, sectorial and territorial (see also Saraceno 2002 for similar consid-
erations). The first one conceives agricultural mainly as en economic activity
providing market goods and it’s focused on the farmer as an economic agent,
whilst the second has a broader perspective and considers also its environmental
and landscape dimension, i.e. its interrelations with the rest of the territory. AES
thus present a mix of both rationalities: the latter enters through the above men-
tioned system of priority scores used to target measure to more sensitive areas, or
(as in the case of Natura 2000/Water framework Directive related payments)
through the establishment of eligibility rules based on territorial criteria. However,
empirical evidences shows that as regards implementation, it is the sectorial
rationale that prevails, as spatial targeting policy prove not sufficient to determine
spatially targeted outputs (ECA 2011; Spaziante et al. 2013). The sectoral rationale
strongly permeates also all measures aimed to increase the productivity and effi-
ciency of agricultural production, i.e. measures of former Axis 1 and now action
related to priorities 1–3 as set by the new regulation. Conversely, measures of
former Axis 3 and 4 and priority 6 of the new regulation, feature a predominantly
territorial rationale, as they aim to the development of rural local communities
with their distinguished and place-based mix of resources, based on perceived
strengths and opportunities, and through the direct involvement of local
stakeholders.

Turning again to AES, the benefits deriving from their implementation on the
ground will greatly vary depending on farm’s location. From an ecological per-
spective, the cumulative effects of AES are not simply additive, but are strongly
path-dependent. This is particularly the case for all measure aimed at habitat pres-
ervation and support to biodiversity: it is a key principle of ecology that the capacity
of a habitat to maintain its ecological functions is directly proportional to its area and
inverse proportional to its perimeter. Put it simply, this mean that it would be
preferable to have, say, a continuous area of two hectares dedicated to support
biodiversity (e.g. set aside) instead of two separated areas of one hectare each. Path-
dependency is also relevant for all AES regarding water pollution prevention, as the
effects on a single portion of the land depend on what happens upstream in the water
basin. Threshold effects is also an important factor: in many cases, no perceptible
change in the environmental state occurs unless a specified farming practice is
applied with a minimal intensity and on a minimal area in the zone of interest
(Dupraz et al. 2009). Given the voluntary nature of AES, this again implies that
concentration of actions would be preferable. The above examples serve to dem-
onstrate that, for society as a whole, it is the territorial rationale the most important
one in determining the importance of supporting farmers with AES.
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The argument may be extended to landscape preservation as well: given the fact
that preserving and enhancing the rural landscape through the maintenance of
landscape features (hedgerows, ponds, trees, wet areas etc.) is a stated objectives
of rural development, is may be reasonable that such actions are concentrated in
areas deemed of particularly relevance from a landscape perspective, for instance,
recognised and classified as such by landscape plans. As already clarified, such
areas do not necessarily have to be ‘‘outstanding’’ landscapes, but may be as well
more ordinary landscape, which might be recognised as strategic within a land-
scape policy, e.g. remnants of agricultural lands at the fringe of urban areas as a
way to contrast urban sprawling and soil sealing. Again, this calls for a territorial
approach to AES design and implementation.

2.3.2 How Landscape Plans can Improve RDP’s
Implementation

Whilst so far we have seen how RDP can improve rural landscape, particularly
through AES, it is now time to see what Landscape Plans can do for RDP. As
mentioned, landscape planning is a concept encompassing a variety of practices
and tools. Contrary to rural policies and RDP implementation, which is easily
comparable across EU Member States as it ensues from a common regulation,
landscape plans may vary among countries in terms of contents, legal frames,
responsible authorities. Although a thorough comparison of different situations is
beyond the scope of this chapter, we can outline some common features of
landscape plans and highlight the different rationality underpinning them, in
comparison to RDP.

In general, landscape plans identify and classify areas based on their landscape
features and define rules and orientations to prevent undesired modifications and
promote the maintenance of valuable landscapes. They can also contain strategies
and policy options to foster changes in currently ‘‘undesired’’ landscape: (e.g. peri-
urban areas, brownfield, and intensive cropland) or set rules to mitigate the impact
of artificial features on existing landscapes. Both RDP and landscape plans share
an analytical apparatus that serves to classify different portion of the land. How-
ever, in the case of RDP, the rational underlying this is, again, sectorial: for the
period 2007–2013, RDP had to classify the whole territory in four main categories:
urban centres, intensive agricultural rural areas, intermediate rural areas, and
marginal rural areas, based on the characteristics and relative importance of
agricultural activity. Conversely, landscape plans identify landscape ambits based
on a more holistic analysis, taking into account the ecological, cultural, historical
and perceptive dimensions. In doing so, they feature a territorial approach: the
kind and intensity of agricultural activity is one of the factors taken into account to
delimit landscape ambits, but it is not the only one. On the other hand, they
generally contain a set of rules varying in terms of prescriptive power and legal
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status (form binding regulations to directives, orientations, and simply moral
suasion) but are not associated to a budget. They set the ‘‘rules of the game’’ (what
can or cannot be done in certain areas) but do not have the resources and the
capability to directly realize actions that can modify the landscape. Their imple-
mentation is therefore mostly indirect and transferred to other tiers of the decision-
making and planning hierarchy or used as reference for other sectorial plans or
programs. In that, their approach may be considered top-down, even if the plan’s
elaboration itself may have occurred using a participatory, inclusive approach.

Furthermore, whilst landscape plans may establish certain rules to prevent land
abandonment or conversion of agricultural land to other land uses, they have no or
very limited leeway to affect the type of management on agricultural areas, as
generally this kinds of regulations fall under the responsibility of sectoral agricul-
tural laws and policies (see also Cassatella and Seardo, infra, Chap. 3, Sect. 5.3).

To summarise, landscape plans are characterised by an holistic, territorial
approach, which is the premise to design effective landscape preservation policies,
but do not directly translate them into concrete, proactive measures, and delegate
their implementation to other government tiers and sectorial plans/programs, often
with a top-down, hierarchical approach. On the other hand, RDP feature a more
sectorial and less holistic analytical apparatus, which is not geared to grasp the
complexity of the interrelations that form the landscape, but have the capacity to
implement actions (through funding) that directly affect landscape. Their overall
effects is, however, the result of a large number of individual decisions made by
farmers, acting according to an economic rationale, weakly influenced by a ter-
ritorial one. The challenge is therefore to shift the mode of governance of RDP
towards a territorial governance approach. In the next section, a case study is
presented to provide concrete options in this sense.

2.4 Case study: Pursuing Synergies Between
the Territorial Plan of the Turin Province
and the Piedmont RDP

The case study presented seeks to show how joint implementation of Landscape/
spatial plans and RDP can deliver mutual benefits towards the achievement of their
objectives. The instruments examined are the RDP of the Piedmont Region (NUTS
2), Italy, and the Provincial Territorial Plan (PTP) of the Province of Turin, one of
Piedmont’s 8 Provinces (NUTS 3). Turin’s Province is one of Italy’s largest, with
a total area of 6,827 square km and a population of 2.3 millions. Its territory
presents a variety of landscapes, comprising mountains areas in the west (classified
as marginal rural areas by the regional RDP), hilly areas in the central-eastern part,
intensively cropped land in the central part, as well as the metropolitan areas of
Turin, accounting for about 1.7 millions inhabitants (Fig. 2.1). The total Utilized
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Agricultural Area as of 2010 is 227,165 ha, of which 34 % is devoted to maize and
wheat; 50 % to pastures and grasslands; 6.3 % to harvested woods (ISTAT 2013).

The new PTP entered into force in July 2011. It sets rules, regulations, direc-
tives and orientations for spatial development to be implemented by local land use
plans. Furthermore, it contains a detailed analysis of the different types of land-
scapes in the provincial territory and their evolution over time, as well as policies
and rules for landscape preservation. The plan pursues a strong limitation of new
urbanization and soil sealing by requiring that municipalities subdivide their ter-
ritory in three types of areas:

• Dense urban areas—where the urban fabric is consolidated, and where the main
urban services and facilities are located;

• Transition Areas—localized at the margins of dense urban areas and charac-
terized by a less dense urban fabric;

• Free Areas—where agriculture or natural assets are the predominant land uses.

Following this classification, the PTP establishes that no new developments are
allowed in free areas. This policy is relevant for rural areas, which constitute the
majority of the free areas. To determine the potential synergies with the Regional

Fig. 2.1 Territorial classifications of the RDP and the PTP used to determine the priority areas
for targeting the examined AES. From left-above clockwise types of rural areas; nitrate and
pesticide vulnerable zone; ecological network; highly productive soils
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RDP, first the specific PTP’s policies and rules for agricultural areas and forestry
were identified, then they were matched with measures of the RDP pursuing
similar objectives. The result of this exercise is summarized in the Table 2.1. In
the first column, reference to the PTP’s regulations and their legal binding power
are provided1; in the second column the PTP policies are summarised, whilst in the
third one the RDP measures that can be related to the latter are identified, both
with reference to current (2007–2013) and forthcoming (2014–2020) RDP.

The table shows that the PTP and he RDP share common objectives, and that
each PTP’s policy concerning agricultural areas and forestry can be related to one
or more measure of the RDP (both the current and the future one). In particular, the
PTP pursues two main objectives as regards agricultural areas: the first one is to
support and maintain agricultural activity in highly productive soils, namely soils
classified in classes 1 and 2 according their land capability.2 Here the focus is on
the productive capacity of such areas rather than on their ecological value,
although by contrasting land use changes the plan also preserves them from
urbanization. The second objective concerns peri-urban agricultural areas, i.e.
remnants of free areas at the urban fringe, characterized by low landscape
attractiveness, high fragmentation and low naturalness. Here the focus is on the
ecological value of this sites and their importance in contrasting environmental
negative effects from adjacent urban areas. Interestingly enough, the PTP
explicitly states that to foster agricultural activity in these sites, synergies with the
objective of the CAP are to be pursued.

The PTP also define the Provincial Ecological Network, articulated in the
following main elements:

• Core areas: protected areas and Natura 2000 sites;
• Ecological corridors: buffer strips along rivers and main creeks;
• Buffer zones: other areas with significant environmental and landscape fea-

tures; they comprise national and regional landscape designated areas and other
sites with ecological and cultural value.

The PTP establishes a set of policies for the preservation and enhancement of the
Ecological Networks, as summarised in the last row of Table 2.1. As regards rural
areas belonging to the network, the PTP policy is to promote the presence of natural
and semi-natural habitats, characterized by autochthonous species with ecological

1 Regulations of the PTP are articulated in: (i) prescriptions: legally binding laws that have
direct efficacy or that must be implemented by lower government levels; (ii) directives: rules to
which municipalities and other bodies must comply or implement through their acts, unless a
sound and reasoned justification is provided; (iii) orientations: more general policies that shall be
implemented by municipalities and other bodies, with a less stringent binding power.
2 The land capability system was developed by the US Department of Agriculture. Soils are
grouped primarily on the basis of their capability to produce common cultivated crops and
pasture plants without deteriorating over a long period of time. Overall, 8 classes are identified:
Class 1 soils have slight limitations that restrict their use, whilst Class 2 soils have moderate
limitations that restrict the choice of plants or that require moderate conservation practices.
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functionality, which can be clearly implemented through AES aimed at creation and
maintenance of semi-natural elements on farms. Another objective of the Ecological
Network is to promote ecological and landscape restoration through mitigations and
compensations such as strip areas, hedgerows, tree lines and so on, which, again, is a
typical feature of AES. To achieve these objectives, it is stated that coordination
between different levels of government and planning, as well as with other policy
sectors, is needed, thus implicitly fostering inter-sectoral coordination between,
inter alia, the agricultural sector and rural development policy design. It clearly
emerges how RDP’s measures, in particular AES, would represent an effective way
to implement the PTP’s policy concerning rural areas and the ecological network.
On the other hand, the PTP provides a detailed analysis of the provincial territory’s
landscape and ecological features that in turn can be useful for the RDP, particularly
to identify priority areas on which to implement AES.

To this end, in the second part of the exercise presented here, a spatial analysis
was performed using GIS to identify and rank priority areas to target AES by
refining the priority system used by the RDP with the more detailed analysis
provided by the PTP. As said earlier, the RDP establish scores to identify priority
areas for AES implementation. Here we examine two AES, corresponding to
measures 214.1 (integrated farming) and Measure 216 (non-productive invest-
ments) of Piedmont’s RDP in 2007–2013 (but the same measure apply to all RDP
in Europe). They are described in Box 1. Very similar measures will be present in
the 2014–2020 period under priority 4.

Priority areas were identified for these measures by the RDP based on the main
type of agricultural area defined above (intensive, intermediate, marginal areas,
urban poles) and their environmental values: protected areas, Natura 2000 sites,

Box 1: AES examined in the case study

Measure 214.1—Application of integrated production techniques

This measure is one of the main AESs of Piedmont’s RDP, requiring farmers
to adopt the norms of integrated production established by the Regional
Authority, which impose low input farming practices by establishing
restrictions on the quantity and quality of fertilizers and pesticides allowed.
Crop rotation is required for non-permanent crops. This AES also envisages
the realization of permanent grass covers, turfs, biologic mulching and
artificial nests for birds, but as optional actions.

Measure 216—Non Productive investments

Aim at preserving the traditional rural landscape and supporting biodiversity
by financing respectively the maintenance and creation of natural and semi-
natural elements and landscape features on agricultural land, such as: tree
planting/management, restoration of wetlands and moorlands, hedgerows,
terraces, grass covers and strips and set-aside areas, artificial nests for birds
and bats.
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Nitrate and pesticide Vulnerable Zones. In designing the annual call for
applications, different scores were given to rank and select applications based on
farms’ localisation. The scores are additive, as a parcel may belong at the same
time to more than one priority area. Such scores thus reflect the spatial targeting
policy of the Managing Authority, and the relative importance assigned to different
sites based on the expected environmental benefits of these AES. The score are
shown in the second and third column of Table 2.2, whilst the different types of
priority areas are shown in Fig. 2.1.

As part of this exercise, an alternative set of scores was derived based on the
analysis of the PTP policies on rural areas and the ecological network. These
scores (shown in the fourth and fifth column of Table 2.2) were assigned taking as
reference those defined by the RDP, and subsequently refining them to integrate
PTP’s analyses and policies: for instance, Natura 2000 and protected area are the
core areas of the Ecological Network defined by the PTP and are also priority areas
for the RDP with a score of 10 (the highest one), so this value was maintained.
Buffer zones are another element of the ecological network, but are not present in
the RDP: in this case, a score of 7 was given, reflecting the fact that they are areas
with high ecological value (identified by the PTP), but less important than core
areas. Another main difference is the scores given to areas based on their agri-
cultural characteristics. The RDP assigns priority to urban poles and intensive
agricultural areas, thus giving priority to the function of AES in mitigating
environmental negative effects produced by intensive farming practice. However,
in the classification of the RDP, the Province of Turin only comprises marginal
areas (mountain territories in the west part) and urban poles (the rest of the
province, Fig. 2.1). This classification derives from the one used by the European
Commission to identify predominantly rural and urban area (see Rega, infra,
Chap. 1), mainly based on population density, but does not adequately reflect the
territorial feature of the Turin’s province where actually high productive agri-
cultural areas and intermediate ones could be identified. Conversely, the PTP
provides a more accurate classification, particularly by identifying peri-urban areas
more in detail. In determining the second set of scores, this classification was used
to assign priority to high productive soils, where more intensive farming practice is
located, for measure 214.1 (integrated farming), and to peri-urban areas for
measure 216 (the PTP policy is in fact to enhance their ecological value).

These two sets of scores—reflecting the policies of the RDP and the PTP
respectively—applied to two different AES, were then used to produce four dif-
ferent maps displaying the different degrees of priority for each examined AES.
Results are shown in Fig. 2.2 and discussed in Section 2.5.
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2.5 Discussion: Towards a Landscape and Territorial
Governance Approach to Agri-Environmental
Schemes

Figure 2.2 shows that integrating the spatial priorities of the RDP with information
and policies of the PTP allows to produce a more detailed and articulated clas-
sification of the provincial territory, based on analysis comprising its landscape
dimension. At the same time, the RDP represents an effective mean to implement
PTP’s landscape preservation policy, as AES offer an ideal platform to realize the
kind of concrete actions the plan envisages: creation and maintenance of natural
and semi-natural habitats in rural areas and mitigation of harmful effects from
intensively cropped areas. Moreover, financially supporting farmers with RDP
measures concurs to the overall objective of maintaining agricultural activity and
preserve agricultural land from urbanization, which is a key objective of the PTP.
Figure 2.2 in turn provides RDP managers with more detailed information about
priority areas for AES implementation. Future calls for application could therefore
be designed by taking into account the specific territorial features of eligible areas,

Fig. 2.2 Identification of priority areas for integrated farming (above) and non-productive
investments (below) according to the RDP’s scores (left) and the set of scores as integrated by the
PTP (right)
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and more detailed scores used to rank received applications. This exercise was
limited to the province of Turin, but similar analysis could be easily extended to
the whole Regional territory by taking into account the analysis provided by the
forthcoming Regional Landscape Plan, once it comes into force.3

Beyond more articulated scores to priority areas, results shown in Fig. 2.2 can
be used to foster what we referred to as a ‘‘territorial governance approach’’ to
AES and RDP in Sect. 2.3. The concept of governance has been the subject of a
large theoretical debate over the last two decades (Stead 2013; Davoudi et al.
2008); it is beyond the objectives of this chapter to further elaborate on it: suffice
here to recall that ‘‘government refers to the dominance of State power organised
through formal and hierarchical public sector agencies and bureaucratic proce-
dures, while governance refers to the emergence of overlapping and complex
relationships, involving ‘new actors’ external to the political arena’’ (Painter and
Goodwin 1995).

The main elements of governance may be summarised as follows (Davoudi
et al. 2008):

• Vertical coordination between actors and policies;
• Horizontal coordination among actors and policies;
• Participation and involvement of civil society and organised interests.

The term ‘‘territorial governance’’ has gained momentum recently in the EU
research and policy agenda, although it is not always clear how it differs from
‘‘plain’’ governance (Stead 2013). Davoudi et al. 2008) distinguish the specific
features of territorial governance based on two conceptualization of the ‘‘territory’’
(i) as a ‘‘social and political construction’’ (a concept they derive from Bagnasco
and Le Galès 2000); (ii) as ‘‘territorial capital’’.

In the first case the focus is on cooperation between different agents and col-
lective action that is ‘‘the actions undertaken by a set of actors that are related to
the solution of a collective problem’’ (ibid, p. 35). In this frame, ‘‘territorial
governance is an organisational mode of territorial collective action, based on
openness and transparency of the process itself, on cooperation/coordination
among actors (horizontally and vertically), and in a framework of a more or less
explicit subsidiarity’’ (ibid.).

In the second case, the focus is on the place-specific and path-dependent ele-
ments to be found in different regions, comprising natural features, heritage goods,
common goods, social knowledge, and institutional capacity. By integrating these
two conceptualizations, the authors define territorial governance ‘‘as the process
of organization and coordination of actors to develop territorial capital in a

3 The Regional Landscape Pan of Piedmont Region was adopted in 2009. It contains detailed
analysis of Piedmont’s landscapes and regulations and directives applying to them. Similarly to
the PTP, it also define a Regional Ecological network. In this case study, the PTP was consider
instead of the Landscape Pan because the latter has not been officially approved yet, so it’s not
into force as of February 2014. The PTP instead is into force and municipalities are called to
amend their local land use plans accordingly.
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non-destructive way in order to improve territorial cohesion at different levels’’
(ibid, p. 37). They therefore add a fourth element specific of ‘‘territorial’’ gover-
nance to the three ones mentioned above (that apply to ‘‘plain governance’’ as
well), namely ‘‘Territorialized actions’’, i.e. actions that are not simply localized in
a certain area, but that are based on the shared valorisation of local specificities.

Starting from it, Stead (2013) further elaborates on the conceptualization of
‘‘territorial’’ governance and identifies three main characteristics that distinguish it
from ‘‘plain’’ governance:

• the process of managing territorial dynamics (i.e. governance that is specifically
focused on managing territorial development);

• the monitoring and assessment of territorial impacts;
• the process of delineating boundaries for dealing with different policy questions

or problems.

The case study presented in Sect. 2.4, and more in general the integration
between landscape/spatial plans and RDP, represent a paradigmatic example of
how the territorial governance concept could be made operational. By integrating a
spatial plan elaborated at the Provincial level with a regional program, the case
(potentially) represent in fact an example of both horizontal and vertical coordi-
nation (Region-Province; Spatial/landscape Planning-Agriculture); by influencing
the spatial development of rural areas it is a process of managing territorial
dynamics and development; it produces effects that must be monitored and
assessed, and allow to define boundaries with ‘‘variable geometry’’ depending on
the problem to be addressed (e.g. different priority areas for spatial targeting
varying depending on the considered AES and policy objectives, as depicted in
Fig. 2.2).

Referring to the concept of ‘‘territorialized actions’’ presented above, it can be
argued that the identification of priority areas as result of the exercise illustrate in
Sect. 2.4 allows not just identifying ‘‘sites’’ on which to localize the actions, but
‘‘territories’’, comprising natural and landscape features as well as local actors and
institutions. This approach would allow extending the territorial governance
approach of some measures of RDP (local development of rural communities,
former Axes 3 and 4, now priority 6) to AES as well.

There are a number of actions and innovations that would concur to AES’s
territorialisation: first, the identification of specific territories would allow to define
more detailed objectives and actions to be implemented, depending on their dis-
tinguishing characteristics and needs. Referring to the Turin’s PTP, in peri-urban
areas priority would be given to the realization of semi-natural elements and
landscape features that both improve the visual appearance of such areas and their
ecological values, as hedgerows, tree lines, ponds, or wet areas. In highly intensive
areas, action instead would focus on reduction of chemical inputs. In buffer zones
of the ecological network, actions would depend on the specific characteristics that
make the site valuable: in some cases the increase of the semi-natural vegetation
could not be a desirable option, if this decreases the visibility from particular
vantage points (see Cassatella and Seardo, infra, Chap. 3 for an example). In other
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cases the priority could be to support biodiversity, thus the installation of artificial
nests or the provision of food through no harvested areas would be the first option.

The selection of specific territories would also be a way to identify potential
stakeholders or institutions that could act as catalysts for joint management of
AES. In the case of protected areas or Natura 2000 sites, the public authorities in
charge of their management could act as single points to collect application from
farmers whose land is located on such areas. This would ease the administrative
burden as there would be a single, collective application to be managed instead of
a multitude of individual applications. This in turn might decrease the transaction
costs for single farmers, thus increasing the total uptake of the AES, and contribute
reaching the minimal threshold that often is required for an AES to be effective
(see Sect. 2.2). Agricultural property is often fragmented in protected areas and
Natura 2000 sites, which often make applications from individual farmers not
eligible, as they do not reach the minimum area required to enrol; in the case of
collective applications, this problem would be overcome.

Often, specific territories not only feature distinguishing natural/landscape
characteristics, but are also similar cultivations and products: aggregation of
stakeholder based on territorial clusters could therefore also allow to tailor made
AES according to the cultivated crops (e.g. desirable AES would vary significantly
if applied to permanent crops like orchards or vineyards vs arable crops). In turn,
this could also be a way to promote and foster food chain organizations and
develop ‘‘common’’ environmental practice that could trigger emulation among
producers in the same branch. Public-Private partnership can be established to this
end, comprising for example municipalities, Provinces, managing bodies of pro-
tected areas and farmer’s association, environmental NGOs or consumers
associations.

France provides a good example of such an approach to AES: the national RDP
envisages the so called Mesures agro-environnementaux territorialisés (territo-
rialised agri-environmental schemes) whereby for each measure a local ‘‘leader’’ is
identified (it may be a public body, as well as a private one) in charge of estab-
lishing a partnership and implement the AES according to the specificities of the
identify territory. The managing authority issues a public call, so that potential
beneficiaries are encouraged to develop integrated projects and strongly commit to
them. In this way, the local knowledge is mobilised and more efficient imple-
mentation is expected (Jeanneaux et al. 2011).

The proposed shift toward a territorial governance in RDP and AES put forward
here resonates with recent works by scholars from different research fields,
although not necessarily the authors explicitly refer to ‘‘territorial governance’’. A
part the cited work of Jeanneaux et al. (2011) regarding the French context, Etxano
(2012) for instance argues that integration of Protected Areas assessment and
management and RDP would lead to more effective outcomes in terms of socio-
economic and environmental benefits, by including local communities and pursuing
synergies between RDP policies and protected areas’ conservation objectives.
The argument is supported by the presentation of a case study in the Basque
Country, Spain. Dulcire et al. (2012) explicitly refer to ‘‘territorial governance’’ in
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RDP by presenting a case study on the application of the ‘‘Sustainable Agricultural
Contract’’ under the French law on Agriculture as a way to promote ‘‘a new mode of
governance in which the state liaises with local stakeholders to identify and
implement actions’’ in the agri-environmental sector (ibid, p. 71). A case study
from the island of Réunion (French Overseas territory in the Indian Ocean) shows
that joint, territorialised agri-environmental projects can be realized if the effective
participation of stakeholders at every stage is granted. In a recent study in the field
of ecology, McKenzie et al. (2013) argue that joined-up, landscape-scale AES—i.e.
single environmental management agreements for multiple farm units4—are likely
to benefit a small but key group of species more than current ‘farm-scale’ schemes,
while not disadvantaging species operating at smaller scales. They are also likely to
provide additional co-benefits in relation to some Ecosystem Services. Result based
on semi-structured interviews with farmers also indicate that the majority of them
would be in principle favourable to collaborative AES, as they perceive that these
have the potential to deliver better environmental benefits while using less farm
resources than current AES.

2.6 Conclusions

This chapter addressed the issue of integration between landscape/spatial planning
and Rural Development Programmes (RDP), with a focus on Agri-Environmental
Schemes (AES). First, an overview off current (2007–2013) and forthcoming
(2014–2020) RDP objectives and contents was provided. Subsequently, short-
comings in AES implementation were identified and discussed, in particular the
lack of spatial targeting and coordination between beneficiaries, which makes a
strong case for the argued integration with spatial/landscape plans. On a theoretic
level, a distinction between a sectoral and a territorial rationale was made. The first
strongly permeates current RDP and AES design and implementation, conceiving
agriculture mainly as an economic activity. The territorial dimension instead
conceptualises agriculture as one of the main activity shaping the territory and the
landscape, and stresses its interlinks with landscape and environmental preserva-
tion. It was also shown that landscape plans generally feature a more detailed
analytical apparatus and set rules and visions for landscape management with a
holistic approach. On the other hand, their implementation is mainly deferred to
other tiers of the government systems and they cannot realize direct actions.
Conversely, RDP directly affect landscape through funding concrete projects, but
their overall effects is limited by a narrow sectoral focus, and the lack of coor-
dination between single agents undertaking these actions (farmers). A case study

4 Examples of collaborative AES include the creation of networks of ponds and wet areas,
targeted tree planting, coordinating the timing of harvest with neighbours, Creating/extending
networks of hedgerows.
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concerning the Piedmont RDP and the Turin Provincial Territorial Plan (PTP) was
presented: synergies and convergences between the policies and objectives of
these two instruments were identified, and the territorial/landscape classification
provided by the PTP was used to refine the identification of priority areas on which
to target two major AES.

The argument put forward is that this kind of exercises can foster a shift
towards a territorial governance of AES, whereby not only actions are targeted to
specific areas according to their landscape and environmental features, but joint
projects based on the identification of local stakeholders and partnerships can be
elaborated so to mobilise the local knowledge and capacities, with the overall aim
of increasing their effectiveness. This entails increased horizontal and vertical
coordination between public bodies and policy sectors, as well as increased
involvement of civil society organizations on a territorial base. This proposal
resonates with similar ones coming from different research fields, and intends to
contribute to the forthcoming implementation of the new European Rural Devel-
opment Regulation, as a way to pursue the implementation of the European
landscape Convention and the EU objectives of sustainable development.
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Chapter 3
In Search for Multifunctionality:
The Contribution of Scenic Landscape
Assessment

Claudia Cassatella and Bianca Maria Seardo

Abstract The attention recently paid to ecosystem services, which include cultural
services, such as spiritual and aesthetic experiences, seems to encourage the con-
sideration of landscape scenic values into rural development policies. However,
existing theoretical frameworks doesn’t clarify enough the differences between
various landscape services, among which potential conflicts—deriving from mul-
tiple values related to the same spatial assets—may arise. A sound assessment of
landscape services is necessary. The chapter aims to show that multifunctionality is a
goal-oriented concept and an option, non to be considered an intrinsic character of
landscape policies. Rural, environmental, landscape and spatial policies can par-
tially share certain strategic objectives, spatial targets, and evaluation frameworks.
The chapter illustrates existing techniques (as well as original proposals) for sup-
porting landscape and rural policies through scenic landscape assessment, particu-
larly: detailing categories of cultural services related to landscape amenity and
developing scenic landscape indicators for environmental assessment frameworks.
The second part of the chapter illustrates methodologies for the assessment of scenic
landscape, their application in spatial planning and their potential application in
rural policies, based on the Authors’ research experiences on cultural landscapes in
Italy. Evidence gained through the cases studies indicates that landscape scenic
beauty can be protected and enhanced by integrating landscape and rural policies.
The chapter drafts a theoretical framework and illustrates the practical outcomes by
a wide range of possible planning measures.
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Keywords Cultural ecosystem services � Landscape multifunctionality � Rural
landscape � Scenic landscape assessment � Landscape policies � Landscape
planning

3.1 Landscape Amenity: A Politically Significant Issue

3.1.1 Should We Care for the Appearance of Rural
Landscapes?

As regards perception, the idea of ‘landscape’ identifies a conceptual sphere that
differs from that of ‘environment’ or ‘territory’, a sphere where image plays a
fundamental role (Cassatella 2011, p. 105). It expresses the identity of a place, it
facilitates our appreciation of its values and it is linked to the satisfaction felt by
inhabitants when considering the quality of their surroundings.

The European Landscape Convention (CoE 2000) defines landscape as ‘an area,
as perceived by people’ (Article 1) and recognises the fundamental role landscape
plays in the ‘formation of local cultures’, ‘a basic component of the European
natural and cultural heritage, contributing to human well-being and consolidation
of the European identity’ (CoE 2000, Preamble).

Leisure and the enjoyment of the landscape have become significant factors in
rural development, as emerges from the ‘commodification’ of certain rural land-
scape functions not directly involved in food production. The legibility of the
landscape is a fundamental characteristic necessary for landscape orientation and
use (Lynch 1960); turning former, intensively exploited landscapes into ‘legible’
ones is the principle behind the work done in many rural areas of historical and
cultural value (Brinkhuijsen 2007).

The aesthetic qualities of particular rural landscapes help to make them an
expression of the cultural identity of entire peoples. Italy protects the landscape
thanks to its Constitution (1947); the Cultural Heritage and Landscape Code (the
Codice dei Beni Culturali e del Paesaggio, Italian Republic 2004) ‘safeguards
landscape in relation to aspects and characters which constitute a material and
evident representation of national identity’ (Article 131).

At an international level, UNESCO lists and protects many rural landscapes as
‘cultural landscapes’ for—among other things—their singular legibility and scenic
importance.1 The internationally famous beauty of particular rural landscapes can
become a promotional tool aiding local agricultural production, a factor in its

1 In Italy alone we need only mention the rural landscape of the Val d’Orcia, often used ‘to
exemplify the beauty of well-managed Renaissance agricultural landscapes’, and the Cinque
Terre area, protected due to the ‘exceptional scenic quality [of its coastal] intensively terraced
landscape’ (UNESCO 1998).
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commercial success and consequently that of the local economy (as is the case
with wine production in the Cinque Terre area, in Italy).

In 2012, the Italian Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Forestry Policies insti-
tuted the National Observatory of Rural Landscape, Agricultural Practices and
Traditional Knowledge, responsible for surveying, research and the development
of general principles and guidelines for the protection and enhancement of the
rural landscape (Italian Republic, Ministero delle Politiche Agricole 2012;
Agnoletti 2012).

If we look at the policies of other European countries, we find that the
‘enjoyment of the countryside’ is one of the objectives pursued by public policy in
the UK (DEFRA 2000, p. 133). In the Netherlands, policies for rural territories
work alongside strategies set up to safeguard landscape structure and the
enhancement that is useful to more established economic and productive measures
designed for the agricultural industry, thanks to national policy documents such as
the Belvedere Memorandum (VROM 1999) and the Agenda Landschap (VROM
and LNV 2008).

3.1.2 The Experience of Landscape Beauty as an Ecosystem
Service

In theoretical frameworks of multifunctionality, landscape’s aesthetic dimension is
considered part of the cultural ecosystem services, the subject of increasing
interest in the ‘ecosystem services agenda’ (Daniel et al. 2012) and in studies
addressing the economic value of the landscape (Van der Heide and Heijman
2013). Nevertheless, when it comes to the systematisation of ecosystem services,
cultural ecosystem services are a category that attracts less interest compared to
those that are usually the subject, for example, of landscape ecology (Antrop
2007). Daniel et al. (2012) stress the fact that cultural ecosystem services are
currently neither adequately defined nor taken into account within the broader
ecosystem services framework.

By comparing the most common ecosystem services (Table 3.1), we can draw a
few conclusions. The leading cases of systematisation list among cultural eco-
system services many of the factors that are also the basis of current expert
techniques for landscape characterisation and valuation (Landscape Institute 2013;
Swanwick 2002). Moreover, cultural services performed by ecosystems can be
assimilated with those provided by the landscape. Indeed, landscape studies also
highlight similar systematisations, for example the one proposed by Natural
England (2009).

Landscape is, essentially, perception (CoE 2000, Article 1). The systematisa-
tions of cultural services show that landscape amenity is not limited to its aesthetic
or visual dimension, but it also consists of other aspects: identity, spirituality,
cultural diversity, a sense of the past, active enjoyment and its educational role
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(Table 3.1). We can therefore assert that the beauty of a landscape is already
encompassed by the functions still attributed to ecosystems. Nevertheless, we do
come across issues that need to be addressed.

Reference to more specific services—and their identification—is weak or
entirely lacking. As regards this aspect, systematisation does not seem to be
adequately based on more recent progress made in specialist fields. For example, if
more detailed services were highlighted, it would be easier to associate them with
their respective sets of landscape indicators as developed in field literature to date
(and as distinct from environmental ones, Cassatella 2011).

Our proposal is referring to three main, separate dimensions that can be used to
analyse and characterise rural landscape amenity:

• a memorial function, i.e. the image that contributes to recognising and passing
on identity (associated values: a sense of history, symbolic value, significance,
distinctiveness, unicity, fame, integrity…);

• an aesthetic function, linked to contemplative enjoyment (associated values:
beauty or scenic quality, tranquillity, sonority, variety, richness…);

• a recreational function, equivalent to its possible active use, i.e. its use in terms
of outdoor activities, tourism, as well as its educational and informative use
(usability).

The next section will examine the possible relations between these and other
functions of the rural landscape.

Table 3.1 Ecosystem cultural services and landscape services within some theoretical
frameworks

MEA (2005) TEEB (2010) NE (2009)
Cultural services of
ecosystems

Cultural and amenity services
of ecosystems

Cultural services of
landscape

Identity Cultural landscapes and
heritage values

A sense of history (or
heritage)

Cultural diversity and
identity

Inspiration for culture, art and
design

A sense of place
(identity, home)

Aesthetics Aesthetics Aesthetic information
Inspirational services Inspiration
Spiritual services Spiritual experience Spiritual

Escapism
Calm (relaxation,

tranquillity)
Recreation Recreation and tourism Recreation and tourism Leisure and recreation

Information for cognitive
development

Learning (education)

Cultural services essentially coincide with landscape services. The order has been adapted in
order to highlight this correspondence with regard to the aspects of identity, aesthetics and
recreation
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3.2 Multifunctional Landscape from Theory to Practice:
Trade-offs in the Landscape

Scientific attention to the paradigm of landscape multifunctionality was raised in
the context of agricultural policies and their evaluation (Rentig et al. 2009). One of
the earliest and best-known definitions of the concept is as follows (see also Rega,
infra, Introduction): ‘‘multifunctionality refers to the fact that an economic activity
may have multiple outputs and, by virtue of this, may contribute to several societal
objectives at once’’ (OECD 2001, p. 11).

The question which the OECD poses for agriculture (2001, p. 9), ‘‘multifunc-
tionality: a characteristic or an objective?’’2, also applies to landscape: Consid-
ering multifunctionality an intrinsic characteristic of landscape leads to an
underestimation of the potential negative interactions (or ‘‘trade-offs’’) between
different activities and policies, even if they all claim to be ‘‘sustainable’’.

The assumption that diverse environment and landscape functions can co-exist
‘‘at once’’ has major implications for policy making and evaluative frameworks:
landscape functions are usually meant to be dependent on environmental ones. As
a consequence, they are not adequately developed, or they are considered a priori
equal in sign. This conception is quite clear in current models of environmental
assessment (applied, for example, in Strategic Environmental Assessment and
Environmental Impact Assessment), where landscape is a component of the
environment, and is assessed by indicators derived from landscape ecology, or
based on land-uses (Cassatella and Voghera 2011, p. 34). Even in Landscape
Impact Assessment, in the field of perceptual indicators, the coincidence of nat-
uralness and beauty is an implicit model. As a matter of fact, the most natural
landscape may not always be the most scenic, however, most Visual Impact
Assessment methods assume that they are (Churchward et al. 2013). The rela-
tionships between diversity of use/ecological diversity/visual diversity or between
human-perceived naturalness/naturalness defined only by ecological characteris-
tics needs to be clarified (Daniel 2001).

The consequence of the abovementioned paradigm is the idea that environment-
and landscape-oriented actions can ‘‘naturally’’ coincide or otherwise derive
mutual benefits. In practice, landscape values can conflict, depending on different
social actors and perceptions. The following examples focus on the difficulty of
managing the relationship between scenic values and other environmental
functions.

The famous Dutch national ecological network project for the Randstad Hol-
land envisaged the creation of ‘new wilderness’ areas with large-scale forestation

2 ‘‘There are essentially two approaches to the analysis of multifunctionality. One is to interpret
multifunctionality as a characteristic of an economic activity. (…) This view can be termed the
‘‘positive’’ concept of multifunctionality. The second way of interpreting multifunctionality is in
terms of multiple roles assigned to agriculture. (…) This view can be termed the ‘‘normative’’
concept of multifunctionality’’ (OECD 2001, p. 9).
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work carried out in rural areas. Some people noted that this also led to the
destruction of traditional agricultural landscapes that had both memorial and
identity-building value. In general, such ‘greening’ projects can create visual
barriers to important sights or limit the openness of panoramic views. In some
landscape enhancement projects, the clearing of vegetation is necessary to improve
scenic aspects and encourage usability, to uncover historical landmarks or restore
views of historical importance. In the Netherlands, this is the policy followed in
some sites protected as Natural Landscapes, but such work can lead to negative
repercussions for the environment. Yosemite National Park (California) launched
its tree felling programme to restore the park’s original views, but many people
have raised concerns regarding the ecological effect of such felling.3

Moreover, many landscape evaluation models propose land consumption as an
indicator. According to this indicator, any land taken away from the natural or
agricultural habitat for urban use is a negative value. However, this implies that the
anthropisation of landscape can never be a positive contribution! This general-
isation is too extreme because it rules out the very concept of cultural landscape
and it is an example of what happens when we borrow an environmental indicator
and apply it to landscape evaluation models, supposing them to be the same thing.
Urbanisation judged according to land consumption can obviously affect percep-
tive aspects such as the obstruction of views and light and sound pollution, but it
can also produce new landscapes. Only the specific evaluation of landscape
aspects can judge this (Cassatella et al. 2009).

In conclusion, multifunctionality is an option and not an intrinsic character of
landscape. As a consequence, differences, potential positive and negative trade-
offs between landscape function must be brought to light (Seardo 2012), in order to
avoid conflicts and to maximize synergies between environmental, rural and
landscape policies. Scenic landscape assessment can contribute to this effort by
fostering the comprehension of perceptual aspects, through appropriate techniques.
Methods for dealing with scenic landscape assessment are the subject of the next
section. In Sect. 3.4, the contribution of scenic assessment to rural landscape
policies and planning will be illustrated through case studies.

3.3 A Methodology for Assessing Scenic Landscape

Scenic landscape represents a challenge in research and in public policies (Cassatella
2014 in press) and a number of scientific methods (both qualitative and quantitative)
for assessing scenic landscape are being proposed and experimented. This section
illustrates a set of methods specifically developed and applied to Italian

3 The tree felling programme—part of the Scenic Vista Management Plan (USDI-NPS 2010), an
official planning document adopted by the park—works alongside a Strategic Environmental
Assessment and was finally drafted in a participatory way in line with envisaged procedures.
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cultural landscapes, and related to the field of landscape planning. Such methods
derive from Landscape Character Assessment, but also include indicator-based
evaluation.

The present section illustrates the methodological steps, while the next one will
focus on the applications, pointing out the most relevant results in the perspective
of landscape and rural policies.

Phase 1. Identification and (cartographic and iconographic) representation of
scenic characteristics.

Firstly, landscape scenic features are identified by desk study, consisting of:

• sectoral analysis concerning the assessment of landscape attributes,
• listing designated (landscape, cultural or environmental) assets,
• other sources which can reflect social and identity value (literature, iconography,

tourist guides),
• mapping and classification of potential observation points and routes.

Secondly, field surveys make it possible to verify the conditions of the
resources identified above, the visual relations between them, the significance of
the mapped vantage points and the existence of detrimental elements. The output is
a map of scenic features and characters.

Phase 2. Visual analysis through Geographic Information Systems.
On the basis of a Digital Terrain Models (DTM) or a Digital Surface Models

(DSM), a viewshed is calculated by a GIS space analyst and associated to each
selected observation point or route.4 The viewshed analysis depends on the choice
of parameters related to the viewcone (radius, azimuth, width). In our applications,
we used three different radii, relating, on the one hand, to perceptual phenomena
(foreground, middle ground, background), and, on the other hand, to the possibility
of applying different planning regulations to each one (the theory and methods are
developed in Cassatella (2013a), a partial explanation in Cassatella, in press).

Using similar methods and parameters, the area of visual influence of emergent
features, such as landmarks or detrimental elements, can be mapped.

Phase 3. Visual landscape indicators.
On the basis of the previous steps, a series of indicators can be calculated, using

quantitative methods and GIS, or estimated, using qualitative methods (For
landscape indicators of social and visual perception see Ode et al. (2008); Cass-
atella (2011)). In this chapter, as an example, we illustrate an indicator called
‘‘visual sensitivity’’ (VS).5

The indicator of visual sensitivity represents how much of an area is seen from
the selected vantage points (i.e. the percentage of selected viewpoints which ‘‘see’’

4 The selection is made in phase 1.
5 The term ‘‘landscape sensitivity’’ does not have a single, universally accepted definition. See,
for example, Landscape Institute 2013 and USDA 1995.
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an area), on a scale ranging from ‘‘highly visible’’ to ‘‘not visible’’, on the basis of
the abovementioned viewshed analysis. Thus, an area which can be seen from all
the selected viewpoints is classified as ‘‘highly visible’’ and, as a consequence, has
a high VS. The numerical sensitivity value assigned using GIS is the sum of all
viewsheds. It can, however, be transferred to another appropriate numerical scale.

Others indices can be obtained on the basis of VS, for example the percentage
of landmarks which are visible, or not visible, which we can assume as an indi-
cator of visual richness or ‘‘imageability’’; the percentage of visual detriments
which affect highly sensitive areas (‘‘visual influence of detrimental elements’’).

All the outputs of the abovementioned phases (visual characteristics map,
viewshed map, VS map, as well as photographic atlases, etc.) can be usefully
implemented into landscape and spatial planning, in particular to help to foresee
the effects of urban development plans on landscape, and, at a more detailed scale,
to regulate and control building activity. Potential applications of scenic assess-
ment are illustrated by case studies in the next section.

3.4 Scenic Landscape Assessment Applications for Policies
and Plans: Case Studies in the Piedmont Region

The case studies presented here concern three Italian cultural landscapes, in the
same region, representing different landscape situations in terms of the importance
of agriculture and urban dynamics.6 The Piedmont Region has a variety of rural
areas, some of which are famous landscapes (such as the Langhe vineyards, or the
rice fields of the Vercelli area). However, it is also strongly marked by urban
development, so that rural and urban areas are inseparable, mainly in the per-
ception of landscape.

The case studies call for different landscape strategies as they present different
‘‘rur-urban’’ dynamics: a protected rural landscape (Albugnano, surroundings of
Vezzolano Abbey), a landscape in transition (San Martino Alfieri), and a peri-
urban landscape (the metropolitan area of Turin). In 2009 the Piedmont Region
adopted a Regional Landscape Plan (RLP), under which the three rural areas fall
under different types of regulations, ranging from protective and prescriptive
measures to general rules for ‘‘ordinary’’ landscape and a site-specific strategic
project.

For each case study, three main aspects will be illustrated: the main scenic
landscape characteristics and functions; (scenic) landscape quality objectives,
proposed planning measures and tools.

6 The contents of this section were originally developed based on the selection and summary of
previous studies carried out by the Authors with several research groups. Full information and
references in: Cassatella (2014) in press, Cassatella and Seardo (2012) and Cassatella (2013a, b).
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3.4.1 A Rural Landscape Under Protection: Albugnano,
Surroundings of Vezzolano Abbey

The first case study, Albugnano, is a nationally valued landscape, recognized by a
designation act, in order to protect its historical and scenic value. The landscape is
purely rural, alternating vineyards and woods, where historically relevant religious
buildings constitute landmarks. Thus, the scenic characters are: openness and
focality of the views, intervisibility between landmarks, and texture.

Amenity, tranquillity and spirituality, are the main landscape ‘‘services’’ which
depend on scenic characters; therefore we can identify contemplation as the key
function to protect and enhance. This means protecting panoramic views (not only
the viewpoints, but also the area in the view), visual axes between viewpoints and
landmarks, and conserving the integrity of texture, avoiding the intrusion of urban
features.

Thanks to the act of designation, every urban development in the area is subject
to a procedure of authorization, which assesses its ‘‘landscape compatibility’’.
Moreover, in the framework of the RLP, each designated area is currently being
associated to site-specific prescriptive regulations. Albugnano served as case study
for developing and illustrating guidelines concerning scenic assets (Cassatella
2014 in press). Scenic assessment provided a map and an atlas of visual features
and of visual relations (see Sect. 3.3, phase 1), and maps of the viewshed of
observation points and panoramic routes (Fig. 3.1). Thanks to these maps, the
authorities responsible for assessing the landscape compatibility of interventions
can identify all the areas where whatever transformation may affect the scenery
(Sect. 3.3, phase 2). The local authorities, which are responsible for local devel-
opment plans, are supported in localizing interventions in areas with a low level of
VS (Sect. 3.3, phase 3), from the planning phase onwards.

3.4.2 A Landscape in Transition: San Martino Alfieri

The hilly landscape of San Martino Alfieri is characterized by vineyards, natural
woods, historic villages and farmhouses. The recent phenomena of urban sprawl,
the success of urban models in the housing market, the abandonment of crops in
areas which are too difficult to cultivate with modern techniques, and the con-
struction of prefabricated concrete warehouses express the tendency towards a new
coexistence between urban and rural elements of landscape. In contrast, the stated
aim of planning documents is the conservation of the historic identity, and of its
legibility, which depends on the relations between a number of traditional ele-
ments: field texture, types, scale, colours and materials of the settlements (in a
word: landscape characters), hierarchy between symbolic landmarks and ordinary
buildings.
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Fig. 3.1 (Above) In-depth views are a distinctive character of the Albugnano nationally valued
landscape. (Below) Landscape sensitivity mapped from observation points and panoramic routes
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A new equilibrium between old and new characteristics must be achieved by
the ordinary forms of land management and planning. The Landscape Character
Assessment contributes with a detailed check-list of scenic characteristics related
to the traditional landscape (Table 3.2), which may be used as a reference for
protection measures, as well as for local design codes, building regulations,
guidelines and for the assessment of new interventions. Local codes may also deal
with types of vegetation and species to be preferred or avoided in green spaces:
indeed, the inhabitants of this landscape tend to follow urban models in their
gardens and public spaces too, abandoning traditional local elements and
favouring cosmopolitan species.

The landscape analyses for San Martino Alfieri included studies on agronomy,
landscape ecology, history and scenery, carried out by different experts. The
overlapping of these analyses, in search for a synthetic assessment, revealed
multiple and sometimes diverging values assigned to the same elements. The
observed trade-offs between different landscape functions can be illustrated by the
following example. The majority of routes in the area have a historic character,
offer panoramic views and, thanks to their green belts (hedgerows or tree lines),
have an ecological value as green corridors: a synergy of ecosystem services
(‘‘win-win’’, TEEB 2010). Some stretches of road pass through the wood, so
haven’t a panoramic value, while others present a different mix of functions. When
the hedgerows obtrude the view, the trade-off is a ‘‘some win/others lose’’ type.

Table 3.2 Checklist for scenic character assessment of rural landscapes in San Martino Alfieri,
Piedmont Region

Landmarks and visual
relationships

Landmarks (near or in the distance), landmarks or frames outside the
study area (summits, ridges, symbolic buildings, other
settlements), axial lines, urban doorways, urban doorways aligned
with landmarks, chapels right in front of the entrances of
settlements, visibility of the skylines of the settlements from
ordinary roads, inter-visibility among the settlements

Viewing places Vantage points, vantage points with facilities, urban squares with
vantage points, equipped and signaled scenic routes, equipped and
signaled routes of environmental interest, routes along ridges,
hillside routes and routes overpassing valleys

Background and frames In-depth panoramas, scenic enclosures, hilly skylines, morphological
features distinguishing watersheds, panoramas of the Alps

Visual detriments Railways, power lines, quarries, transport infrastructure, settlements
characterized by heterogeneity sited along ridges, panoramas on
degraded landscapes: productive or commercial areas, urban
sprawl within rural landscape

Identity elements Places of collectively recognized value, other places or artefacts of
social value

Materials,
colours, textures

Colour of the topsoil, traditional building materials, floorings, stones
used for walls and buildings

Areal characteristics Signs of nature: water, woods; signs of traditional agriculture; signs of
intensive agriculture: arable lands, specialized vineyards

Source Cassatella and Seardo (2012)
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This example shows that the trade-offs between landscape functions cannot be
mechanically determined, but must be verified on a case-by-case basis. Some
choices might be necessary, in the case of interventions, such as greening inter-
ventions, or, in contrast, tree-cuttings.

3.4.3 A Peri-urban Landscape: The Metropolitan Area
of Turin

The metropolitan area of Turin, one of the largest in Northern Italy, presents a
peri-urban landscape, still rich in open spaces with natural and cultural resources:
natural parks, rivers, historical residences and gardens (including a UNESCO
serial WHL Site), and minor traces such as historic farmhouses and channels.
Despite their land capability, the remaining agricultural areas are poor and, not
infrequently, abandoned. However, they are strategic for ‘‘framing’’ the above-
mentioned resources, insofar as they constitute the landscape context of the built
heritage, and essential ecological corridors.

For this reason, in 1999 the Piedmont Region implemented the ‘‘Corona Verde’’
strategic plan for protecting and enhancing the open spaces of the metropolitan
area of Turin, from a landscape perspective (Cassatella 2013b). Thus, the Plan
fully recognizes the multiple cultural functions that agriculture plays in a dense
urban area. The scenic assessment supported this landscape project by mapping the
rural areas which play a role in maintaining the legibility of historic and symbolic
landmarks, and the openness towards important landscape frames in the back-
ground, such as the Alps (Fig. 3.2). The zone of visual influence of urban areas and
infrastructure was mapped by GIS, and interpreted as indicator of perceptual
disturbance on open areas.7 This map also emphasizes their fragmentation.

With the help of European Regional Development Funds (ERDF), Corona
Verde co-financed the creation of cycling routes and greenways, redevelopment
and facilities for outdoor activities, renaturation and mitigation of infrastructural
barriers, landscaping of the surroundings of heritage sites, awareness raising and
promotional activities.

It should be noted that, until now, the Piedmont Region has made use of ERDF
and not CAP incentives. Nowadays, it is clear that the challenge undertaken by
Corona Verde needs a more integrated system of planning, implementation
measures and financial instruments involving territorial, landscape and rural pol-
icies as well. We elaborate on this issue in broader terms in Sect. 3.5.3.

7 This kind of interpretation is open to criticism insofar as urban areas include important
landscape features (see Sect. 3.2).
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Fig. 3.2 (Above) A bird’s-eye view of the Turin metropolitan area. Natural and rural resources
still coexist in the interface with the urban areas. (Photo: Archivio Direzione Regionale per i Beni
Culturali e Paesaggistici del Piemonte). (Below) Main objectives of Corona Verde Strategic Plan
(Source Politecnico di Torino 2007)
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3.5 Supporting Landscape and Rural Policies Through
Landscape Visual Assessment

3.5.1 Detailing Categories of Cultural Ecosystem Services
Related to Landscape Amenity

Scenic quality supports several cultural services, related to non-use landscape
values (identity, memory, spirituality, aesthetic enjoyment), and to recreational
uses (outdoor activities, didactics) (Table 3.1). Moreover, thanks to landscape
scenery, other environmental values can be ‘‘perceived’’ by the public, thus raising
its awareness of them. Through the case studies, we observed several landscape
functions of rural areas, namely: memory and aesthetics in an exceptional place,
cultural values related to tradition and identity in an ‘‘ordinary’’ area, and recre-
ation and ecological connectivity in a peri-urban context, where open spaces are a
resource characterized by rarity. Each of these functions can be analysed through
specific techniques, which can involve several disciplines (Daniel et al. 2012), in
order to better understand the phenomena, the elements and the dynamics which
have to be managed. The comprehension of their differences and specificities is
essential for designing strategies and focusing on the appropriate techniques of
interventions. For example, in the first case study (Albugnano) prescriptive reg-
ulations have been designed to protect well-defined scenes, while in the last one
(Turin) an extensive knowledge system is provided to stimulate a variety of local
actions within a strategic framework.

Scenic landscape assessment possesses a set of methods which can be useful for
dealing with cultural services, identifying landscape values (including with ref-
erence to public opinion, by appropriate techniques not discussed in this chapter
but see Grittani et al., infra Chap. 5 and Bottero, infra, Chap. 6), mapping the
material and immaterial features which support perception, and defining quality
objectives in order to contribute to policies. Above all, scenic assessment can
highlight landscape features which play different functions, and potential inter-
ferences between environmental trade-offs. For example, in the case of San
Martino Alfieri, the same element, a route, is, alternatively, a panoramic route or
an ecological corridor, but cannot have both functions at the same time, because
hedgerows and tree lines constitute, from a scenic point of view, a visual
obstruction. A policy choice is needed. Only a sufficiently highly developed
framework of cultural services, which recognizes specific landscape scenic values,
can produce aware decision making about positive and negative trade-offs.
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3.5.2 Developing Scenic Landscape Indicators
for Environmental Assessment Frameworks

While landscape amenity is an ecosystem service and must not be confused with
other kinds of cultural services, specific indicators are needed in the framework of
landscape assessment and in the environmental assessment procedures where
landscape is considered a component (such as EIA and SEA). As discussed in
Sect. 3.2, the reduction of landscape assessment to only those aspects that can be
measured by land-use or ecological indicators is as common as it is reductive and
wrong from a theoretical perspective. Above all, when the assessment procedure
regards policy effects, and not only landscape quality, such a reductionist approach
risks underestimating the negative trade-offs between various functions, mostly in
a multifunctional perspective.

The literature on landscape indicators of scenic quality (and even social per-
ception) is rich in proposals and experimental case studies (Cassatella 2011). In
this chapter, we have briefly illustrated visual sensitivity; in our view, VS can be
applied to different types of landscape, rural, as well as urban and natural ones; it
can be developed and mapped both at the local and at the regional scale; it is
sensitive to modifications in land uses, and, as a consequence, can usefully inform
decision-making and support landscape planning for the evaluation of alternative
scenarios.

Moreover, VS can constitute a component variable for calculating other indexes
related to scenic quality (illustrated in Sect. 3.3).

Finally, introducing scenic landscape indicators into current frameworks for
evaluating rural, environmental and spatial policies can contribute to a stronger
focus on landscape quality objectives, in line with the European Landscape
Convention.

3.5.3 Integrating Rural and Spatial Policies to Protect
and Enhance Landscape Scenic Beauty

In a given landscape scene, all of the elements are perceived in a holistic way, thus
the scenic quality or rural landscape depends as much on fields and vegetation as
on built elements, settlements and infrastructure. As a consequence, conservation
and enhancement of rural landscape amenity can only be achieved by integrating
rural and spatial policies and related tools, at any scale of intervention. In fact, a
goal-oriented (or ‘‘normative’’, OECD 2001, p. 11) concept of multifunctionality
implies multisectoriality.

Both landscape planning and spatial planning influence rural areas, in their open
and built spaces. It is quite rare for ordinary planning to deal with scenery.
However, a varied range of tools and experience offer interesting solutions for a
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wide range of situations and purposes (Table 3.3).8 The first step is to establish
landscape quality goals which explicitly recognize functions such as contempla-
tion of aesthetics, recreation, conservation of memory, and so on. The second step
is to compare these goals with current forms of land management, with trends, and
with the scenario which is proposed by plans (with reference to all those plans with
potential effects on landscape), in order to identify potential alliances and conflicts.
The next step is to design strategies, plan measures and actions. The final step
involves evaluating their implementation and effects. Scenic landscape assessment
and landscape indicators are essential tools.

In the case studies, different planning strategies have been observed, mainly
focused on the built environment. In fact, in the Italian context, spatial and
landscape planning have little scope for regulating the rural open space, which is
only subject to laws concerning agriculture and forestry as economic activities.
Conversely, Rural Development Programmes (RDP) offer the chance to address a
number of important drivers which shape the landscape, particularly via agri-
environmental measures. In fact, the management of woods and forest, crops,
hedgerows, even fallow land or set-aside areas, buildings and roads connected to
rural practices may influence the landscape scene, its openness, sense of history
and identity, accessibility and usability for recreational uses. As a consequence,
the relationships between spatial planning and RDP must be strengthened (see also
Rega, infra, Chap. 2).

In Italy, the Regions are responsible for implementing the RDP, the Regional
Territorial Plan (RTP) and RLP. However, they are designed and assessed by sep-
arate departments of the regional administration. This causes a lack of coordination
with regard to knowledge, goals, strategies, evaluative frameworks, and, ultimately,
can lead to potential conflicts. The fact that all these instruments are subject to a
common evaluation procedure, Strategic Environmental Assessment, may offer a
window of opportunity to foster inter-departmental cooperation, harmonization of
environmental objectives and knowledge sharing (see Rega, infra, Chap. 2).

At the regional level, the RDP, RTP and RLP could share:

• part of their knowledge apparatus (data and interpretations) on land uses,
environment, ecology, and, of course, landscape;

• part of their strategic framework related to ecosystems and landscape, for
example: the protection of traditional rural landscapes, or of landscape char-
acterized by outstanding scenic beauty, can be a shared goal, based on a joint
identification of target areas, which each plan or program will address by its own
instrument, such as planning regulation or financial measures;

• part of their evaluation framework, mainly concerning landscape indicators. A
shared database would contribute to a more efficient and economically feasible
monitoring, and, mostly, to the identification of the multiplicity of values. For
example, scenic landscape indicators could reveal positive and negative effects
of greening measures on the scenery.

8 See also Cassatella (2014) in press.

56 C. Cassatella and B. M. Seardo

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05759-0_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05759-0_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05759-0_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05759-0_2


T
ab

le
3.

3
A

ss
es

sm
en

t
te

ch
ni

qu
es

an
d

pl
an

ni
ng

to
ol

s
fo

r
de

al
in

g
w

it
h

la
nd

sc
ap

e
se

rv
ic

es
re

la
te

d
to

sc
en

ic
va

lu
es

S
ce

ni
c

va
lu

es
L

an
ds

ca
pe

qu
al

it
y

ob
je

ct
iv

e(
s)

A
ss

es
sm

en
t

te
ch

ni
qu

es
P

la
nn

in
g

to
ol

s

Id
en

ti
ty

,
du

e
to

th
e

pr
es

en
ce

of
la

nd
m

ar
ks

P
ro

te
ct

io
n

of
in

te
rv

is
ib

il
it

y
be

tw
ee

n
la

nd
m

ar
ks

an
d

va
nt

ag
e

po
in

ts
;

pr
ot

ec
ti

on
of

pr
om

in
en

ce
ef

fe
ct

an
d

sy
m

bo
li

c
hi

er
ar

ch
ie

s
in

th
e

co
nt

ex
t

Id
en

ti
fi

ca
ti

on
an

d
m

ap
pi

ng
of

:z
on

es
of

vi
su

al
in

fl
ue

nc
e

of
la

nd
m

ar
ks

;
vi

ew
co

ne
s

fr
om

va
nt

ag
e

po
in

ts
;

sk
yl

in
es

;
ba

ck
gr

ou
nd

P
ro

te
ct

io
n

ac
ts

;
B

ui
ld

in
g

co
nt

ro
l

(e
nv

el
op

e,
he

ig
ht

,
li

gh
tn

es
s)

,
ve

ge
ta

ti
on

-c
ut

ti
ng

ru
le

s;
in

ce
nt

iv
es

fo
r

op
en

sp
ac

es
ne

ar
la

nd
m

ar
ks

S
ce

ni
c

am
en

it
y,

du
e

to
vi

su
al

op
en

ne
ss

P
ro

te
ct

io
n

of
vi

su
al

op
en

ne
ss

,
by

m
ai

nt
ai

ni
ng

w
id

e,
de

ep
vi

ew
s

V
ie

w
sh

ed
an

al
ys

is
an

d
m

ap
pi

ng
;

vi
su

al
se

ns
it

iv
it

y
m

ap
pi

ng
B

ui
ld

in
g

co
nt

ro
l

an
d

li
m

it
at

io
ns

;
tr

ee
-

cu
tt

in
g

ru
le

s
fo

r
fo

re
gr

ou
nd

;
vi

su
al

im
pa

ct
as

se
ss

m
en

t
fo

r
pr

op
os

ed
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
in

se
ns

it
iv

e
ar

ea
s

(a
vo

id
in

g
ob

st
ru

ct
io

n,
in

tr
us

io
n)

D
is

ti
nc

ti
ve

ne
ss

of
la

nd
sc

ap
e

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s,

du
e

to
te

xt
ur

es
,

co
lo

rs
,

bu
il

di
ng

ty
pe

s,
na

tu
ra

l
el

em
en

ts
(g

en
er

al
ly

tr
ad

it
io

na
l

ch
ar

ac
te

r)

C
on

se
rv

at
io

n
of

la
nd

sc
ap

e
ch

ar
ac

te
ri

st
ic

s
L

an
ds

ca
pe

C
ha

ra
ct

er
A

ss
es

sm
en

t;
L

an
ds

ca
pe

A
tl

as
es

D
es

ig
n

co
de

s;
st

an
da

rd
s

in
lo

ca
l

st
at

ut
or

y
pl

an
s;

re
gu

la
ti

on
s

on
gr

ee
n

sp
ac

es
;

vo
lu

nt
ar

y
an

d
pa

rt
ic

ip
at

iv
e

to
ol

s
(V

il
la

ge
D

es
ig

n
S

ta
te

m
en

ts
)

T
ra

nq
ui

ll
it

y
P

ro
te

ct
io

n
of

tr
an

qu
il

ar
ea

s
M

ap
pi

ng
tr

an
qu

il
ar

ea
s

L
ig

ht
/n

oi
se

po
ll

ut
io

n
m

ea
su

re
s

In
te

gr
it

y
E

li
m

in
at

io
n

or
m

it
ig

at
io

n
of

de
tr

im
en

ta
l

fe
at

ur
es

M
ap

pi
ng

de
tr

im
en

ta
l

fe
at

ur
es

;
th

ei
r

zo
ne

of
vi

su
al

in
fl

ue
nc

e
an

d
vi

su
al

re
la

ti
on

sh
ip

w
it

h
va

nt
ag

e
po

in
ts

,
la

nd
m

ar
ks

an
d

la
nd

sc
ap

e
as

se
ts

P
la

nn
in

g
re

qu
ir

em
en

ts
(e

li
m

in
at

io
n,

re
m

od
el

in
g,

m
it

ig
at

io
n

of
de

tr
im

en
ta

l
el

em
en

ts
);

co
nd

it
io

na
li

ty
fo

r
ne

w
de

ve
lo

pm
en

ts
U

sa
bi

li
ty

fo
r

re
cr

ea
ti

on
al

pu
rp

os
e

(c
on

te
m

pl
at

io
n

an
d

ou
td

oo
r

ac
ti

vi
ti

es
)

E
nh

an
ce

m
en

t
of

sy
st

em
s

fo
r

ac
ce

ss
ib

il
it

y
an

d
eq

ui
pm

en
t;

co
ns

er
va

ti
on

of
sy

nt
ac

ti
c

se
qu

en
ce

s
an

d
sy

m
bo

li
c

re
la

ti
on

s
am

on
g

la
nd

sc
ap

e
as

se
ts

an
d

th
ei

r
su

rr
ou

nd
in

gs

M
ap

pi
ng

la
nd

sc
ap

e
re

so
ur

ce
s

fo
r

re
cr

ea
ti

on
;

vi
ew

in
g

pl
ac

es
an

d
ro

ut
es

(i
nc

lu
di

ng
m

in
or

an
d

pe
de

st
ri

an
on

es
;

m
ar

it
im

e,
et

c.
);

se
qu

en
ce

s
of

sy
m

bo
li

c
or

hi
st

or
ic

va
lu

e

P
ro

je
ct

st
ra

te
gi

es
fo

r
im

pr
ov

in
g

ac
ce

ss
ib

il
it

y
an

d
fa

ci
li

ti
es

;
if

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e,

co
ns

er
va

ti
on

m
ea

su
re

s
fo

r
vi

su
al

re
la

ti
on

sh
ip

s
an

d/
or

m
at

er
ia

l
ch

ar
ac

te
rs

of
si

te
s

3 In Search for Multifunctionality 57



At the local level, integration between rural programs and landscape and spatial
plans could lead to integrated programs for designing multifunctional systems of
green and open spaces, including agricultural parks, ecological networks and
greenways. The plans may design the spatial scheme, while the rural programs
may offer management criteria and financial instruments.

In Italy, an example of good practice is represented by the connection between
the RDP of the Apulia Region, which foresees some landscape strategies of the
RLP are supported by the funds of the CAP (Regione Puglia and Ministero per i
Beni e le Attività Culturali 2013). In other contexts, such as the Piedmont Region,
the RDP’s agro-environmental measures barely address spatial targets, and this
fact affect their effectiveness (Rega and Spaziante 2013). Just as environmental
measures should target the most suitable areas, so should measures designed to
improve the landscape quality and experience. In the latter case, ‘‘suitability’’ can
be determined thanks to landscape assessment.

It should be noticed that the existence of a landscape plan is an important factor in
designing multifunctional measures and in interpreting indicators, because it pro-
vides a landscape quality goals and spatial targets. In our view, multifunctionality is
a goal-oriented concept, and the synthesis between amenity, productivity, and
ecological services can only be achieved through a project-based approach.

In conclusion, whereas conserving or enhancing the character of rural landscape
which support cultural services (because of its exceptional beauty, traditional
character and identity, or recreational use or potential) is a policy goal, integrating
rural, landscape and spatial policies is necessary, on the basis of horizontal col-
laboration and synergy between sectors of public administration, so as to ensure the
sharing of knowledge, goals, projects, targets, evaluations and financial instruments.
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Chapter 4
A Multi-scale Approach to Support
Integrated Landscape Management
in Rural Mountainside Areas (RMAs)
of Alps

Chiara Bragagnolo, Chiara Rizzi and Stefania Staniscia

Abstract Agriculture has historically played a fundamental role in shaping and
conserving mountainside landscapes of Alps. Since the emergence of the sus-
tainability principles and following the reform of the EU agricultural policies, a
multifunctional role of the primary sector has been increasingly recognised,
especially in those contexts where farming practices have greatly contributed to
preserve social and environmental capitals. Referring to mountain landscapes, the
effects on the environment caused by the abandonment of agro-pastoral practices
due to both physical constraints and economic factors have extended beyond the
local scale, changing landscape characters and cultural traditions of Alpine
regions. Thus, a greater integration among sectoral policies has been often rec-
ommended in order to enhance alpine rural areas, traditions and products. How-
ever, changes of rural landscapes and the abandonment of agricultural practices
has not occurred likewise across the Alps, as mountainside areas present different
values (economic, ecologic, etc.) and they are exposed to different risks (human
pressures, hydrogeology, etc.). In addition, institutional and non-institutional ini-
tiatives for protecting mountainside areas have been implemented differently
across the Alps according to particular landscape management and governance
systems of countries and regions. With this contribution, we aim to present the
results of a research project funded by the Autonomous Province of Trento (Italy),
aiming to support landscape management in Rural Mountainside Areas (RMAs) of
Alps. A multi-scale approach is developed and applied to the Province of Trento,
a mountain region located in the southern side of the Alps (Northern Italy) which
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benefits from a special Autonomous Statute. The method was developed following
an interaction process based on internal and external meetings with experts
organised during the project. It integrates quantitative (maps and data) and qual-
itative (field works, expert opinions, etc.) information and analyses. Firstly, RMAs
are defined and identified within the study region. Then, five priority contexts are
selected based on the assessment of values and risks. They correspond to those
RMAs reflecting a significant combination of risks and values. Finally, integrated
measures are proposed in order to support landscape management in priority
contexts. The results show the importance of considering broader scale values and
risks in order to develop and implement operative measures for preserving rural
landscapes in mountainside areas. Based on lessons learned, a greater cooperation
among authorities, sectoral offices, researches, local experts and public is strongly
recommended to integrate landscape issues into spatial and sectoral decisions.

Keywords Rural Mountainside Areas (RMAs) � Landscape management �Multi-
scale approach

4.1 Introduction

The European Landscape Convention (hereafter ELC) defines landscape manage-
ment as an action ensuring the regular upkeep of a landscape, guiding and har-
monising changes (CoE 2000). Agriculture has historically contributed to landscape
management, by shaping landscape forms and characters for subsistence and pro-
ductive purposes (Sereni 1961; Antrop 2005). Mountain farming is one of the most
representative results of the action and interaction between people and environment,
reflecting a long-term relationship that progressively changed an adverse landscape
into a suitable source of food and income for mountain populations (Franceschetti
and Argenta 2002; Pôças et al. 2011; EU Mountain Farming Protocol 2006).

Since the emergence of the sustainability concept, a multifunctional role of
primary sector has been internationally recognised and increasingly imposed as new
paradigm for European agriculture and rural development (Huylenbroeck and
van Duran 2004). Moreover, the multifunctional role of agriculture has been
particularly emphasised in respect of mountain areas where extensive farming
practices have greatly contributed to: biodiversity and habitats conservation, natural
hazard prevention, water management, food security, among others (Ferrario 2012).

In Europe, mountain regions present a rich variability of rural landscapes
(Plieninger et al. 2006), conserving high biodiversity and cultural values associated
with traditional and ecological knowledge built upon different physical adverse
environments (Rescia et al. 2008). Terraced agricultural landscapes are the testi-
monial of this richness, showing how agro-pastoral intervention has been able to
adapt to different altitudes, slopes, aspects and climates (Fontanari and Patassini
2008). However, during the last decades, European rural landscapes have been
experiencing homogenisation and fragmentation processes (Jongman 2002) and
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mountain rural landscapes have been largely abandoned, reflecting a depopulation
trend associated with remote and less competitive areas (MacDonald et al. 2000) and
changing perceptions and values of peoples (Antrop 2005). In this context, the effects
on the environment caused by the abandonment of agro-pastoral practices due to both
physical constraints and economic factors have extended beyond the local scale,
changing landscape characters and cultural traditions of Alpine regions (Haddaway
et al. 2013). Thus, during the last decades, the abandonment of mountain agricultural
landscapes in the alpine region has raised the attention of institutions, researchers and
population due to the increase of natural hazards and the loss of traditional cultivation
forms, biodiversity and cultural heritage (Lodatti and Patassini 2008).

However, changes of rural landscapes and the abandonment of agricultural
practices has not occurred likewise across the Alps, as mountain regions present
high variability (cultural, socioeconomic and environmental) and have passed
through different development processes leading to heterogeneous spatial and
landscape patterns (Diamantini 1996). In addition, institutional and non-institu-
tional initiatives for protecting mountain areas have been implemented differently
across the Alps according to particular landscape management and governance
systems of countries and regions (Morschel et al. 2004).

Although there is not a general recipe for preserving mountain regions and their
rural landscapes, a greater integration among territorial and sectoral policies (i.e.
landscape preservation, rural development, spatial planning, water management,
etc.) has been largely advocated to protect and recuperate rural areas, traditions
and products (Claval 2005; Tassinari 2008). Integration is a key principle of the
ELC, which suggests that landscape protection needs to be an integral part of
territorial and sectoral policies with landscape implications (CoE 2000). However,
the integration of policies is essential but not enough to achieve an effective
landscape management since it further requires extensive co-ordination at all
levels of decision-making (CoE 2006).

According to the ELC, innovative instruments and tools for landscape man-
agement should be developed and established based on the fact that landscapes
(including mountain rural landscapes) are changing components. Therefore, their
protection, planning and management could benefit from actions supporting the
assessment of their state and setting up monitoring systems to follow and manage
those changes (CoE 2000; Antrop 2005). Moreover, inventorying and monitoring
small-scale landscape changes and elements composing landscape characters may
be crucial to preserve broader scale values and prevent broader scale risks such as
the abandonment of mountain rural landscapes.

In this chapter we present a multi-scale approach to support integrated land-
scape management in Rural Mountainside Areas (RMAs) of Alps. The approach
was developed within a research project funded by the Autonomous Province of
Trento (Italy). The Province of Trento is a mountain region located in the southern
side of the Alps (Northern Italy) which benefits from a special Autonomous
Statute. It is divided into 217 municipalities and 16 Communities (a new
administrative level introduced by a recent reform). The region presents hetero-
geneous climates and environment conditions (from glaciers to plains with sub-
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Mediterranean climate), hosting a high variability of natural and rural landscapes,
cultural identities and land use patterns.

In 2010, the Office of Regional and Town Planning and Landscape Protection
of the Province of Trento (Servizio Urbanistica e Tutela del Paesaggio) opened a
public call to finance a series of thematic research projects on landscape. The call
aimed to generate knowledge and methods to support the future development of
regional landscape planning. A research proposal aiming at developing a meth-
odology to analyse and manage RMAs was presented and, after an assessment
process, it was commissioned to our multidisciplinary project team. The research
project started in July 2011 lasting one year.

The methodology integrated quantitative (maps and data) and qualitative (field
works, expert opinions, etc.) analyses, and it was developed following an inter-
action process based on external and internal meetings with experts organised
during the research period.

Firstly, we defined and mapped RMAs at large scale, creating a census database
based on top-down (maps) and bottom-up (field works) analyses (214 areas were
detected and described). Secondly, we selected priority contexts (five RMAs) based
on the assessment of values and risks. Finally, we adopted a matrix-based approach
to define integrated measures to support landscape management in priority contexts.

The Chapter is structured as follows: Sect. 4.2 describes the conceptual and
methodological background of this research. Section 4.3 focuses on the case study
region, providing a brief portray of: geopolitical context, historical evolution of
primary sector and rural landscape, and relevant policy and regulatory instruments
for landscape management. Section 4.4 briefly tells the story of this research project.
Section 4.5 describes the multi-scale approaches, including methods used and main
results obtained. Finally, Sect. 4.6 discusses key methodological issues and practical
aspects, providing concluding remarks and highlighting the main lessons learned.

4.2 Contextual and Methodological Background

Principles and aims of both the European Landscape Convention (ELC) and the
Alpine Convention (AC) were the main conceptual basis of this project and the
ALPTER EU-Interreg project has helped in developing the methodological
approach described in Sect. 4.4.

The ELC—signed in Florence on 20 October 2000—introduces a Europe-based
definition of landscape (area whose character is the result of the action and
interaction of natural and/or human factors, cf. ELC—art 1), basing on the quality
of protection, management and planning of the entire territory, not just exceptional
landscapes. This ‘‘democratisation of landscape’’ (Priore 2000) represented a great
innovation since it extends the definition of landscape to the entire European
territory, including everyday or degraded landscapes and acknowledging a social
preference to them. Accordingly, rural areas are formally included as part of the
landscape and farming activities are recognised as interactive actions contributing
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to create cultural identity and shape landscape character (cf. ELC—art 2). Among
others, the Convention calls for the contracting Parties to integrate landscape into
its regional and town planning policies and in its cultural, environmental, agri-
cultural, social and economic policies, as well as in any other policies with pos-
sible direct or indirect impact on landscape (cf. ELC—art 5, paragraph d). This
integration principle must guide landscape actions, developing and establishing
appropriates tools and increasing the cooperation among policies, researches and
policy makers (CoE 2008).

The Alpine Convention is an international treaty for the sustainable development
of the Alps signed in Salzburg on 7 November 1991 by 8 Alpine countries—Austria,
France, Germany, Italy, Liechtenstein, Monaco, Slovenia and Switzerland—and the
European Union (its ratification has terminated on 27 March 2000). The objective of
the treaty is to protect the natural environment of the Alps while promoting its
development. Under the Convention, contracting Member States should adopt
specific measures in 12 thematic issues (population and culture, spatial planning, air
pollution, soil conservation, water management, conservation of nature and the
countryside, mountain farming, mountain forests, tourism, transport, energy, and
waste management). Of these issues, eight protocols were elaborated and annexed
to the Framework Convention. Of particular concern for this research is the
Mountain Farming Protocol (concluded in Chambéry on 1994 and adopted on
2002), implementing the Alpine Convention in the field of mountain farming. On
the one hand, it formally recognises the multifunctional role of mountain agricul-
ture, stating the importance which farming has always had in the Alpine region and
the indispensable contribution which this branch of the economy makes, and will
continue to make, particularly in mountain regions and stressing on the fact that
farming methods and intensity exert a decisive influence on nature and landscapes
and that extensively farmed countryside must fulfil an essential function as a habitat
for Alpine flora and fauna. On the other hand, it recognises that the geomorphology
and climate of mountain regions create more difficult living and production con-
ditions for farming activity, suggesting the implementation of a cross-border
framework and jointed measures to ensure that the future of farmers and their farms
in mountain regions is not called into question by the application of exclusively
economic parameters (EU Mountain Farming Protocol 2006).

The project ALPTER was co-financed in the framework of EU programme
Interreg Alpine Space with the aim to counteract the abandonment of terraced
agricultural areas in the alpine region. It started in 2005, portraying the state-of-
the-art of scientific knowledge about terraced landscapes and defining procedures
with regard to significant topics such as mapping, assessment of geological hazard,
enhancement of agricultural production or promotion of tourism in terraced zones.
A series of best-practices based on integrated strategies and actions (from tourism
promotion to agricultural production) were further included, demonstrating the
importance of alpine terraced agricultural areas as well as the compelling need to
define strategies and solutions based on integrated management to preserve them.
The ALPTER project has further suggested that recognising the values of these
areas (such as the mitigation of hydrogeological risks, the protection of
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biodiversity and the sustainability of the agricultural production) is essential but
not sufficient to support the recovery and restoration of these landscapes (Fontanari
and Patassini 2008). Then, two recommendations are given in order to improve
landscape planning of terraced agricultural areas: to increase knowledge and data
on these unique landscapes and to identify key actors and develop operative
interventions for enhancing and restoring terraced landscapes.

4.3 The Province of Trento

4.3.1 Geo-political Context

The Province of Trento (Trentino) is a mountain region located in the southern
side of the Alps (Northern Italy) (Fig. 4.1). It covers a surface of 6,207 km2 and
70 % of the total area is up to 1,000 m above sea level.

The region is made up by several alpine and subalpine valleys presenting
heterogeneous climate and environment conditions (from glaciers to plains with
sub-Mediterranean climate). This leads to a great variability of natural and rural
landscapes, cultural identities and land use patterns. The region is mainly covered
by forests (53 %) and natural areas (31 %), and agricultural value added represents
2.8 % of the regional economy (PAT 2012a). Primary sector is mainly represented
by extensive managed farmlands which have encountered the location where
natural and climate conditions were more favourable (e.g. elevation, slope, aspect,
etc.), playing a key role in shaping the landscape of the hillsides of valleys.

The Province benefits from a special Autonomous Statute, giving it the legis-
lative and administrative control over a wide range of sectors (e.g. regional
economy, environmental subjects, implementation of international agreements and
EU rights and policies at local scale, cultural issues, etc.). According with a recent
reform, 16 Communities have been identified and officially designed as interme-
diate institutions between the Province and the 217 local municipalities, giving
them the administrative control over: spatial planning, social welfare, housing
policies, and coordination of local issues and municipalities (Fig. 4.1).

4.3.2 The Historical Evolution of Primary Sector and Rural
Landscape in Trentino

During the second half of the nineteenth century, the economy of Trentino was
largely based on small-scale agriculture and livelihood production. Since the first
industrial revolution, the economy has passed through several crises, driven by the
combination of market-based and socio-environmental factors (i.e. unspecialised
crops, poor competition with large-scale production, huge fragmentation of farmer
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Fig. 4.1 The Province of Trento and its communities
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tenures, natural disasters, plant diseases, etc.). In 1900, the agricultural productive
area was occupied by: forest (about 50 %), mountain and non-mountain pasture
(25 %), arable land (7 %), grassland (7 %), specialized vineyards (1 %), gardens
and orchards (less than 1 %) (Bonoldi and Cau 2011).

The main strategy adopted to face on these crises was the creation of collab-
orative institutions based on cooperative principles (e.g. Rural Bank of Trentino,
Provincial Agricultural Consortium, Agricultural Research Institute of San Mic-
hele all’Adige) and supported by governmental structural interventions (for
example, the development of a railroad network facilitating the transportation of
local primary products and the creation of the Provincial Council of Agriculture).
Long-established traditions of community forestry and pasture management in the
north of Italy date from the Middle Ages. In several mountain communities of
Alps, traditional institutions managing mountain resources still exist (e.g. Mag-
nifica Comunità della Val di Fiemme, Regole D’Ampezzo, etc.), carving out special
exceptions in the national law and providing an important cultural basis for the use
of forest and pasture resources based on a spirit of mutual assistance and solidarity
(Spinale and Manez Archive 2002; Kothari 2006).

During the twentieth century, the consequences of the two world wars together
with the industrialisation process involving Western Europe have progressively led
to an abandonment of rural areas and agricultural activities, particularly in unfa-
vourable contexts as mountains. In Trentino, the percentage of population working
as farmers has decreased from 50 % (before world wars) to 5 % in 2005. This has
inexorably led to an abandonment of rural areas, with significant consequences on
the environment and landscape. Furthermore, farmlands have been particularly
vulnerable to fragmentation due to the lack of legal mechanisms for preserving the
indivisibility of agricultural properties.

However, during last decades the primary sector has started to receive new
attention, due to the multifunctional role assigned to rural areas by European and
Provincial Rural policies and programmes.

Nowadays, the Province of Trento mainly hosts: small-scale specialised farms
producing high quality products (mainly wine, apples and small fruits), and high
altitude and larger farms with a main function of environmental and landscape
protection (mainly pasture). The first represent more than 70 % of total farms,
characterised by extensive and small-scale agriculture with an average utilised
agricultural area of about 2 ha (INEA 2012). They occupied valley bottoms and
hills (until 600/700 m over sea level) and they are mostly dedicated to the pro-
duction of wine, apples and small fruits, and, to some extent, olive oil. Different
vineyards and orchards can be distinguished in each valley, leading to typical high
quality local products which award the valley identity—for example, the apple has
become the icon of the Val di Non, and olive groves are only present along the
edges of the Garda Lake which contributes to the creation of a sub-Mediterranean
micro-climate favouring the production of a typical olive oil. These cultivations
are mostly stretched over terraced hill slopes shaped by hydraulic interventions
and agricultural practices giving a peculiar landscape character. The presence of
small rural buildings and assets (e.g. drywalls, water channels, etc.) as well as
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singular cultivation forms (e.g. pergola or arbours—a cultivation forming a sha-
ded walkway of vertical pillars that usually support cross-beams upon which
woody vines are trained) are usual. Moreover, the primary cultivation (vineyards
or orchards) is often combined with livelihood productions (livestock, vegetables,
wood, etc.) and semi-natural elements (vegetation remnants, hedgerows, etc.)
conferring quality to the agricultural landscape.

Moreover, the importance given to the multifunctional role of mountain agri-
culture has led to the increase of agritourism activities and enterprises. From 2003
to 2009, farms offering tourism services increased by 74 % (PAT 2012b), offering
accommodations, farm stays, bed and breakfasts and restaurant services, camping
areas and, to some extent, educational programmes (mainly offering children
opportunities to learn how a farm functions).

4.3.3 Policy and Regulatory Instruments for Landscape
Management

Many instruments can be implemented to preserve rural landscapes. This para-
graph focuses on those implemented at regional scale mostly influencing rural
landscape planning and management: regional spatial planning, the Rural Devel-
opment Programme (2007–2013) and the landscape fund.

4.3.3.1 Regional Spatial Planning

The current spatial plan of the Province of Trento has been approved in 2008,
shifting from a land-use regulation instrument to a strategic plan, integrating
spatial and sectoral policies to orientate the future development of the regional and
local contexts (i.e. Communities and municipalities). As a result, it includes
landscape and rural strategies based on sustainable development principles and
long-term objectives.

Landscape issues have been regularly considered by regional spatial plans of
the Province. The first (approved in 1967) considered the landscape a public good,
declaring the need to preserve it in order to increase, among others, tourism-based
activities. The second (approved in 1987) considered landscape protection a cru-
cial way to preserve environmental values and contain urban sprawl. The current
spatial plan (PAT 2008) introduces the concepts and principles of the European
Landscape Convention, considering landscape protection as a way to preserve
landscape characters, environmental quality and cultural identity.

Referring to agriculture and rural development, the spatial plan acknowledged
some threats, including the urban encroachment of rural areas and the degradation
of rural landscapes associated to the abandonment of agricultural practices.
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The most important planning instruments for landscape management are: the
development of a provincial landscape map and the establishment of stricter
restrictions to preserve landscape characters. The first identifies different land-
scape-related contexts and elements based on their geophysical and socio-cultural
values (e.g. traditional buildings and settlements, rural areas, alpine landscapes,
etc.). It aims to support regional and lower scale decisions concerning the pro-
tection of landscape values and the definition of landscape interventions and
transformations. The second identifies high quality landscapes and unique ele-
ments (including high quality rural areas), where stricter regulations should be
established in order to preserve them (for example more severe regulations on
building and urban development, etc.).

4.3.3.2 The Rural Development Programme of the Province of Trento

According to the National Strategic Plan for agricultural and rural development
(elaborated within the EU Rural Development policy 2007–2013), the Province of
Trento is classified as ‘‘area with complex problems concerning development’’
(MIPAAF 2010).

The Rural Development Programme (hereafter RDP) (2007–2013) (PAT 2013)
has started from this perspective in order to meet the objectives established by the
EU rural policy (see Rega, infra, Chap. 1).

Two of the three main axes of the programme are considered relevant for this
research:

• Axis II—Improvement of environment and rural areas, by implementing sus-
tainable management measures;

• Axis III—Quality of life in rural areas and diversification of the rural economy,
based on the implementation of integrated management strategies encouraging
the diversification of rural economy and activities.

The axes establish financial incentives and mechanisms aiming at: compen-
sating low productivity, paying for environmental services (e.g. biodiversity
conservation, etc.), incentivising the production of organic products and eco-
friendly agro-practices, promoting agritourism and education activities, restoring
rural landscapes and buildings, among others.

According to the recent framework delineated within the new programming
period for Rural Development (2014–2020), the abandonment of rural activities in
marginal areas seems to have not stopped, leading to a disordered reforestation as
well as a homogenisation of traditional composite landscapes. Thus, the new RDP
plans to follow the objectives of the precedent period, with the aim to contain this
non-stopped phenomenon.
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4.3.3.3 The Landscape Fund: A Financial Resource for Managing
Rural Landscape at Regional Scale

The landscape fund represents a core resource administered by the Office of
Regional and Town Planning and Landscape Protection of the Province of Trento
(Servizio Urbanistica e Tutela del Paesaggio) for financing projects and inter-
ventions on both site specific historical settlements and broader scale landscapes. It
was introduced in 2008 by the Provincial Urban Act (LP n.1/2008 art.78). Its main
objective is to enhance and restore historical settlements and broader scale land-
scapes by financing local authorities, public and private institutions, enterprises
and agencies. The financial budget is established yearly within the economic
budget approved by the Provincial Authority.

4.4 The Research Project

This project was financed by the landscape fund of the Province of Trento. In
2010, a public call was opened in order to finance eight thematic proposals
embracing strategic issues for the future development of regional landscape
planning. The call financed broader studies (e.g. analysis of the evolution of the
landscape), methodological proposals (requalification of abandoned mines,
building techniques for retrofitting rural artefacts, etc.) and site-specific projects
(restoration of scenic landscape of the Dolomites passes, etc.).

A research proposal was presented within the call’s theme Methodological
approaches for the transformation of rural mountainside areas through innovative
production techniques. The main objective of the proposal was to develop a
methodology for supporting the analysis and the management of Rural Moun-
tainside Areas (RMAs).

Following an assessment process lasted 6 months, the work was commissioned
in honour of our project team, headed by a private architecture firm (Studio Ricci
and Spaini). The project team was multidisciplinary, including landscape and
urban planners, environmental designers, architects, local experts, agronomists,
geologists and environmental scientists.1 Several of them have also an academic
position.

The assessment report stated that the research proposal recognised the multiple
values of rural mountainside areas and related assets (in particular terraces) as well
as the risks associated with important changes affecting those landscapes (e.g.
mechanisation of agricultural practices and techniques, climate change, etc.). This

1 Arch. F. Spaini (reaserch leader), Prof. Arch. M. Ricci (landscape and urban planner), Arch.
PhD C. Rizzi (architect and expert on environmental design), Arch. PhD S. Staniscia (landscape
architect), PhD C. Bragagnolo (environmental scientist and GIS expert), A. Gelmetti (agronomist
and local expert), Arch. PhD M. Ferretti (architect), Arch. F. Pontalti (architect and local expert),
C. Belloni (geologist), Arch. M. Bonvecchio (young professional trainee).
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received particular interest due to both the lack of information on rural moun-
tainsides areas at regional scale and the compelling need to find management
instruments to preserve them based on their values.

The research project started on July 2011 and lasted 1 year. Six meetings with
external experts were organised between July and November 2011, strengthening
the cooperation between the project team, decision-makers (i.e. the sectoral Offices
of the Province) and technical institutions (Committee of Agricultural Areas,
Edmund Mach Foundation, etc.). Furthermore, internal meetings were organised
monthly, favouring the exchange of information, knowledge and skills within the
project team.

This chapter shows only part of the project results.2

4.5 The Multi-scale Approach

To support integrated management in rural mountainside areas we developed a
multi-scale approach, including the following steps:

1. definition and localisation of RMAs;
2. selection of priority contexts;
3. definition of integrated measures.

The methodology integrated quantitative (maps and data) and qualitative (field
works, expert opinions, etc.) analyses. Available spatial data applied to develop
maps and GIS-based analysis were provided by different offices of the Province,
supporting the overall project and facilitating the discussion among experts.

4.5.1 Definition and Localisation of RMAs

The first challenge of the project was to provide a definition of Rural Mountainside
Areas (RMAs) since general definitions were lacking in literature. After the first
two meetings, we defined these areas as:

Rural landscapes located on hill or mountain slopes (generally terraced) shaped by
hydraulic interventions and extensive agricultural practices conferring a high socio-cul-
tural value.

Several common features characterising RMAs were further identified,
including:

2 The extensive results of this project can be found at: http://www.paesaggiotrentino.it/it/
progetti-e-azioni/progetti-fondo-del-paesaggio/4.-indicazioni-metodologiche-per-le-trasformazioni-
delle-aree-agricole-di-versante-a-nuove-tecniche-produttive-studio-ricciespaini_4202_ids
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• the presence of terraced slopes and/or man-made rainwater systems (e.g. wells,
tanks, etc.);

• primary land use cover (mainly vineyards and orchards—olive groves only in a
southern valley);

• secondary land use cover (mainly semi-natural and natural areas);
• low soil fertility and depth;
• traditional cultivation forms with high landscape and identity value.

To map RMAs at large scale, we combined top-down and bottom-up analyses.
The first adopts a spatially explicit approach, providing a map of the most probable
distribution of RMAs at regional scale. It was based on the combination of spatial
criteria describing the main features of RMAs pointed out (Box 1). The second
used expert opinions and field research (field data collection, pictures, etc.) to
identify a list of RMAs within the region (about 200 areas were identified during
the first meeting and a list of 214 RMAs was agreed in the second meeting). Then,
these areas were detected from aerial imagery and mapped.

Additional information collected during field works concerned: the presence of
peculiar landscape elements (rural buildings and assets, drywalls, terraces, etc.),
the management state (cultivated, in transformation, abandoned), land use cover
properties, visibility from the area, and positive and negative elements contributing
to landscape quality (e.g. presence of sprawled settlements, degraded water sys-
tems, etc.). This information was collected and used in all steps of the project.

Box 1: Mapping RMAs at Large Scale

The methodology developed to map the most probable distribution of RMAs
at large scale included the following steps:

(i) selection of relevant criteria describing RMAs;
(ii) assignment of a probability to each criterion;
(iii) development of a probability map of RMAs at large scale based on the

combination of criteria.
(iv) Selection of relevant criteria describing RMAs

The criteria were defined and selected based on expert opinions collected
during project meetings, including:

1. Elevation (C1): it considers that RMAs are usually allocated between 75
and 1,000 meters above sea level;

2. Slope (C2): it reflects the fact that RMAs slope generally ranges between
5 and 50 %;

3. Aspect (C3): it considers that RMAs are preferentially located in south-
facing slopes receiving more hours of sunlight;
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4. Land use cover (C4): it selects a set of representative classes for RMAs,
namely: heterogeneous crops; orchards, olive groves, vineyards, farm-
lands and uncultivated arable lands.

The four criteria were mapped from the spatial data provided by Prov-
ince’s Offices, including: Digital Terrain Model (DTM) derived from
LIDAR (a remote sensing technology measuring distance with a laser used
to make high resolution maps) and Land Use Map (scale 1:10,000).

(i) Assignment of a probability to each criterion

Two probability levels were assigned to each criterion (low and high) based
on their suitability to describe RMAs location (thresholds were established
based on expert opinions collected during project meetings). Therefore, a
greater probability was assigned to:

1. the elevation ranges between 75 and 750 m above sea level (C1);
2. the slope ranges between 5 and 35 % (C2);
3. south-facing aspects (C3);
4. the following classes of land use covers: heterogeneous crops; orchards,

olive groves, vineyards (C4).

(ii) Development of a probability map of RMAs at large scale

To develop a probability map the criteria were combined applying a sim-
plified algorithm. The map shows the most probable spatial pattern of RMAs
at large scale.

The results of both analyses showed how the majority of RMAs are concentrated
in 10 Valleys, namely: Alta Valsugana e Bersntol, Valsugana e Tesino, Valle Alto
Garda e Ledro, Valle delle Giudicarie, Valle Rotaliana-Königsberg, Valle
dell’Adige, Vallagarina, Val di Cembra, Val di Non, Valle dei Laghi (Fig. 4.2).

A synthetic description of them was provided by calculating the criteria applied
to develop the probability map for each valley. This allowed valleys to be compared
in terms of average slope, average elevation, primary land use, etc. Moreover, by
overlapping the polygons of RMAs detected from aerial imagery with those criteria,
an inventory of RMAs (or census database) made up by 214 charts was created.
Firstly, RMAs were classified according to their location, by assigning a letter code
to each valley (e.g. AG for Alto Garda) and associating a progressive number to each
RMA belonging to that valley (e.g. AG4). Thus, each RMA received an ID code.
Then, key features were calculated through basic GIS-based functions (e.g. zonal
statistic; area calculation, etc.) for each RMA. Each chart described each RMA in
terms of relevant features (e.g. surface, average slope, maximum and minimum
elevation, average solar aspect, land use cover, etc.).
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Fig. 4.2 Rural mountainside
areas in five selected valleys
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4.5.2 Selection of Priority Contexts

The selection of priority contexts was based on the assessment of values and risks
at two scales, regional and local.

On the one hand, large scale values and risks associated to RMAs were iden-
tified and mapped, by selecting mapping and aggregating suitable criteria to
describe them. Then, a series of maps of values and risks were generated,
aggregated and used to support the selection of five priority contexts, representing
those RMAs with highest aggregated values and reflecting a significant combi-
nation between values and risks. On the other hand, positive and negative land-
scape elements were identified at local scale for each value and risk defined at
broader scale. Visibility maps were further generated at local scale in order to
assess the visibility from and to the area (a GIS-based function was used).

The next sections provide more detailed information on the method applied.

4.5.2.1 Large Scale Values

The study identified and mapped three large scale values: ecological, landscape
and economic.

The ecological value refers to the important role played by RMAs in terms of
habitat provision and biodiversity protection. Although RMAs are farming-
dependent landscapes, their extensive agriculture has a fundamental role in creating
environmental quality and providing a number of ecological functions (e.g. filtering
out chemicals and noise, providing connectivity between natural areas, etc.) (Briner
et al. 2013). To map the ecological value at regional scale we combined:

1. the elements of the ecological network of the Province of Trento as defined and
mapped by the Regional Spatial Plan (scale 1:50,000). It consists of: Protected
Areas (i.e. Natura 2000 sites, local reserves, etc.), water resources and related zones
designed for protecting them, wildlife areas (i.e. glaciers, inhabited forests, etc.);

2. the proximity to Protected Areas calculated through GIS-based buffering
function. It considers the role played by agricultural areas with respect to nature
conservation (i.e. species dispersal and genetic exchange, filter out of external
noise, etc.) as well as the benefits that agricultural areas can derived from the
proximity of Protected Areas (e.g. source of phytoparasite predators, favourable
influence on microclimate, local groundwater recharge, etc.) (Geneletti 2007).

The landscape value considers the unique character of RMAs, shaped and
maintained by a continuous interaction between human activities and the envi-
ronment (CoE 2000). Among the most evident expressions of such interaction are
the terraced slopes and their singular elements such as drywalls, man-made rain-
water systems, etc. These peculiar elements and attributes generally confer a high
visual and cultural quality to RMAs, which is a key property of landscape char-
acter (CoE 2000). According to the classification of rural areas providing by the
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Regional Spatial Plan, 70 % of RMAs total surface is classified as high-quality
rural areas due to both the presence of traditional cultivation systems (e.g. viti-
culture in terraced slopes) and the landscape scenic beauty. The landscape value
further refers to both the importance and the state of conservation of peculiar
elements such as cultural and heritage assets, natural monuments, etc., contributing
to shape rural landscape (Ricci 2003). The landscape value was mapped at regional
scale by considering the presence or absence of elements with a high landscape
value as described in the Regional Spatial Plan (PAT 2008). They include: his-
torical settlements, sites with a high landscape scenic beauty, geological and geo-
morphological monuments, and old roman ways.

The economic value reflects the importance of RMAs in directly contributing
to local economy and indirectly preserving the environmental and landscape
quality (i.e. reducing erosion and flooding risk, contributing to regulating the
micro-climate, etc.). From an economic perspective, there are many constraints
limiting agriculture in RMAs, including: unfavourable location and geomorphol-
ogy, limited accessibility, limited opportunity to mechanisation, etc. However,
these limitations are often traded off by favourable soil and climate conditions
enhancing the production of traditional and high quality goods (Freppaz and
Agnelli 2008). Moreover, the economic value of RMAs depends upon their
profitable localisation—well-known places associated with typical foods or wines
may increase the values due to commercial and non-commercial reasons. To map
the economic value at regional scale, we assigned an average agricultural value
(€/m2) to different classes of agriculture land use (vineyards, olive groves, crops,
etc.) according to their location. The values were estimated from the official
Bulletin of the Province of Trento concerning land expropriations, which provides
an average economic value of agricultural land per hectare according to the type of
cultivation and the localisation of the farm (BUTAA 2011).

4.5.2.2 Large Scale Risks

The study identified and mapped three risks at regional scale: hydro-geological,
environmental, anthropic.

The hydro-geological risk considers that geological and water related hazards
(landslides, rock-falls, flooding, etc.) are among the most risky events for vul-
nerable population and human activities in mountain regions (Franceschetti and
Argenta 2002; WWF 2012). On the one hand, RMAs can be more exposed to
hydro-geological risks due to their particular morphology. On the other hand, their
preservation is fundamental to mitigate those risks—for example, rainwater sys-
tems and terraces may play a crucial role in controlling landslides (Fontanari and
Patassini 2008). The Water Management Plan of the Province of Trento has
defined and mapped this risk through an algorithm classifying it in four classes
(very high, high, moderate, low), by considering the probability of the hazard
(landslide, debris-flow, avalanche and flooding), the value of land use and the

4 A Multi-scale Approach to Support Integrated Landscape Management 77



likely vulnerability of people and goods exposed to it. This official map was used
to map the hydro-geological risk in this project (scale 1:100,000).

The environmental risk considers the probability to have damage due to a
general exposure (the pathways between the source of the damage and the affected
population or resource) to an environmental hazard (the source of the damage)
(EEA 1998). On the one hand, agriculture could be seen as a non-point source of
pollution (i.e. agrochemicals, etc.). On the other hand, there may be various
sources of hazard for rural landscape. In this study, we identified several pressures
which may have an adverse effect on rural landscape at regional scale, including:
landfills, sewage treatment plants, highways, and degraded urban areas. Then, we
mapped the risk by establishing and calculating a series of sensitive distances from
these point sources (distance values were established based on APAB 2008—basic
GIS-based functions were used).

The anthropic risk reflects the pressure on RMAs and rural landscapes asso-
ciated with land use changes (i.e. urbanization), tourism and mines. To map this
risk at regional scale we combined three criteria:

1. the index of tourism pressure, given by the ratio between the maximum number
of tourists achieved in 1 year and the number of residents per municipality. It
describes the risk associated with tourism-related pressures, including: the
increase of traffic and waste production; the greater use of water and energy;
etc. It may vary strongly with season and location (winter ski, lakes, etc.). We
mapped it by assigning the value of the index to each municipality (PAT 2012);

2. the trend of the Utilised Agricultural Area per municipality, given the change of
cultivated land during 18 years (from 1982 to 2000). It describes the risk
associated with the abandonment of rural areas and activities. We mapped it by
assigning the value of the index to each municipality (e.g. municipalities pre-
senting negative trend have been considered the most exposed to the aban-
donment of rural activities) (PAT 2012);

3. the presence and the proximity to mines, reflecting the potential risk associated
with both noise pollution and visual impact. Basic GIS-based functions were
applied to map them.

4.5.2.3 Priority Contexts

The assessment of values and risks at regional scale (supported by aggregated and
non-aggregated values and maps) led to the selection of five priority contexts
located in different valleys. They represented those RMAs aggregating highest
risks and values and reflecting a significant combination among them.

A brief description of these five priority contexts (identified through their ID
code) is following (Box 2).
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Box 2: Priority Contexts

RMA(1) VC5 (Val di Cembra)—area located on steep slopes (average
47.5 %) with scarce accessibility and limited opportunity to mechanisation.
More than 70 % of the total surface is cultivated hosting well-conserved
vineyard terraces made up by drywalls.

RMA(2) AG2 (Alto Garda e Ledro)—area with high landscape and
cultural values due to the presence of ancient olive groves stretched on
terraces located in both private and public land (about 50 % of the total
surface is occupied by olive groves). It has a high visibility (from and to the
area). Main risks are associated with: urban development, abandonment and
degradation of steepest sectors (stone walls, etc.) and tourism (mainly
climbers).

RMA(3) RK2 (Valle Rotaliana-Königsberg)—area with high scenic
beauty due to the great visibility from the surrounding road and train net-
works and the presence of vineyard traditional cultivation forms (pergola)
occupying about 75 % of the total surface. The main risk is associated to the
abandonment of this singular cultivation form due to its scarce competi-
tiveness on wine market.

RMA(4) AV10 (Alta Valsugana e Bersntol)—greatly heterogeneous area
in terms of slopes, aspects, land use covers and farming systems (terraced
viticulture, apple orchards, soft fruit orchards and grasslands). It is scarcely
accessible and exposed to several risks, including: the abandonment (due to
the high fragmentation of cultivated plots); visibility impacts (due to the
presence of greenhouses and its high visibility from the main surrounding
road network).

RMA(5) VN1 (Val di Non)—area mainly cultivated in apple orchards
(more than 75 % of total surface) with high economic value and quality. It is
greatly transformed by mechanised agricultural practices with several rem-
nant areas occupied by vineyards and forests. The main risk is associated
with additional transformations, which may cause: the loss of remnants
(semi-natural areas), the increase of hydro-geological risk, visual impacts
(presence of hail nets), etc.

Then, for each context we identified positive and negative landscape elements
(field works and expert opinions was the main source of information) and we
associated them with values and risks previously defined at regional scale. For
example, the presence of a protected area in the surrounding of the RMA was
considered a positive element contributing to increase ecological value or the
presence of degraded rural buildings in the RMA was considered a negative ele-
ment contributing to increase anthropic risk, etc. (Fig. 4.3).

4 A Multi-scale Approach to Support Integrated Landscape Management 79



Fig. 4.3 Values and risks in priority contexts. Examples of key landscape elements
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This information together with additional data collected during field works was
inventoried in a set of graphic sheets, resuming the main features of the five
priority contexts, including: dimensional characteristics, morphology, land use
properties, visibility (two visibility maps estimating the level of visibility from the
area and from the main road network to the area were generated for each context),
accessibility, and existing restrictions (e.g. protected areas, protected sites or
landscapes, etc.). Moreover, extra information concerning traditional cultivation
forms and their changes (e.g. seasonal variations of crops) was reported and
simulated through graphic representations.

4.5.3 Definition of Integrated Measures

The five priority contexts were used as case studies where defining and imple-
menting integrated measures to enhance values and mitigate risks previously
highlighted. A matrix-based approach was used to support the formulation of these
measures.

Firstly, three main strategies for enhancing rural landscapes of RMAs were
identified based on the priorities of regional rural policies and spatial plan (see
Sect. 4.3.3). They are: protection and conservation, tourism development and
environmental sustainability.

Protection and conservation strategy aims to improve environment and rural
landscape, by preserving and restoring peculiar rural buildings (drywalls, terraces,
rural cottages, etc.), maintaining agro-biodiversity (e.g. preserving and reintro-
ducing endemic seeds and plantations) and promoting related education activities.

Tourism development strategy relies on the multifunctional role of agriculture,
aiming at: increasing the competitiveness of the agricultural sector and the value of
local products, improving the quality of life in rural areas and encouraging
diversification of the rural economy. Among the most relevant interventions are:
supporting and incentivising the development of agritourism activities bringing
visitors to farms, creating short chain markets for the commercialisation of local
products (from earth to table), making land use zoning regulations more flexible.

Environmental sustainability strategy refers to the integration of eco-friendly
practices into the production and transportation chains (e.g. using recycled
materials for packaging and for replacing non-recyclable materials used in culti-
vation forms, installation of solar panels for energy production, adopting water-
saving irrigation systems, etc.).

Then, three targets for implementing the proposed strategies were identified
based on relevant literature (Fontanari and Patassini 2008; Sarzo 2007) and the
survey of positive and negative elements in priority contexts. These targets are:
rural buildings and assets, production systems, and accessibility. Thus, by crossing
strategies with targets, we defined a set of integrated measures aiming to support
landscape management in RMAs. Table 4.1 shows a simplified version of the
matrix applied and the integrated measures defined.
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Then, a set of interventions was generated for each measure. Two examples are
following:

A6—Building Cubage. It represents an incentive to retrofitting and developing
rural buildings for agritourism purposes. It was elaborated from the concept of
multifunctional agriculture, proposing the possibility to build new volumes for
developing agritourism buildings in case there is no chance to renovate the
existing ones. The criteria and mechanisms for cubage distribution in new build-
ings were further defined, including: fulfilment with the geo-morphological
restrictions, use of traditional materials, and compliance with visual and obser-
vation points;

B7—Biodiversity and environmental protection. It refers to the implementation
of environmental interventions in farming areas, including the conservation and
reintroduction of endemic types of crops, the conservation and restoration of
synergic cultivations (associations of plants), the creation, restoration and man-
agement of natural and semi-natural areas which provide crucial habitat for
wildlife (riparial zones, hedgerows and trees, natural vegetation remnants, etc.).

Table 4.1 Simplified matrix and measures

Protection Tourism Sustainability

A. Buildings and
assets

A1 Terraces A.5 Existing buildings A.7 Sustainable
building and
renewable energy

A2 Existing rural
buildings

A.6 Building cubage

A3 Small and
incongruous
rural buildings

A4 Cultivation
devices

B. Production
systems

B1 Production
strategies

B4 Ruaral
accommodation

B7 Biodiversity and
environmental
protection

B2 Traditional
systems

B5 Education programs B8 Soil protection

B3 Water regulation B6 Territorial marketing B9 Biomasses
B10 Biological

agriculture
B11 Zero waste
B12 Water resources
B13 Short food supply

chain
B14 Runoff water

management
C. Accessibility C1 Principal

accessibility
C1 Principal

accessibility
C1 Principal

accessibility
C2 Minor

accessibility
C2 Minor accessibility C2 Minor accessibility
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Finally, for each priority context only relevant interventions were selected and
suggested for protecting, restoring and managing landscape.

4.6 Discussion, Concluding Remarks and Lessons Learned

This chapter aimed to present a new approach to support landscape management in
rural mountainside areas of Alps. It was developed within a research project
funded by the Province of Trento which financed a series of thematic projects to
support regional landscape planning. Accordingly, the overall goal of our project
was to provide a decision support tool for landscape planning and management.

Starting from the point that landscape changes occur at different spatial scale
and can be managed at different administrative levels, a multi-scale approach
combining quantitative and qualitative methods was developed to support the
definition of integrated strategies and operative tools for the management of RMAs
(a peculiar rural landscape of Alps).

The first challenge of the project was to define RMAs since no published
definition existed, and then, to create a census database of RMAs at regional scale.
Although other studies and researches have dealt with rural landscapes charac-
terising by the presence of terraces in alpine regions (Fontanari and Patassini 2008)
and in specific alpine Valleys (Sarzo 2007), they do not provide comprehensive
analyses and in depth inventories for the case study area, limiting their applica-
bility and effectiveness in supporting landscape planning and decisions. Thus, a
census database of RMAs was generated by integrating quantitative (spatially
explicit criteria) and qualitative (fieldworks and expert opinions) information and
analyses (see Sect. 4.5.1). It gave a synthetic description of 214 RMAs identified
within the case study region. The estimation of key parameters (i.e. average slope,
land use, etc.) from spatial data through basic GIS-based functions has also con-
tributed to provide a systematic description of these areas. Although the accuracy
of several data has been affected by the different levels of detail of spatial infor-
mation (i.e. scale of land use map is 1:10,000 and average scale of detected RMAs
is 1:3,000), the census helped to portray the state-of-art of these peculiar land-
scapes. This is consistent with the ELC, advocating the need to find instruments for
assessing the landscape condition and setting up monitoring systems to follow and
manage their changes (Antrop 2005).

Starting from these results, the Landscape Observatory of the Province has
planned to integrate into the 5-year report on the state of the landscape an indicator
to monitoring the abandonment of rural areas taking this census as a reference
point to compare future changes. This is particularly significant, since it shows the
effectiveness of our analysis for supporting landscape planning at regional scale
(future actions could be planned from the results of monitoring) and recognises the
importance to preserve RMAs for facing on the abandonment of rural areas.

The first part of the project was further characterised by a stronger collaboration
between the project team and external experts and institutions, allowing
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knowledge and skills to be exchanged (6 meetings were organised during the first
five month) and providing key feedbacks to improve the research—particularly
useful were the suggestions of local experts on: specific issues such as agronomy,
traditional agriculture, etc. and operative measures such as the option to develop a
territorial brand as an integrated certification of environmental, tourism, and
production quality. More sectoral information was provided by the experts of the
Committee of Agricultural Areas, seeing the research as an opportunity to mitigate
the visual and environmental impact of agricultural devices (e.g. coloured hail
nets) and farm-related buildings (e.g. fruit storage stocks). Finally, general
meetings with other project teams working on different landscape researches
financed by the same fund were mainly helpful to share common understanding
and integrate preliminary results for the development of a regional landscape
vision.

The selection of priority contexts was another crucial task of this project (see
Sect. 4.5.2) since it allowed sensitive areas reflecting a complex combination
between values and risks to be identified. This is particular important for landscape
protection, management and planning, since actions need to be appropriately
addressed in priority contexts (CoE 2000). The method applied to assess risks and
values was developed from the theoretical framework described in Ricci (2003)
which proposes the use of vulnerability assessment and hazard analysis for iden-
tifying priority contexts where implementing landscape measures and interven-
tions, and afterwards applied in Bertini et al. (2011). Despite it presented several
methodological and operative limitations (e.g. spatial data were not always
available, aggregated values were affected by data accuracy, etc.), we believe that
this method could be usefully applied to select priority landscapes in other regions.
In that case, criteria to describe risks and values should be appropriately redefined
and adapted to different contexts. Furthermore, the methodology could be
improved by considering the relative importance of criteria composing values/
risks, for example through multi-criteria techniques (Gómez-Sal et al. 2003;
Geneletti 2007). This would be preferred when specific landscape measures (i.e.
restoration of landscape elements) need to be implemented, since a greater rele-
vance could be assigned to one or more criteria (i.e. presence of elements with
high quality value) composing the preferred value or risk (i.e. landscape value).

The last challenging task of the project was to propose operative and integrated
measures to enhance values and mitigate risks within the five priority contexts
(RMAs). This was done by using a matrix-based approach (see Sect. 4.5.3),
showing a straightforward tool to translate broader scale strategies (e.g. objective
of the RDP) into operative instruments.

However, despite our project has provided evidence-based results and a suitable
approach to support regional landscape planning at different scales, its integration
into planning and management instruments is still poor. The reason seems to
mainly lie on the scarce coordination among different Offices of the Authority (in
primis: Agriculture and Regional and Town Planning and Landscape Protection)
as well as a poor integration among different administrative levels (Province,
Communities, Municipalities).

84 C. Bragagnolo et al.



According to the integration principle of the ELC, the new programming period
of the EU rural development policy would have to be an opportunity to integrate
the results of landscape studies financed by the Province into its new RDP.
However, this seems to have been not the case. And referring to the results of our
project, this sounds even more remarkable, being RMAs among the most disad-
vantageous and sensitive rural contexts of the Province, and thereby, among the
most in need of rural incentives. We believe that the results of our project could
improve the RDP. Among others, the integrated measures defined for enhancing
landscape management in RMAs included the definition of mechanisms and
incentives which can be easily integrated into the RDP (see Sect. 4.5.3), con-
tributing to better achieve rural development objectives.

However, rural development is still a sectoral matter within the organisation
chart of the Province of Trento (as well as in other contexts). For example, the only
authority in charge for assigning and evaluating RDP incentives is the Office of
Agriculture, although the impacts of rural incentives on spatial patterns and
landscape characters are significant. Moreover, since the beginning of the process
financing this project, the Office of Agriculture has not been involved at all
(neither during the call’s preparation nor in the evaluation of landscape research
proposals). This lack was perceived since the first meetings organised during the
research period when topic (RMAs) and objectives were defined and agreed.

Another opportunity to convert the results of our project into operative planning
tools is represented by the forthcoming preparation of 16 spatial plans at Com-
munity scale (Piani Territoriali di Comunità—PTC). According to the new urban
act, defining relevant landscape elements and characters and downscaling those
depicted at regional scale by the Regional Spatial Plan (which include high quality
rural areas) is among the tasks of the PTC. We believe that the census database of
RMAs as well as the method applied to select priority contexts and related
information generated by this project (e.g. land use cover information, presence of
landscape elements and conservation status, visibility, etc.) could provided a
helpful tool to support this definition.

Finally, we consider that our project reflects the main principles of the ELC
(and in particular the integration) since it deals with different landscape issues at
different scales and levels of intervention, proposing conservation and develop-
ment measures that could be integrated into spatial and sectoral planning instru-
ments and tools. Moreover, we believe that methods used and developed here may
be applied in and tested to other social, political and economic scales and contexts
for supporting landscape decisions.

Nevertheless, our project suggested that integrating landscape issues and
analyses into policies, plans and projects is not enough, since to be effective it
seems more important that these measures and tools be undertaken with active
cooperation among authorities and related offices, academics, technical and local
experts and public. To facilitate this cooperation a political willingness is
imperative since landscape policies cannot be separated from rural development or
other sectoral policies as the ELC stresses.
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Chapter 5
The Economic Value of Landscape:
An Application for a Rural Area
in Northern Italy

Marta Bottero

Abstract From an economic point of view, landscape can be conceptualized as an
externality (positive or negative) and landscape values clearly need to be taken
into consideration in decision-making process. Among the different methods that
can be used for estimating the economic value of landscape, a very important role
is played by Conjoint Analysis (CA). CA is a stated preference technique that is it
asks respondents to state their preferences and opinions towards hypothetical
scenarios. The present chapter investigates the use of the Conjoint Analysis for the
estimation of the economic value of a mountain landscape in Northern Italy.
Results indicate that people do place a significant monetary value on landscape
concepts and the numerical findings could be useful for supporting the definition of
future policies for the implementation of landscape schemes.

Keywords Total economic value � Conjoint Analysis � Landscape evaluation �
Decisionmaking process

5.1 Introduction

From an economic point of view, landscape can be conceptualised as an exter-
nality (positive or negative). This approach was particularly common in the past,
when landscapes were seen as incidental co-benefits (or dis-benefits) to activities
in economic sectors or product markets. Recently, economists have become more
and more aware of the damage done to the environment and landscape by eco-
nomic activities and they realized that the benefits of these activities should be
weighted against the environmental and landscape costs. In this sense, the
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landscape values clearly need to be taken into consideration in decision-making
process (van der Heide and Heijman 2013).

In consideration of this characterization, the use of evaluation tools to estimate
the value of landscape can be explained on the basis of two main themes. First and
foremost tools are needed to establish and assess the foreseeable benefits of certain
actions involving the use and transformation of landscape. Secondly, techniques
must be established for the assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of public
expenditure for interventions on landscape. Therefore, landscape assessment can
be translated into economic indicators used to design policies for the protection
and requalification of landscape (Bottero 2011).

Among the different methods that can be used for estimating the economic
value of landscape, a very important role is played by Conjoint Analysis (CA). CA
techniques have been widely applied in marketing (Wittink and Cattin 1989),
psychology (Green and Srinivasan 1990), transportation research (Hensher 1994)
and environmental economics (Adamovicz et al. 1998). A central feature of this
approach is that the utility derived from a good or service can be decomposed into
‘‘part-worths’’ relating to different attributes of that good or service (Lancaster
1966). This ability to investigate the ‘‘part-worths’’ of a good is well suited to the
nature of environmental goods and landscape. Conducting a CA allows the
quantification of values for specific features of a site and the observation of trade-
offs people are willing to accept (Kinghorn and Willis 2008; Alvarez-Farizo and
Hanley 2002). Moreover, a key element of the CA approach consists in asking
individuals about their preferences over different hypothetical alternative scenar-
ios. This is of particular importance in the context of landscape evaluation. In fact,
according to the European Landscape Convention, the people’s perception of
landscape is crucial in the decision-making processes related to the conservation,
valorisation and management of landscape (Tagliaferro et al. 2013).

Starting from a real case concerning a rural landscape in Northern Italy, the
present chapter investigates the use of the Conjoint Analysis for the estimation of
landscape’s economic value. In the analysis, the economic value is assessed on the
basis of different attributes, such as nature, aesthetic quality, uniqueness and cost.
In the evaluation, a questionnaire was developed for the investigation of the
preferences of residents and tourists in the studied area with reference to different
landscape profiles. The results of the application allow to determine the impor-
tance of the different attributes constituting the landscape as well as the economic
value of the landscape to be assessed.

5.2 Total Economic Value

From an economic point of view, environmental and landscape elements belong to
a particular family of economic goods defined public economic goods. A public
good is both non-excludable and non-rivalrous as individuals cannot be effectively
excluded from use and where use by one individual does not reduce availability to
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others. For public goods, such as environment and landscape, market prices either
do not exist or only capture a small part of the total value (World Bank 1998). It
has been generally agreed that the Total Economic Value (TEV) approach is
suitable for dealing with the economic valuation of environmental and landscape
goods (Pearce and Turner 1990; Mazzanti 2002).

According to the TEV approach, any good or service is composed of various
attributes, some of which are concrete and easily measured, whilst others may be
more difficult to quantify. The overall value of the good or service is the sum of all
these components. The TEV can be broken down in two main categories of values,
namely use value and non-use value.

The use value can be further divided in: (i) direct use value (ii) indirect use
value and (iii) option value, whereas the non-use value can be subdivided in: (iv)
bequest value and (v) existence value.

Direct use value derives from goods which can be extracted, consumed, or
directly enjoyed. As an example, it is possible to consider the evaluation of a forest
(Pearce and Turner 1990). In this case, the direct use value would be derived from
timber, from harvest of other forest products such as fruit or mushrooms, and from
recreational activities, such as fishing or camping in the same forest.

Indirect use value derives from the services the environment provides. For
example, wetlands often filter water, improving water quality for downstream
users, and natural parks provide opportunities for recreation. These services are
referred as ecosystem services, that are the benefits people obtain from ecosys-
tems. The importance of ecosystem services has been recently recognised by
several international initiatives, such as the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment
(MA 2005) and The Economics of Ecosystems and Biodiversity (TEEB 2010),
which focus on drawing attention to the economic benefits of biodiversity
including the growing cost of biodiversity loss and ecosystem degradation.
According to the aforementioned studies, the economic value of ecosystem ser-
vices play a crucial role in environmental and landscape decision-making (Rega
and Spaziante 2013).

Option value is a special case of use value and corresponds to the value
obtained from maintaining the option of taking advantage of something’s use
value. Existence value derives from the benefits the environment may provide
which do not involve using it in any way (for example, it is possible to consider the
value people place on the existence of the panda). Finally, bequest value is the
value derived from the desire to pass on values to future generations. Figure 5.1
provides a graphical representation of the concept of Total Economic Value.

Different evaluation techniques are available for estimating the TEV. Accord-
ing to the literature (Pearce and Turner 1990), the methods can be divided in two
main families:

1. Revealed preferences methods; these methods derive the value of an environ-
mental and landscape resource from the observation of individuals’ decisions in
real markets. They assume that individuals’ affected preferences are estimated
through observing the demand for private complementary or substitute goods
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and services somehow linked to the environmental resources. These methods
include Travel Cost Method (Voke et al. 2013) and Hedonic Pricing method
(Rosen 1974; Freeman 1979).

2. Stated preferences methods: these methods are based on the creation of a
simulated market data collection by asking individuals for their opinions or
views. In particular, the methods lie on the elicitation of the individuals
Willingness To Pay (WTP), that is the willingness to pay of the society for
using a certain good or service, or Willingness to Accept (WTA), corre-
sponding to the willingness to accept for abandoning a certain good. Among
these methods, it is possible to recall the Contingent Valuation Method
(Mitchell and Carson 1989; Carson 2000) and the Conjoint Analysis, which
will be described in details in Sect. 5.3.

Figure 5.2 shows the relationship between Total Economic Value and the two
aforementioned categories of valuation techniques.

5.3 Methodology

The term Conjoint Analysis refers to a variegated set of mainly statistical meth-
odologies which aim to study individual choices using preferences expressed about
various profiles, i.e. several versions of a product or service (Gustafsson et al.
2001; Bravi and Giaccaria 2006; Louviere et al. 2000) and which have in common
a number of features (Alvarez-Farizo and Hanley 2002):

1. They are based on a set of attributes or features describing the good, service,
project or policy, each taking a number of pre-specified levels.

2. These levels and attributes are combined to build up descriptions of hypo-
thetical bundles, using experimental design techniques.

3. Individuals are asked to state their preferences over these alternatives, using a
number of different protocols.

Fig. 5.1 Graphical representation of the concept of Total Economic Value (source elaboration
from World Bank 1998)
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4. During the decision-making process, individuals appraise the worth of each
combination, and their choice demonstrates prioritization among the different
combinations of features. It is assumed that the total worth of a particular
product choice is determined by the different part utilities (part-worths) of each
feature level (Sayadi et al. 2005). Responses are then analysed using statistical
models.

5. A central feature of this approach is that the utility derived from a good or
service can be decomposed into part-worths relating to different attributes of
that good or service (Lancaster 1966).

CA is used for analysing the effects of the conjoint action of two or more
qualitative features (independent variables) on the preferences of individuals
(dependent variables), providing a quantitative measurement of the relative
importance of certain features over others. CA is especially suitable for analysing
decisions, and in particular when it comes to understanding the process by which
consumer/individuals develop their preferences for products or services (Sayadi
et al. 2005).

Many variants of the Conjoint Analysis exist, such as Choice Experiments,
Contingent Ranking/Rating and paired comparison (Hanley et al. 2001). The
existing CA variants can be described as follows:

1. Choice Experiments: it is necessary to choose between two alternatives, versus
the status quo;

Fig. 5.2 The relationship between Total Economic Value and the two aforementioned categories
of valuation techniques

5 The Economic Value of Landscape 93



2. Contingent Ranking: the respondents are asked to rank a series of alternatives;
3. Contingent Rating: people are demanded to rate score alternative scenarios on a

scale of 1–10;
4. Paired Comparisons: it is necessary to score pairs of scenarios on similar scale.

Conjoint Analysis has not been widely applied to estimate the value held for
landscape, being most commonly used to estimate the value of environmental goods
where it was first applied. As far as landscape valuation is considered, different
applications of CA focus on the economic analysis of rural landscapes (Rambonilaza
and Dachary-Bernard 2007; Hanley et al. 1998; Sayadi et al. 2005, 2009). Other
studies consider the implementation of the method for assessing cultural heritage
and archaeological sites (Bottazzi et al. 2006; Kinghorn and Willis 2008; Bullock
and Collier 2011). With particular reference to mountain landscapes, Campbell et al.
(2007) applied CA for assessing different strategies for site management.

5.4 Application

5.4.1 Presentation of the Case Study Area

The Conjoint Analysis approach was applied on a rural landscape in North-West
Italy (Bottero 2009). In particular, the area under examination is Susa Valley, a
mountain valley very close to the city of Turin in Piedmont Region. The Susa
valley has a surface of 1.276,97 km2 and includes 43 municipalities, with a total
population of 116.306 inhabitants.

The case study considers the higher part of the valley featuring many common
characteristics of mountain landscapes. In this sense, the High Susa Valley clearly
shows the effects of the main trends affecting mountain landscapes in the last
years. The decline of traditional farming practice with the growth of tourism
activities have been determining a loss of the natural landscape (Fig. 5.3).

The objective of the evaluation is to investigate the importance of the different
components of the landscape under examination and to place adequate monetary
values on them. The results of the analysis could be used for providing policy
recommendations on the welfare gains and losses that society receive from
changes in the landscape components (Tagliaferro et al. 2013).

5.4.2 Experimental Design

The first step of the method consists in defining the attributes and the levels of the
evaluation model. In this case, five attributes have been identified, namely (i) land
use, (ii) openness, (iii) repetitiveness, (iv) naturalness, and (v) cost. Each attribute
has been associated to three levels that represent possible options for landscape
management.
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The attribute ‘‘land use’’ concerns different types of land uses in the area,
namely built areas, skiing facilities, meadows and forest. The attribute ‘‘openness’’
is related to amount of space perceivable to the viewer; in this case, three situa-
tions are considered, namely presence of visual barriers, punctual vertical elements
and wide visual cones. The attribute ‘‘repetitiveness’’ refers to the diffusion of the
landscape under investigation; this attribute varies among common landscape, few
similar landscapes and unique landscape. The attribute ‘‘naturalness’’ refers to the
ecological-natural value of the area, considering the extension of the vegetation;
the attributes varies among the levels high, medium and low. The attribute ‘‘cost’’
considers the global expenditure for spending a day in the area, including the cost
for internal transports, ski-pass, meals, entrance fees to museums, etc.; this cost
varies among 10, 50 and 90 €. In details, the attributes considered for the evalu-
ation are defined in Table 5.1.

It shall be noted that the aforementioned attributes and levels consider the
specific characters and values of the landscape under investigation. Moreover, the
structuring of the evaluation model has been designed with the help of a specific
focus group where the proposed attributes and levels were discussed by several
experts in the field of environmental assessment and landscape management in
order to reach a common vision. In particular, the Contingent Valuation method
was applied within the focus group in order to identify the appropriate bounds and
levels for the cost attribute.

Given the number of attributes and levels (Table 5.1), there would have been
too many possibilities (i.e., 35 = 243 combinations) to use all them in the survey.
In order to identify a minimum efficient set of combinations, an orthogonal frac-
tional experimental design was followed (Addelmann 1962). The generation of the
orthogonal design was made using the SPSS software (www.spss.com), where 15
combinations of attributes were selected. Table 5.2 provides the representation of
the 15 landscape profiles that have been considered for the development of the
analysis.

Fig. 5.3 Location of the Susa Valley (Italy)
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5.4.3 Questionnaire

The second step of the model consists in assessing the trade-offs across the
landscape attributes identified in the first phase and their marginal value through
eliciting people’s preferences for the landscape types.

According to the CA methodology, a sample of 30 respondents (tourists and
residents in the area) was surveyed with face to face interviews. CA asks people to
evaluate several alternatives which are described by different levels of attributes,
allowing the attributes to be assessed as well as situational changes (Tagliaferro
et al. 2013).

To obtain the information about the respondents’ preferences over landscape
attributes, a specific questionnaire was developed. In particular, the questionnaire
comprised three parts. The first one asked a series of questions regarding peoples’
attitudes towards the particular landscape under analysis; the second part con-
cerned the conjoint analysis questions, whilst the third section collected socio-
economic information about respondents (age, gender, municipality of residence,
job, income etc.).

With reference to the CA questions, the contingent rating approach was fol-
lowed (Alvarez-Farizo and Hanley 2002). From a methodological point of view, a
contingent rating exercise consists of scoring alternative options (hypothetical
products, projects, policies or services) using a rating scale. Options are not
directly compared with each other, but are evaluated sequentially.

Typically, indirect utility U (as a function of a vector of attributes of the good in
question (x) and a vector of socio-economic characteristics (s)) is related to the
ratings the individual makes through a transformation function of Eq. (5.1):

Table 5.1 Attributes and
levels of the evaluation model

Attributes Levels

Land use Built areas
Skiing facilities
Meadows and forests

Field of view Presence of visual barriers
Punctual vertical elements
Wide visual cones

Repetitiveness Common landscape
Few similar landscapes
Unique landscape

Naturalness Low
Medium
High

Cost 10 €

50 €

90 €
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ri x, z, p, sð Þ ¼ U Ui x, z, p, sð Þ½ � ð5:1Þ

where ri is the rating for the good i, z is a composite good and p are prices. Ratings
are regressed on the attributes describing the alternatives as in Eq. (5.2)

R ¼ b0 þ b1x1 þ � � � þ bkxk ð5:2Þ

In the questionnaire, specific cards were provided to the interviewees in order to
ask conjoint questions. In particular, 15 cards representing the 15 landscape pro-
files considered in the evaluation were given to each respondent. In the card, the
profile to be evaluated is defined by a verbal description and a photograph illus-
trating the landscape under investigation. The respondents were asked to rate each
profile on a scale from 0 to 100 (from the least preferred to the most preferred).

As an example, Fig. 5.4 represents one of the cards that were used during the
questionnaire.

Table 5.2 Landscape profiles generated through the orthogonal fractional factorial design

Land use Openness Repetitiveness Naturalness Cost
(€)

1 Built areas Visual barriers Common landscape Low 90
2 Built areas Wide visual cones Common landscape Medium 10
3 Skiing facilities Visual barriers Unique landscape Low 10
4 Meadows and

forests
Punctual vertical

elements
Common landscape Low 90

5 Built areas Visual barriers Few similar
landscapes

High 90

6 Meadows and
forests

Visual barriers Few similar
landscapes

Low 10

7 Meadows and
forests

Wide visual cones Unique landscape High 90

8 Skiing facilities Punctual vertical
elements

Few similar
landscapes

Medium 90

9 Meadows and
forests

Visual barriers Common landscape Medium 50

10 Skiing facilities Wide visual cones Common landscape Low 90
11 Built areas Visual barriers Unique landscape Medium 90
12 Built areas Wide visual cones Few similar

landscapes
Low 50

13 Skiing facilities Visual barriers Common landscape High 50
14 Built areas Punctual vertical

elements
Unique landscape Low 50

15 Built areas Punctual vertical
elements

Common landscape High 10
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5.5 Results

5.5.1 The Econometric Model

The answers to the CA questionnaire were analysed within the random utility
model framework (McFadden 1974). Table 5.3 represents the results of the model.

The parameters t show the effect that each attribute has on the final appreciation
of the landscape system under examination. As it is possible to observe from the
analysis of the coefficients, the most influent variable on the respondents’ pref-
erences is the naturalness (4.176), followed by the price (-3.578), the skiing
facilities (-3.192) and the landscape uniqueness (2.444). It is interesting to notice
that these coefficient have an high significance as the t distribution is greater than
95 %.

Fig. 5.4 Example of card used for the evaluation of landscape scenarios
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Other important observations comes from the analysis of the overall set of
coefficients. The results are consistent with similar findings in the scientific lit-
erature (Tagliaferro et al. 2013; Marangon and Tempesta 2008) and show that
natural landscape are very much appreciated (the t-statistic is 4.176) while the built
areas are not preferred (the t coefficient of the attribute has a negative sign and it is
equal to -1.917). Moreover, respondents did not appreciated the presence of
skiing facilities in the landscape (the t coefficients is -3.192). In this case as well,
the presence of a negative sign highlights that people tend to not appreciate arti-
ficial and anthropic elements in the landscape, especially in the case of mountain
areas. Following this reasoning, it is possible to state that all the variables related
to the mountain and natural environmental are appreciated and so they have a
positive sign while the variables related to the urban and human realm are not
appreciated and so they have a negative sign.

Finally, it is interesting to observe that, as it was expected, the variable related
to the price has an high influence and is negatively appreciated by the respondents
(the sign of the variable is negative).

5.5.2 Implicit Prices

The analysis of the data collected with the CA survey can be useful to assess how
much individuals value landscape concepts. For this purpose, the estimation
coefficients of Table 5.3 are used to evaluate the degree to which the interviewees
do trade-offs among the attributes. In particular, from the parameters of the model
it is possible to calculate the marginal Willingness To Pay (WTP) for each
landscape attribute and to calculated the WTP for a specific landscape.

According to Hanemann (1984), the marginal WTP (or implicit price) for each
attribute is calculated as minus the ratio between the estimate of the coefficient for
the attribute under examination and the monetary coefficient as in Eq. (5.3):

Table 5.3 Results of the Conjoint Analysis model

Beta coefficients t Sig.

(Constant) 13.489 0.000
Built areas -0.107 -1.917 0.056
Skiing facilities -0.178 -3.192 0.002
Visual barriers -0.040 -0.725 0.469
Punctual elements 0.020 0.352 0.725
Unique landscape 0.122 2.444 0.015
Similar landscapes 0.026 0.513 0.608
Naturalness 0.198 4.176 0.000
Price -0.167 -3.578 0.000
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WTP ¼ � bc

by
ð5:3Þ

where bc represents the coefficient of any attributes, and by represents the coef-
ficient on cost.

Following Alvarez-Farizo and Hanley (2002), the application of the formula
(5.1) provides the implicit prices as reported in Table 5.4.

As an example, according to the implicit prices of Table 5.4, the respondents
would be willing to pay 11.86 Euro for increasing of one point in the measurement
scale the level of naturalness of the landscape area under examination (i.e., from
low to medium or from medium to high). As another example, we can consider the
element of skiing facilities. According to the implicit price of Table 5.4, people
are willing to pay 10,66 € to prevent the construction of skiing facilities in the
landscape; in other words, utility decrease of 10,66 € in presence of skiing
facilities.

5.6 Discussion

This chapter attempts to measure consumers’ preferences for a mountain land-
scape. Findings could be useful to inform decision-making in the context of
landscape planning and management.

Firstly, the outputs of the application can to support the design of landscape
conservation policy. According to the findings of the study, natural landscapes in
mountain areas constitute an important component of society’s utility function.
Therefore, policies oriented towards increasing the level of naturalness would have
a positive impact on the demand. This result could be useful for the definition of
the amount of subsidies to be paid to farmers that adopt conservation measures for
the landscape (Colombo et al. 2006). Let us focus more on this issue. The welfare
estimate for the attribute related to naturalness is 11,86 € (Table 5.4). As an
example, let us consider the case of the municipality of Cesana Torinese that is
located in the area under examination. The agricultural land of the municipality is
900 hectares, the population is 1.026 inhabitants and the overall number of tourists

Table 5.4 Implicit prices Variables Implicit prices (€)

Built areas 6.41
Skiing facilities 10.66
Visual barriers 2.40
Punctual elements -1.20
Unique landscape -7.31
Similar landscapes -1.56
Naturalness -11.86
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per year is 10.507. By aggregating the estimated value for the involved population
(tourists and residents) we can state that the social value of increasing the level of
naturalness is 11.533 * 11,86 € = 136.781 €, that corresponds to 151,30 € per
hectare of agricultural land. The per-hectare welfare estimate thus obtained
expresses what society is willing to pay; for this reason, the numerical value can be
used as a reference for the definition of the amount of subsidy that could be paid to
farmers for the adoption of conservation measures aiming at increasing the level of
naturalness of the landscape in order to verify that the costs are not excessive
relative to benefits.

Moreover, the use of Conjoint Analysis could offer some recommendations to
policy makers for designing interventions that enhance landscape quality (Sayadi
et al. 2009). In the present study, respondents evaluated that the presence of skiing
facilities in mountain landscape is more negative than the presence of built areas
(Table 5.3). This result could be used to support decisions about the typology of
actions admitted in specific areas. In our case, planning policies should prevent the
construction of new skiing facilities as they create losses in the utility of the
involved population.

Notwithstanding the aforementioned advantages and the suitability of CA
methods for estimating economic value of landscape, it should not be ignored that
some weaknesses exist. The main critical elements are related both to instrumental
and to non instrumental biases that can lead to non robust estimated parameters
and values. In this sense, it has been noted that CA methods cannot alone provide
the definitive answer to any political decision in the context of landscape planning
and management (Carson et al. 2002) but the results of CA methods have to be
integrated with more data and qualitative analysis in order to overcome the pos-
sible limitations.

5.7 Conclusions

The chapter considers an application of the Conjoint Analysis for estimating the
economic value of the different components of the Susa Valley rural landscape.

The main findings of the application show that people place monetary values to
landscape concepts. In the present study, respondents attributed an higher value to
natural and mountain areas and did not appreciate anthropic and artificial land-
scapes. The results of the study suggest that stated preferences methods, such as
Conjoint Analysis, can play important roles in supporting the definition of future
policies for the implementation of landscape schemes, as they give information
about of much the society values landscape transformation and each specific
landscape characteristic. Moreover, this approach can provide interesting data for
the definition of levels of subsidies, taxes and other market based instruments that
are used in landscape planning.

It is interesting to notice that the present application proposes an innovative
method to landscape evaluation, moving away from a purely ecological approach
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towards a more anthropocentric approach, where the quality of life of present and
future generations has a fundamental importance (Mondini 2009).

Another advantage of CA is its problem structuring approach. Following the
so-called ‘‘alternatives focus thinking’’, conventional decision making methodol-
ogies have always concentrated on the evaluation of readily available alternatives
with the implicit assumption that all decision problems are well structured: on the
contrary, the CA approach is based on a deep investigation of objectives and
criteria to be considered in the decision process. By means of the approach named
‘‘values focus thinking’’, CA allows to identify desirable decision opportunities
and create alternatives (Keeney 1992).

From the point of view of the future work, it would be interesting to expand the
number of interviews in order to have an higher number of usable questionnaires
and to validate the numerical results of the model.

To this end it is possible to state that the proposed method is suitable for dealing
with landscape values and cultural, natural and economic factors and it can be
employed for supporting decision-making processes in the context of landscape
planning and management in different geographic contexts.
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Chapter 6
Everyday People Evaluating Everyday
Landscapes: A Participatory Application
of Landscape Character Assessment
to Peri-urban Countryside

Rinaldo Grittani, Alessandro Bonifazi and Andrea Tassinari

Abstract This work concerns an application of the Landscape Character
Assessment (LChA) method to peri-urban countryside in the metropolitan area of
Bari, Italy. Motivations are rooted in an interest for participatory approaches to
ordinary landscape research and policy making. Following the principles laid
down in the European Landscape Convention, the research design included,
beyond desk studies and field surveys, also semi-structured interviews and focus
groups to involve local stakeholders. Findings point to a clear potential for LChA
to help address issues of scale (despite peri-urbanity being an elusive subject), for
interactive action-research methods to harness the growing interest in landscape
policy among a diversity of social actors, and for photography to assist the
development of alternative approaches to landscape quality. Finally, neo-rural
practices emerge as a possible means to reconcile rural development programmes
and landscape policy, with a view to coping with the in-betweenness of peri-urban
landscapes.
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6.1 Introduction

Rural landscapes are gaining momentum in both spatial planning agendas and
research communities. These once marginal spaces—when compared to either
urban or natural contexts—are more and more being considered as strategic with
respect to sustainable territorial development.

In this perspective, peri-urbanization is possibly among the key phenomena
driving such a paradigm shift: the blurring of borders dividing cities from the
countryside; the emergence of in-between landscapes which show at the same time
rural and urban characters, in both physical and socio-economical terms; the
intermingling of cultural mindsets that had long remained isolated; all these trends
contribute to dissolving the confidence of traditional approaches not only to
planning and design, but even to analyzing and describing. Along parallel tra-
jectories, both the target itself (rural landscapes, and peri-urban areas in particular)
and the way to re-conceptualize it, are changing at a fast pace.

Under the European Landscape Convention (ELC), landscape means ‘‘an area,
as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction
of natural and/or human factors’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 1). Landscape is therefore
recognized as ‘‘an essential component of people’s surroundings, an expression of
the diversity of their shared cultural and natural heritage, and a foundation of their
identity’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 5, letter a). Such newly founded understanding is all-
encompassing, since it ‘‘covers natural, rural, urban and peri-urban areas’’ and it
concerns ‘‘landscapes that might be considered outstanding as well as everyday or
degraded landscapes’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 2).

Hence, the present chapter is aimed at discussing whether the ELC is likely to
trigger a renewed approach to landscape policies, spatial planning and rural
development, which might prove more sensitive to the distinctive features of peri-
urban areas. Here—under either the ‘‘fringe’’ or the ‘‘sprawl’’ hypotheses (Meeus
and Gulinck 2008)—the need for widespread landscape awareness in public
authorities and civil society is possibly more acute.

The underlying research work proceeded through two stages: as a first step, we
adapted the Landscape Character Assessment (LChA) method to test a procedural
framework that seemed flexible enough to accommodate significant innovations;
secondly, we deepened two key aspects—respectively the use of photography in
visual analysis and the role of territorial practices in focusing the links between
landscape policy and rural development.

Accordingly, the chapter is divided into five sections. After this brief intro-
duction, we provide a conceptual background to the study. Section 6.3 is about
research methodology, while the following Sect. 6.4 illustrates the case-study
concerning an application of LChA to a peri-urban area, the town of Valenzano in
Apulia Region, Southern Italy. After a discussion of research issues in light of the
empirical work and the chosen methodological approach, the chapter ends with
concluding remarks covering shortcomings and prospects for further
developments.

106 R. Grittani et al.



6.2 Landscape Outside the Box: Paradigm Shifts in Policy
Concepts and Practice Following the European
Landscape Convention

Ever since it was adopted in Florence (Italy), on 20 October 2000—and all the
more so after it came into force on 1 March 2004—the ELC has proved a powerful
driver for innovations in public discourses and social practice concerning land-
scape issues. The Parties to the ELC rejected the view of landscape as ‘‘a given
assemblage of physical objects, which can be objectively analyzed by the natural
or social scientist’’ and maintained that ‘‘it is rather a creature of changeable
cultural perceptions and identities’’ (Olwig 2007, p. 581). Moreover, the ELC
understood specific landscape quality objectives as ‘‘the formulation by the
competent public authorities of the aspirations of the public with regard to the
landscape features of their surroundings’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 1). Based on such
principles, the ELC calls for a drastic rethinking of both landscape theory and
practice. In the following sub-sections, we address some prominent issues,
including: public participation in landscape policies and the social production of
landscape; the role of visual analysis (and photography in particular) in investi-
gating landscape quality in everyday living environments; and peri-urbanization.

6.2.1 Re-thinking the Role of Citizens in Landscape Policies

In the public policy domain, the collapse of the twofold separation of govern-
ment—outward (from civil society and the economy) and inward (into politics and
administration), —left the stage to complex and unstable webs of relations cutting
across all abovementioned spheres of human agency (Jessop 1995; Healey 2007).
Warren (2009) introduced the concept of ‘‘governance-driven democratization’’ to
flag how planning and policy making—once the cradle of technocrats and
administrators—are witnessing a ‘‘rebirth of strongly democratic ideals, including
empowered participation, focused deliberation, and attentiveness to those affected
by decisions’’ (Warren 2009, p. 1). The varying degrees of citizens’ involvement,
and the actual scope of their influence in the processes they participate in, have
long been the focus of scholars’ efforts (Stout 2010)—at least since Arnstein
(1969) unveiled the ambiguous nature of public participation. In short, most
participatory processes tend to fall in the first or, to a lesser extent, in the second of
the following categories: informative, consultative, decisional (Green and Hunton-
Clarke 2003). The key aspects underpinning such diversity may be identified in the
articulation of voice and power—which stand, respectively, for openness and
actual capacity to influence decision making—with mediated public negotiation
being perceived by some as the most desirable combination (Forester 2007).
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On a parallel track, the very foundations of research methodology (especially in
the social domain) were shaken by the advent of what Lewin (1946) named action-
research to stress the interdependence and interaction between different elements
of a situation, between objective and subjective aspects, between theory and
practice, and finally between knowledge and change (Amerio et al. 2000)—
because when dealing with certain issues ‘‘research that produces nothing but
books will not suffice’’ (Lewin 1946, p. 35). In other words, on the one hand action-
research aims at yielding a contribution to knowledge, while on the other hand it
tries to promote a betterment of human conditions (Jennings 2001).

The two strands may be reconciled under the co-production paradigm, as
understood by Jasanoff (2004), according to whom knowledge, policy and citi-
zenship are mutually constitutive and innovations in any domain—including
landscape planning—ensue from the interactions among decision-makers, experts
and lay people.

The ELC seems to reason along similar lines, by providing for the improvement
of landscape knowledge to depend, among other factors, on ‘‘taking into account
the particular values assigned to them by the interested parties and the population
concerned’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 5). The Explanatory Report attached to the ELC text
(CoE 2000b, par. 22–23) moves one step further, when it states that ‘‘Official
landscape activities can no longer be allowed to be an exclusive field of study or
action monopolised by specialist scientific and technical bodies’’ and, to put it
even more bluntly, ‘‘Landscape must become a mainstream political concern’’.
The acknowledgement of the implications of the approach to landscape policy
chosen in the ELC became manifest in the implementation guidelines (CoE 2008,
par. II.2.3.A), where it reads that ‘‘the concept of landscape proposed by the ELC
implies an exercise in democracy whereby differences are accepted, common
characteristics found and operational compromises eventually reached; these
represent an alternative to the drawing up by experts of hierarchical classifications
of landscape qualities’’.

Turning to practice, it is no surprise that problems in implementing the
aforesaid principles abound. Stenseke (2009) points to trust, communication and
local influence as vital ingredients in participatory approaches—while warning
that the reliance of landscape management officers on epistemological perspectives
that hold scientific knowledge as superior to local knowledge may prove a major
hindrance. Selman (2004) reviewed the role of a diversity of stakeholders in the
management of cultural landscape—from central and local governments, to non-
governmental organizations, interest groups and the wider public—providing
evidence that the local scale of initiatives may be a key factor in securing effective
involvement of community-based organizations. While dwelling further on the
interplay between public participation and landscape management, Selman (2006,
p. 168) also concluded that everyday landscapes ‘‘will be heavily reliant for their
stewardship on community engagement, not least because it is local people who
are most aware of their values and will have ideas about what ought to be safe-
guarded or enhanced, and how this might be accomplished’’.
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Landscape planning and management seems to fit well in a growingly partic-
ipatory approach to public policy making, and emerging practices tend to raise
similar issues than in other sectors. However, the links between cultural land-
scapes—in which physical, cognitive and experiential factors intermingle
(Stephenson 2008)—and the social practices that re-produce landscape (West et al.
2006), pave the way to promising research perspectives.

6.2.2 Re-focusing Landscape Quality: Photography
and the Discovery of Everyday Living Environments

In order to capitalise on the perception that inhabitants have of their native lands
the ELC has brought forth the concept of landscape to the realm of ‘‘subjectivity’’,
giving way to important perspectives to photography as a survey instrument of the
landscape itself. The relationship between photography and reality has been a key
question around which critics, photographers and researchers have confronted and
shared for a long period of time. One of the main concerns of photography was that
of being autonomous and liberating itself of any bond, ‘‘a photographer wants to
describe photography and not reality, beyond any theory and boring, well-known
misunderstandings of its ability of ‘interpretation’, because the sole purpose of
photographing is photography itself’’ (Zannier 1991, p. 64). Therefore, photog-
raphy does not reproduce reality but often generates an absolute disagreement with
itself; it has the ability to ‘‘recreate a reality that appears to have the traits of ours’’
(Massimo Cacciari, quoted in Marra 2001, p. 341).

Is it any wonder how photography, viewed as a subjective and complex tool,
can return to being useful and support processes that aim to investigate, read and
design the landscapes in which we live in? The focus then shifts to photographers:
it is they who must make certain that photography will remain as near as possible
to reality, so that they may read and interpret the places, reflect on the landscape
and the dynamics that move them.

Photography in itself is then neither truth nor falsehood or, perhaps, both one
and the other. Because it has been used to provide misleading and distorted
information (ex. in advertising), it may also help in providing support for the truth.

As part of the testing of LChA in the case study described in Sect. 6.4, pho-
tography was utilized as a research tool for reading and investigating peri-urban
landscapes. In the definition of the method, reference was made to the approaches
of visual sociology (Faccioli and Losacco 2010; Grady 1999; Parmeggiani 2006;
Prosser 1996), to those used in the visual-perceptual evaluations of a landscape
(Daniel and Booster 1976; Lothian 1999; Tempesta 2006), but above all to
authorial photography that deals with landscapes and architecture (Ghirri 2013;
Lugon 2008; Quintavalle 1993; Valtorta 2013; Zannier 1991).
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6.2.3 Peri-urbanization and the Evaporation of Urban-Rural
Divides

The term ‘‘peri-urbanization’’, first introduced by Bauer and Roux (1976), is
associated with both the processes of urbanization that result from the expansion of
a city into its neighbouring territories, and the sprawling, which affects rural areas
as new settlement patterns become feasible on technological and economic
grounds. Both phenomena generate territories where several specific characters of
urbanity, such as high population density and the significant extent of built-up
areas in relation to the open spaces, coexist with those that are typical of rural
landscapes, such as the widespread presence of agricultural businesses and other
activities with strictly local markets (Di Mario and Pascale 2009).

Turning to the case-study context, the evolution of settlements and landscapes
that have characterized Italy reveals the richness and internal diversity of the peri-
urban areas. Until the end of the 1940s, despite being affected by major trans-
formations, the Italian landscape still maintained intact its traditional territorial
and settlement structure, with the consolidated city clearly separated from the
countryside. In rural areas, the landscape was closely linked to agro-livestock and
forestry systems, and about ten distinct agricultural landscapes could be identified
throughout the entire peninsula (Sereni 1961). The situation changed radically on
the principle of the 1950s; a period from which successive technological, socio-
economic and cultural transformations altered the pre-existing territorial structures
and generated new settlement and landscaped areas (Turri 1990; Lanzani 2003).

Initially, the process of urbanization only concerned several large cities, but in
the 1960s and ‘70s one witnessed not only a further expansion of cities and their
suburbs, but above all the onset of urban sprawl. These phenomena originate from
‘‘the triumph of mediocrity and ordinary repetition in the space of a few housing
models: the single-family house in the centre of the lot, the warehouse, townhouse,
apartment house and shopping mall. A sequence of solitary and amassed presence
of buildings without a clear rationale, and without an account of necessity’’ (Boeri
2011, p. xii). In areas previously used for agriculture, a multitude of isolated and
autonomous buildings had risen up. Dynamics that often moved from small towns,
rather than major cities, generated a confusing, generic and rambling landscape
that ‘‘seems to mercilessly reflect on the fragmentation of our society, unbridled
individualism that holds no regards toward collective space and fragments the very
diverse territories of our peninsula making everything look identical’’ (Boeri ibid).
Hybrid environments are created that blend rural traits with new urban aspects,
incorporating industrial and residential-touristic elements, which generate plural
heterogeneous landscapes.

One of the main outcomes of this ‘‘grand transformation’’ (Turri 1990) is the
emergence of a society in which the values associated with urbanity and rurality
tend to get confused: ‘‘into an Italy that is relentlessly less and less rural in the
classical sense […] the problems of the system of agricultural production is
therefore intertwined with the issues of new forms of urbanity, of safeguarding the
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environment and landscape, of the new frontiers of social safety nets and of
welfare (Di Mario 2008).

Some scholars argue that peripheral urbanity includes geographical areas
characterized by the fact that they are no longer pure environments, namely, the
compact city or the deep countryside (Mininni 2006), nor fall into an intermediate
category between the two, but rather reveal themselves as ‘‘another’’ settlement
reality, very heterogeneous and variable internally. This covers the necessity to
‘‘reconceptualise’’ the peri-urban area (Fanfani 2006; Mininni 2006) and the very
manner of thinking about the boundary between urban and rural (Lynch 1960;
Valentini 2005).

These assumptions, despite the major difficulties of theoretical as well as
operational natures, contain aspects of great interest. It would be quite useful to
focus on the particularities of peri-urban agriculture (OECD 1979; Heimlich and
Anderson 2001); to tailor the manifold functions it may carry out, according to the
context where it is practiced (Velazquez 2004); to identify who are the participants
who ‘‘perform’’ peri-urban agriculture and who are those who ‘‘have an impact’’
on it (Grittani 2011a).

6.3 Research Methodology

As part of a longer term research project, the present study aims to contribute to
addressing the following issues, although with a major focus on issues 1, 2b and 3:

1. putting two innovative tenets of the ELC to the test, in an integrated manner, by
applying (a) participatory evaluation approaches to (b) peri-urban everyday
landscapes;

2. investigating LChA as: (a) an analytical approach (with its focus on landscape
character types and areas) to make collective sense of places at multiple scales
(from local to regional); (b) a procedural approach to accommodate the con-
tribution of different actors, both experts and lay people, coming from the
government, market and civil society alike;

3. dwelling on photography as an action-research method to grasp perceptual—
and visual in particular—aspects of landscape quality;

4. understanding how social practices that relate to neo-rurality and multifunc-
tional landscapes interact with land-use planning, landscape policy, and rural
development policies in peri-urban areas.

So far, the research project went through two different stages: at the end of
2011, we applied the LChA method (adapted as discussed in the following
Sect. 6.3.1) to a case study-area, and carried out a first round of semi-structured
interviews and a focus group (both covered in Sect. 6.3.2). In the second stage,
spanning over the end of 2013 and the beginning of 2014, the methodological
focus shifted to visual analysis and the use of photography to trigger conversa-
tional interactions about landscape quality, policies and practices. The way these
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activities were designed is explained in Sect. 6.3.3. Semi-structured interviews and
a peri-urban walk, followed again by a focus group, were carried out at the second
stage (as described in Sect. 6.3.2).

6.3.1 Adapting the Landscape Character Assessment Method

The LChA method, widely adopted in the United Kingdom and other northern-
European countries, may be traced back to visual perception-based approaches to
landscape analysis and design. However, LChA’s conceptual limits and applica-
tion areas extended over time to encompass conservation policies and spatial
planning at multiple geographical scale (SNH and CA 2002). In short, and based
on most recent applications, LChA may be described as a procedural framework
for landscape analysis and policy support, which integrates desktop studies
(including GIS-based spatial analyses), structured assessments provided by human
observers moving across the study-areas, and inputs from public participation—
with a view to underpinning evaluative judgments.

This research, while taking as a reference the LChA as it was proposed in the
manual prepared by the Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the Countryside
Agency (CA) for the United Kingdom (SNH and CA 2002), has several new
elements, as outlined in Fig. 6.1. The characterization stage began with prepara-
tory activities, relating to the definition of organizational and motivational aspects,
and foresaw a desk-based study followed by one on the field (conducted on foot
and by bicycle), which was carried out by the authors, based on a data collection
protocol adapted after James and Gittins (2007).

The characterization was based on the analysis of the physical aspects of the
landscape, of those linked to anthropogenic activities and land use, with its aes-
thetic and perceptual aspects. Two categories of landscape character constitute the
conceptual foundations of the LChA, whose identification varies depending on the
scale of analysis:

• landscape character types are the result of recurring combinations of geological,
topographic, vegetation elements, land uses and methods of settlement;

• landscape character areas are geographic locations characterized by a specific
identity, the result of socio-territorial dynamics occurring in an original ‘‘sense
of place’’, while sharing similar characteristics with other areas, which allow to
attribute them to a common type.

The following stage of evaluation considered both the quality and the condition
of landscape at the time of the survey, and the land use change processes—on-
going and predictable. The evaluation stage and, to a lesser extent, also the
characterization stage, have utilized participatory contributions derived from two
rounds of semi-structured qualitative interviews and focus groups.
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Fig. 6.1 A flowchart of the LChA methodology. Adapted after SCH and CA (2002, p. 13)
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6.3.2 Participatory Approaches to Landscape Research

The involvement of local stakeholders was pursued at each stage, save for the very
first step, that is, the definition of the objectives of the study. Two methods were
resorted to: qualitative semi-structured interviews and focus groups.

As for semi-structured interviews (Zamunner 1998), they were administered to
ten interviewees identified based on the personal acquaintances of the authors,
supplemented by suggestions of the respondents themselves. They included key
witnesses and ordinary citizens alike (McKernan 1996). The outline of the inter-
view consisted of three sections:

1. perception and knowledge of peri-urban landscapes in the case study area;
2. assessment of the character of the landscape (with respect to both types and

areas);
3. willingness to take action and strategies for the enhancement of landscape

quality.

Two focus groups (Morgan 1997; Rodriguez et al. 2011), each involving six
participants and organized in the same venue (the seat of a local non-governmental
organization), were facilitated by the authors. The group interviews started with
the presentation of the project and continued with the discussion of the draft map
of landscape character types and areas (with a visual support). The focus groups
continued with the attribution of subjective values to each area of character: this
task was carried out in a simplified way in 2011—by asking to choose an option on
a multiple-choice scale (from ‘‘very negative’’ to ‘‘very positive’’)—whereas in the
second research round the participants were confronted with the character/condi-
tion matrix presented at stage 4 in the LChA diagram (Fig. 6.1).

With respect to landscape policy scenarios, a semi-structured, multiple choice
questionnaire focusing on peri-urban social practices in four landscape character
areas (carried out in 2014) replaced a SWOT analysis about a single area (applied
in 2011).

Besides the use of photography, illustrated in detail in Sect. 6.3.3, the only
other major difference in the methodological approach adopted in the second round
consisted in the design of the focus group, which was introduced by a 2-hour-walk
across three different landscape character areas (as identified in the draft map).
This was done to reconcile two contradictory needs, as highlighted in relevant
literature (Propst et al. 2008):

1. group discussions may be facilitated if participants could be collectively con-
fronted with features that contributed to and detracted from rural landscape
character;

2. the places in which discussions take place should be free from distractions,
neutral, and permit participants to face each other.
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6.3.3 Photography in Landscape Analysis and Evaluation

In the present research, photography takes on a different role from that of illus-
trative, which is generally covered in LChA.1 Photography has supported the
entire process of the study; it has played an important role in the reading, analysis
and reflection on the areas that have led to the characterization of the landscape, as
well as in the evaluation stage of the landscape.

In the characterization stage, photography had supported the elaboration of
profiles for the field survey, for getting acquainted with and studying the areas, by
portraying the natural and anthropogenic characteristics, gathering up the uses of
the land, characteristic buildings, peculiar elements and atmospheres. In essence,
through the use of photographs an attempt was made to capture the character of a
landscape.

The process consisted of an interaction between the stage of exploring and
photographing the areas of interest, followed by the analysis and selection of the
images at the desk. This process has allowed us to gradually ‘‘get closer’’ to the
landscape as well as to discover unexpected visions and uncommon places.

The definition of the method has made reference to numerous experiences of
photographers who have been confronted with the representation of places (for
example, Cresci 1975; Emiliani and Monti 1970; Grittani 2011b; Strand and
Zavattini 1955), and has also debated suggestions from the approaches of visual
sociology, especially from the experiences related to Grounded Visual Sociology
(Faccioli and Losacco 2010; Suchar 1997).

All photographs were taken by one author over three-years period (2011–2013).
Although they were selected based on the need to represent all character types and
areas (as described in Fig. 6.3), three areas have been covered more extensively
because they emerged from the desktop study as more complex and diversified.
These are ‘‘Ognissanti’’, ‘‘Masseria Marrone’’ and ‘‘Lama Montrone and the inner
country’’. Both panoramic views and details were included, which could trigger
discussions on physical, symbolic or experiential aspects.

The approach of visual sociology has been even more relevant in the definition
of the methods used to enable a debate with the inhabitants and to understand what
their perceptions were of the landscape of the case study area. Photo-elicitation
was utilized, that is, a variation of a semi-structured interview that is based on
images as well as a number of questions (Beilin 2005; Collier and Collier 1986;
Harper 2002). This choice was made because ‘‘the use of photos as a stimulus
during an interview produces a different interaction between the observer and the
observed, in the sense that it can shorten the distances because it does not possess a

1 Even in the project ECOVAST (European Council for the Village and Small Town), which
places a significant emphasis on the use of photography to support the participatory process of
identifying the characters of the areas, photography has the sole task of illustrating the character
of the landscape (ECOVAST 2006).
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strong connotation of the language, and because the focus of communication shifts
from the interviewee to photography’’ (Faccioli and Losacco 2010, p. 111).

Each respondent were shown 40 photographs of the open spaces between the
countryside and the city of Valenzano, each asked to select 10 that best represented
the local landscape, or at least from which they remained impressed by the most
simply because they were familiar places—or quite the contrary, unexpected. The
conversation then focused on the selected images in order to understand the
relations between the respondents and the places represented, assess the landscape
character and discuss observed or potential territorial practices and any possible
development scenarios.

6.4 Case-Study: A Landscape Character Assessment
of Peri-urban Countryside in Valenzano, Italy

The case-study included in the present chapter is about implementing LChA in a
peri-urban area where everyday landscapes are prevalent. These challenging
conditions for LChA required many departures from mainstream applications of
the method as explained in Sect. 6.3.1.

Brief overviews of the territorial features and policy framework in the case-
study area are provided in Sects. 6.4.1 and 6.4.2, whereas results and observations
concerning characterization and evaluation are illustrated, respectively, in
Sects. 6.4.3 and 6.4.4.

6.4.1 Context: A Brief Overview of the Physical and Socio-
Economic Characters of the Case-Study Area

The LChA application concerns Valenzano, a town of about 18,000 inhabitants
located in the first belt of minor settlements around the provincial capital city of
Bari, in the southeasternmost region of Italy, i.e. Apulia. The municipal territory
stretches over 16 km2; it is predominantly flat except for a few gullies (the so
called ‘‘Lame’’) running parallel to each other, along the north-south direction.

As for land use and land cover, forests and semi natural areas are hardly detectable,
while the artificial surfaces to agricultural areas (where olive groves largely exceed any
other cover) ratio is about 1:5 today—a value that is estimated to double, should all
developments foreseen in the proposed municipal urban plan actually take place.

The settlement layout shows a relatively dense urban core, which includes the
historical centre; a low-density residential area that developed along the road to
Bari; and two isolated, specialized use, sites—providing, respectively, affordable
housing and knowledge economy or public administration functions.
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6.4.2 Territorial Development Scenarios in Valenzano

The main policy drivers of territorial development in Valenzano appear to fall into
either of three categories: the Regional Landscape Plan (RLP), the Rural Devel-
opment Programme (RDP) and the local development plan.

Under the new Regional Landscape Plan’s (RLP)2 two-tier taxonomy,
Valenzano is included in Central Apulia, and more precisely in a basin named after
the radial system of gullies converging towards the regional capital (Bari), which
lies on the Adriatic coast.

Bari represents the core of a loosely defined metropolitan area, around which a
polynucleated settlement pattern is to be found, although the urban fabric tends to
agglomerate in linear strips following the main axes of the metropolitan transport
infrastructure. When the city of Bari and the first belt of towns around it are taken
into account, it appears that agriculture areas tend to be squeezed and eventually
replaced or—for what matters most to the purpose of this study—peri-urbanized.

Over the last six decades, as development sprawled, rural areas shrank and
became fragmented—eventually turning from dominant to marginal. According to
the RLP (Regione Puglia 2014), some gullies disappeared (mostly those with
gentle slopes) and the agrarian landscape in general underwent simplification
as diversified agriculture land uses and covers were affected either directly
(by artificialisation) or indirectly (in terms of growingly untended fields).

In the RLP, Valenzano is described as a transition area in many respects:
between peri-urban landscape and fully rural areas—whose main features are a
mix of heritage elements (including a medieval church and traditional rural
buildings and structures3); between coastal plains and the Murgia karstic plateau,
which here becomes manifest through its first large step; between olive groves in
the northern part of the metropolitan area and vineyards in the southern zone.

The olive tree is currently the predominant crop and occupies 316 ha, which
account for 70 % of the utilized agricultural area. The remaining area is occupied
by vine, fruit and seed crops (Fig. 6.2a), while unutilized agricultural land rep-
resents a significant 10 % of the total agricultural area (Fig. 6.2c, d).

Figure 6.2c is indicative of the difficulties in the agricultural sector, and if read
in context with the decline in total agricultural land and the number of farms,4 as
well as their splitting and fragmentation, it illustrates an image of the progressive
crisis of agriculture in Valenzano.

2 The plan, whose official name is ‘‘Piano Paesaggistico Territoriale Regionale della Puglia’’
(meaning ‘‘Landscape and Spatial Regional Plan of Apulia’’), is currently undergoing the public
consultation stage prior to final approval.
3 ‘‘Jazzi’’, that is, dry-stone-walled enclosures to pen in sheep and goats.
4 According to the National Statistics Office (ISTAT 2014), there were 893 farms in 1970 in
Valenzano and they took up 1,326 ha, while in 2010 they had fallen to 327, extending for about
440 ha.
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The image of the border area, from the peri-urban landscape to the rural
landscape, is consistently proposed again by the new RLP even within the strategic
framework of five projects that do not impose mandatory binding standards, but
foretell scenarios to strive for in the medium-long term, possible imageries for a
future Apulia landscape.

Within the ‘‘City-Countryside Agreement’’—the most important project for
Valenzano—the northern part of the area is included in both a ‘‘multifunctional
agricultural park for regeneration’’ and a ‘‘coastal landscape of high natural
value’’; the southern part of the municipal territory is considered ‘‘deep country’’;
at the turn of these two macro-zones there stands the Inner Countryside, which is

Fig. 6.2 a Agricultural activities in Valenzano; b Small wood in the ‘‘Lama Montrone and the
inner country’’ area; c Uncultivated peri-urban area and the wall of a warehouse. In the
background, the bell tower of Valenzano; d A farm close to one of the main gullies (Lama
Montrone); e An abandoned field; f Experimental agriculture in knowledge-based economy
landscapes
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of particular interest because it represents the mending bond between the city and
the countryside.

The vision of a ‘‘multifunctional agricultural park for regeneration’’, is based on
quality agriculture and the protection of agricultural biodiversity on the one hand,
and on the other hand, on a series of positive externalities, such as hydrogeological
safeguards, conservation of the diversity and connectivity of the ecological net-
works, and accessibility to rural space.

The ‘‘Inner Countryside’’ plays a vital role in bridging the gap between the city
and the countryside—deteriorated by the urban expansion - through an agriculture
at the service of its citizens, such as social gardens or suburban parks, the pro-
duction of fruits and vegetables for local food markets; educational farms, direct
harvesting, pet therapy and the like. For Valenzano this could signify the re-
capturing of fragments of territory by the local community through new territorial
practices, the enhancement of the rural landscape and the re-association of urban
housing fabrics that are presently detached between themselves.

In Valenzano, an out-dated local development plan dating back to the 1970’s,
does not address the development of the agricultural territory, as it simply indi-
cates the areas for urban expansion outside of the consolidated city. Hence, spatial
local development planning falls short of implementing RLP’s strategies.

Within the current RDP (Regione Puglia 2008), the territory of Valenzano falls
entirely in the ‘‘rural areas with intensive specialized agriculture’’ type. However,
this choice seems to be premised on distance from the other types—‘‘urban
agglomerations’’ and ‘‘rural areas with problematic aspects related to develop-
ment’’—rather than on actual correspondence of the observed territorial features to
the chosen type. Both the weak analytical capacity—due to a coarse-grained
classification at the regional scale—and the lack of a specific policy for peri-urban
areas seem to be key to explaining why the 2007–13 RDP has not had any sig-
nificant impact on a relatively small rural space that is so strictly embedded in a
metropolitan area.

The only other spatial public policy that has recently concerned the rural ter-
ritory of Valenzano is an integrated programme for territorial development5 in the
‘‘Southern terraced ridge of the basin of Bari’’, proposed and implemented by the
municipality of Valenzano, along with two neighbouring local authorities. The
programme foresees the enhancement of rural areas, conceiving three itineraries
that pass through the urban and agricultural landscape, concerning artefacts and
‘‘significant’’ areas from a landscape and historical and cultural point of view, both
in the urban centres and in peri-urban countryside.

5 In Italian: ‘‘Programma Integrato di Sviluppo Territoriale’’.
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6.4.3 Landscape Characterization

At first, the substantial homogeneity of the physical and vegetation aspects in the
municipal territory led to envisage just one type of landscape character (to be
called peri-urban landscape). However, following the examination of in force or
proposed policies (including a 2009 municipal spatial planning draft), but above
all, based on the outcomes of field surveys and on feedback from participants, we
differentiated the four types and the numerous areas of landscape character
identified in Fig. 6.3.

In multifunctional rural landscapes there are traces of ecological dynamics,
cultural heritage and territorial practices that could be an introduction to devel-
opment in the multifunctional sense—where agricultural activities take their place
alongside agri-environmental measures and recreational functions (Fig. 6.2b).

Productive agricultural areas, mostly identified based on the prospective
recovery of currently marginal activity, are defined by both the (relative) integrity
of rural settlement patterns and the minor influence of suburbanization, which is
otherwise quite evident in Valenzano (Fig. 6.2d).

In knowledge-based economy landscapes there is a concentration of supra-local
services (universities, national and international research institutes, regional water
catchment management authority), which is partly set on the permanence of large
estates (Fig. 6.2f).

The built fabric is dominated (in the city centre) by residential land uses whose
compactness (showing however a very different density) is challenged by the
thickening along the main transport routes (city in progress) and by the emergence
of isolated settlements that are wedged in the agricultural matrix (urban satellites).
In areas undergoing transformation in particular, LChA captures the development
of small industrial estates and the outlooks of urban renewal programmes, re-
establishing a representation of the suspension; a landscape of expectation
(Fig. 6.4a).

As part of the multifunctional rural landscapes character type, one of the areas
that indicates the most distinctive features is found in the neighbourhood of the
Church of Ognissanti6 (Fig. 6.4c), the main historical and architectural asset of
Valenzano, located close to the north-eastern municipal boundary. Although the
site has not been valued at all, it is a structure that has marked the history of
Valenzano and to which its citizens express a strong sense of belonging. The area
of Ognissanti is characterized by the presence of rural buildings, more or less
recent, spontaneous and vernacular architectures of reduced size and low heights
which, while highlighting the need for redevelopment and/or restoration, integrate
well in the agricultural context in which they are placed (Fig. 6.4e). For example,
one interviewee maintained that ‘‘the area of the Church of Ognissanti has
remained agricultural in character despite its potential of urban development, but

6 The Church of Ognissanti of Cuti, built in the 11th century, is considered one of the leading
examples of Apulian Romanesque architecture.
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perhaps it is better this way because it is spontaneous, simple and nurtured in an
amateur and hobby manner’’ (resident, researcher).

It is one of the few rural areas visited by not only farmers, retired persons and
those who complement their primary work activities with agriculture, but also by

Fig. 6.3 Map of landscape character types and areas
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joggers and flaneurs who would pick wild herbs or stroll around in search of
relaxation. The crossing of a gully—whose furrow, however, is just barely iden-
tifiable in several locations—olive groves, interrupted by vineyards, small or
uncultivated gardens, and the occasional presence of waste dumping are the other
elements that characterize it. The proximity to the city centre and to a large
residential neighbourhood make it an area that, if adequately planned and man-
aged, could also increase its landscape values and capacity to organize stable
territorial practices. Several participants have confirmed the peculiarities of this
area, pointing out among other things, that the site not only hosted initiatives of a

Fig. 6.4 a Valenzano: landscape of expectations; b Abandoned agricultural landscape in another
gully, Lama Valenzano; c Church of Ognissanti and an agricultural landscape; d The boundary
between the city and the country in the Area ‘‘Lama Montrone and the inner country’’; e A plot of
land protected by a gate in the Ognissanti area; f Former tannery abandoned on the outskirts of
the city centre
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religious nature7 but also events representing social customs and traditional eco-
nomics: ‘‘The celebration of November 1 took place at Ognissanti where the
‘‘comparizio’’ occurred. There were stands, many people, the Mass, and we
exchanged a red ribbon with the best man’’ (resident, theatre actor).

The environmental and cultural elements which led to including the areas
‘‘Masseria Marrone’’ e ‘‘Lama Montrone e Inner Country’’ within the ‘‘multi-
functional rural landscape’’ character type are possibly feeble. Conflicting con-
servation-oriented landscape policy and development-driven spatial planning
objectives; the alternation of a widespread decay and some noteworthy natural and
cultural heritage assets and; diversified territorial practices, make characterization
extremely difficult. Hence, we dwelt in depth on these areas by means of socially
interactive research methods. The discussion led to amending the draft map
because of convergent observations by several participants who disagreed on
certain aspects of the characterization proposed by the researchers.

6.4.4 Landscape Evaluation

The present application of LChA, compared to more popular approaches,8 has
increased the connections between the different stages of characterization and
evaluation: bringing forward a sort of evaluation during the field surveys9 or
securing a backwards influence of participatory evaluation on characterization.
They are aspects that are likely to increase the potential and usefulness of the
method. In addition, the innovations mentioned seem to be essential in order to
comply with the fluidity with which participants reformulate their own motiva-
tional framework during the course of interactions.

As for capturing subjective value, we observed a higher convergence of
judgments—which moreover were globally more positive—in the first group
interview. However, several differences in the settings might have contributed to
this variance, including: the areas addressed in the two focus groups were different
and the second method (i.e. the LChA matrix focusing on character and condition)
was manifestly less user-friendly; on the other hand, participants in the second
focus group were younger on average, while active citizens were better repre-
sented in the first one.

7 The fair of November 1 was held in the area of Ognissanti until 1810, the year when it was
moved to the city centre. It is noted that the adjoining monastery was first abandoned and then
completely disappeared in the second half of the 18th century when the material obtained from
the demolition of the abbey walls was used to build a nearby sanctuary.
8 The LChA handbook (SCH and CA 2002) tends to clearly separate the characterization stage
from that of the evaluation.
9 The last section of the profile of the field survey, called ‘‘Condition and sensitivity of the
landscape’’—see stage 3 of the LChA flow diagram in Fig. 6.1—can be considered an
expeditious anticipation of evaluative aspects.
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Neither the SWOT analysis focusing on landscape quality in a single area nor
the multiple choice questionnaire on peri-urban social practices were in fact
successful in triggering strategic thinking and landscape policy scenario building,
as participants didn’t move beyond the mainly descriptive, preliminary stages. The
SWOT analysis, carried out for the only area that had elicited full approval
(‘‘Ognissanti’’), sparked a lively debate on strengths and weaknesses—relating,
respectively, to: heritage, accessibility and sense of belonging; weak institutional
management capacity. When it came to risks and opportunities, positions and
suggestions proved more unclear: for both prospective residential developments in
the surroundings and links to the Basilica of Saint Nicholas (in Bari), participants
showed different standpoints—verging on conflict. The discussion fell short of
putting forward real strategies, as participants tended to focus on single issues
rather than making the links between the different factors (e.g. how strengths may
help prevent risks). To abbreviate, there was a convergence (albeit with different
undertones) concerning the characterization and attribution of value, while the
debate on future scenarios has recorded consensus and conflicts.

When participants were confronted with a list of social practices embedded in
peri-urban areas—developed by the authors based on the first round of the inter-
active survey in 2011—and asked to point to those (actually or potentially) more
representative of each of four landscape character areas, they seemed to confirm (in
one case), and disprove (in another case) the proposed characterization (see
Table 6.1). This outcome contributed to a revision of the draft map, with special
respect to the inclusion of what had previously been mapped as the northernmost
part of the productive agricultural area ‘‘Le Macchie’’ in the multifunctional rural
landscape ‘‘Lama Montrone and the inner country’’ (as mirrored in the final version
shown in Fig. 6.3).

Social practices in peri-urban areas had been chosen by the authors as a con-
ceptual construct to foster individual reflection and group discussion with a view to
making links between personal experience and spatial policies in the case-study
area. However, the outcome in terms of strategic thinking and scenario-building was
poorly significant, as participants were clearly inclined to speaking about specific

Table 6.1 A synthesis of the social practices, and the related frequency, associated by partici-
pants in the 2014 focus group to each of four landscape character areas

Landscape character areas Lama Montrone Le Reni Masseria Marrone Santa Croce

Categories of pratices
Living 3 1 1 3
Working 4 5 5 5
Studying 1 1
Using 2 4
Recreating 9 3 6 5
Moving across 5 1
Sporting 8 5 5 8
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places, or to debating general issues more or less in the same terms as they appear to
be framed in local public discourses, or rather to engaging in complex narratives.

For instance, the adopted interactive approaches to the evaluation of landscape
scenarios have exposed the ambivalence of the concept of spatial development—
used by participants in reference to the same area (Ognissanti) to signify either a
commitment of public resources for preserving heritage and the sedimented
character of the landscape, or the hope to materialize diffused settlement dynamics
for residential use. The friction between these alternative views became more
evident as the discussion turned to a confrontation on legal and ethical grounds—
with special regard to long-standing development rights and recently introduced
planning restrictions. Besides the tailored methods used during the focus groups,
evaluative arguments emerged also in the course of interviews and the rural walk.

As for interviews, they seem to indicate a shared difficulty that is cast on the peri-
urban territory, considered a ‘‘repetitive landscape in all respects: morphological, of
the cultivations, which also exhibits a significantly greater phenomenon of aban-
donment’’ (resident, retired person) if not ‘‘a disaster everywhere’’ (resident,
agronomist). Even anyone who has strong emotional ties with these areas displays a
strong disappointment for the widespread degradation: ‘‘there is no collective and
social projection for the rural territory. I had an almond tree…next to which was a
plot of land that was a paradise. It is now abandoned’’ (resident, theatre actor).

The influence of photo-elicitation (used exclusively in the 2013–14 round), seemed
to affect the interviewer-interviewee relationship by offering an immediate opportunity
for the latter to freely manifest her understanding of, and standpoint on, peri-urban
landscape—while by-passing the researchers’ frame. Notwithstanding the different
approach to interviews, participants’ remarks swing between disappointment (for
current state of places) and attachment (to heritage and sense of place).

In the words of a resident and entrepreneur: ‘‘Of course the bell tower repre-
sents Valenzano, but I associate it to electricity pylons as well’’ (Fig. 6.4b); ‘‘These
walls strike me, they are the only division from the country: it looks like occupied
territories in Palestine, uncertain and temporary situations’’ (Fig. 6.4d); ‘‘A gate
that doesn’t protect anything, it would be nice to leave everything open, but they
steal even soil here’’ (see Fig. 6.4f). The same participant, however, was surprised
to see certain photographs, for they represented places she had not imagined could
be part of her everyday landscape.

Another resident (and a physical education teacher) reacted to the view of
certain photographs by stating that ‘‘I remember my mother was saddened for all
those abandoned fields—she maintained there was a need to set up young farmers’
cooperatives to farm the land and fight unemployment’’. The same interviewee,
then, lingered over a photograph (Fig. 6.4f)—which has been considered repre-
sentative of the local landscape by others—making unexpected links: ‘‘this
building has been abandoned for years, I think it used to be a tannery, it could be
turned into a gym—I’ve been looking for years for a suitable place, but the local
authorities didn’t show any interest’’.

The alternation between familiarity and wonder became manifest during the
rural walk, as participants would just go ahead along the route, except stopping in

6 Everyday People Evaluating Everyday Landscapes 125



front of unknown buildings (e.g. a huge water reservoir almost nobody was aware
of) or unexpected views (a small wood that made two participants wonder: ‘‘How
come we never organized scout camps here?’’). While walking, participants came
to be exposed to the landscapes they were supposed to discuss about in the focus
group, in a way that was likely to emphasize their personal experience of places
and make at least some of the relevant social practices visible (in particular, those
concerning farming and leisure activities).

6.5 Discussion

The present study, despite the limited scope of organized activities and the pre-
liminary nature of the results obtained, seems to signal several elements of interest.
These concern all research issues presented in Sect. 6.3, though to a different extent.

Under the general objective of putting the ELC innovative tenets into practice,
we dwelt on the potential role of citizens and diverse social actors in landscape
policy. Given a broad conception of landscape is endorsed—one which encompass
‘‘the action and interaction of natural and/or human factors’’ (CoE 2000a, art. 1)—
there seems to be a significant societal interest in landscape assessment and policy.
More in detail, the main observations one may draw form this study concern the
subjects, the methods, and the purpose of public participation. One major short-
coming of this action-research work, so far, has been to limit participants’
involvement to individual citizens—mostly highly educated and often relatively
active in civil society organizations. Keeping this warning in mind, it is interesting
to notice how the boundaries between experts and lay people blurred—as both
local experts and knowledgeable citizens would often take the lead during the
action-research activities. Moreover, the use of interactive research methods
appears to be promising, when not even necessary: the direct experience of peri-
urban landscape enabled by the rural walk, and the ensuing situated discussions
among participants (Propst et al. 2008), made the activity both more effective
research-wise and more empowering for participants themselves. Likewise, photo-
elicitation-assisted interviews pushed the relationship between researchers and
participants one step further towards the interactive immersion into the subject and
the context, that is, local peri-urban landscapes.

There seems to be a clear potential for a contribution of citizens and the local
community at large to shaping landscape knowledge and policy in a co-productive
manner (Jasanoff 2004). However, such potential inexorably entails getting to grip
with conflicting systems of value—as it became evident even based on our very
preliminary results. It is our opinion that—once the purpose of action-research were
clearly set as influencing landscape policy at both governmental and community
self-organization levels—all relevant social actors should be involved in developing
creatively integrated visions of sustainable development (Dryzek 2005). Should that
not be case, action-research would most likely fall short of facilitating key
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interactions among those very same social actors, who are entitled on cognitive,
ethical and political grounds to re-produce landscape (Magnaghi 2001).

Turning to the specificity of peri-urban landscapes, the literature (Selman 2006)
shows that they can prove a very elusive subject for both investigation and policy
making. In this framework, it should be emphasized that everyday landscapes
(such as peri-urban agricultural areas), characterized by large scale homogeneity,
and by extreme fragmentation to that of detail, call for a particularly significant
emphasis on experiential approaches and for the active involvement of local
communities, as well as for reinforcing qualitative evaluation approaches. More-
over, the concept of landscape character, which is key to the implementation of the
LChA method, should perhaps be interpreted in a more problematic way, enriching
the connotation in both a positive and negative sense, and questioning some of the
assumptions—among which the identification of consistency as a constitutive
factor of the character.

When it comes to reflecting on the usefulness of LChA as a methodological
approach to landscape action-research projects, an appraisal of the adaptations
proposed in this work should take duly into account the inherent limitations of a
totally self-funded project that couldn’t mobilize neither the interdisciplinary
expertise nor the across-the-board involvement of local stakeholders.

With respect to LChA’s focus on landscape character types and areas to make
collective sense of places at multiple scales, we tested the analytical-descriptive
potential of the method, when compared to other spatial analyses that underpinned
the elaboration of relevant policies at regional level. Notably, we took care of:

1. reformulating the timing and functions of the different stages in the LChA
procedure (see Fig. 6.1), as interviews have provided insights for both char-
acterization and evaluation, and focus groups, while aiming for evaluation and
open discussion of policy scenarios, ensured general verification of the pro-
posed characterization;

2. reconceptualising characterization, which was intended to be not exclusively
objective (based on desk-study and field survey), open as it was to participants’
observations on values and practices, as well as influenced—in a transparent
manner—by the most relevant policy frameworks.

Under the aforementioned conditions, landscape characterization seems to offer
a significant contribution to making policy scenarios spatially explicit, with special
respect to downscaling regional policies and adapting the related zoning instru-
ments to the peculiarities of local contexts. In Fig. 6.5, we compare the way the
municipal territory of Valenzano is classified according to two regional policies—
the RDP (top left) and the RLP (top right)—with the characterization ensuing from
the present work (bottom right). In order to allow direct comparison, a number of
adaptations have been made: the agricultural production-oriented landscape types
envisaged in the RDP (‘‘rural areas with intensive specialized agriculture’’) and in
the RLP (‘‘deep country’’) have been subsumed in the LChA’s ‘‘productive agri-
cultural areas’’, just the RLP ‘‘multifunctional agricultural park for regeneration’’
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was considered equivalent to LChA’s ‘‘multifunctional rural landscapes’’ (see
Sect. 6.4.2 for further explanations).

On the one hand, characterization according to the LChA seems capable of
complementing the classifications established at regional (RDP) and

Fig. 6.5 A comparison of landscape classification under the Rural Development Programme (top
left), the regional landscape plan (top right) and the characterization carried out in the context of
this study (bottom right)
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metropolitan10 (RLP) scales, by taking duly into account local land uses and
related social practices. On the other hand, by tracing back LChA landscape
character types to the spatial constructs to be found in regional policy frameworks,
local authorities and stakeholders may more easily tap into available resources and
cope with existing planning restrictions.

However, zoning proved to be a controversial concept as well, since most
participants tended to understand it in the rigidly prescriptive terms conveyed by
the existing local development plan—and the main underlying controversies sur-
faced very easily during landscape characterization-based debates.

The overall evaluation of the support provided by photography to the action-
research methodology in grasping perceptual aspects of landscape quality is sat-
isfactory. As explained in Sect. 6.2.2, we didn’t aim at supposedly objective uses
of photography, but rather positioned our approach at the turn between visual
sociology (Grady 1999; Prosser 1996) and authorial landscape photography
(Valtorta 2013). In this study, we found with Ghirri (2010, p. 56) that visual
representation, just like words and technical information ‘‘as an instrument to
connect to the world, to establish a relationship with the environment, may have a
great cultural importance and a great effectiveness’’, thus bringing citizens closer
to their everyday landscape.

So far, this work involved only researcher-created photographs because, fol-
lowing Prosser (1996), for images to represent empirical findings, researchers need
to be photographers as well. These approaches, which are still largely unexplored
and strongly unexpressed, appear to be needed in the context of landscape research
to activate dialogue and collaboration within the community of residents and users,
with a view to elaborate on strategies and development scenarios.

In this study, we understand such strategies in a twofold way. On the one hand, we
refer to governmental policies at different administrative levels—with special regard
to RDP, RLP and local development planning. On the other hand, it is inherent to
action-research that it may result in facilitating participants empowerment in terms
of self-governance and bottom-up policy-making processes. In this perspective, it
appears that stakeholders and citizens connect more easily to places or issues,
although we maintain that territorially-embedded social practices may prove a more
effective construct to mediate between everyday life and decision making.

Beyond characterization as zoning, which inexorably evokes the deterministic
language of development rights and planning restrictions, participatory landscape
evaluation and planning could aim at capturing the tangle of social practices that
re-produce peri-urban landscapes. In other words, while investigating neo-rurality
and multifunctional peri-urban landscapes, landscape action-research could help
fill the gap between strategy-as-practices (Rasche and Chia 2009)—that is, what
citizens and other stakeholders in peri-urban communities actually do to reshape

10 For the purpose of the classification shown in Fig. 6.5, the municipal territory of Valenzano is
included by the RLP in an area that roughly overlaps with Bari’s metropolitan area, and specific
planning policies are developed at that scale.
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the landscape according to their strategic objectives—and the local, metropolitan
or regional policy framework’s implicit models of how they are supposed to
engender change. In the case-study context, this is made more complicated by the
weak support granted by the RDP to landscape quality—not to mention peri-
urbanity—while landscape policies and spatial planning, though going through a
cycle of radical innovation, have not yet succeeded in establishing alternative
conceptions of both development and conservation.

However, we fully subscribe to the idea that ‘‘Fragmented peri-urban land-
scapes will require imaginative strategies which capitalise on their diversity and
accessibility, and which create virtue out of their ‘in-betweenness’’’ (Selman 2006,
p. 168). Hence, if Valenzano ‘‘…needs to reorganize the many ‘fragments’ which
is currently made up of and try to integrate them in a new urban form’’ (Comune di
Valenzano 2010, p. 5), will its peri-urban space help make sense of the social
production of the—so far neglected—landscape (Magnaghi 2001)?

6.6 Conclusions

In this chapter, we provided a conceptual elaboration on some innovative prin-
ciples enshrined in the ELC, with special respect to: (1) bringing local community
and stakeholders to the foreground in landscape policy making and; (2) recon-
sidering landscape quality to encompass everyday landscapes. The investigation is
focused on a challenging setting for both tenets: peri-urbanity—which is under-
stood as a hybrid space that blend (neo)rural traits with contemporary urban
dynamics—including urban sprawl.

The chapter also reports about a case-study consisting in an application of the
LChA method to peri-urban landscapes in a small town located in the metropolitan
area of Bari, in Southern Italy. In the mixed-method design, desk studies and field
surveys are complemented by interactive social research methods (including semi-
structured interviews, rural walks and focus groups). Findings point to a significant
societal interest in getting involved in landscape assessment and policy making,
and a potential for developing mutually constitutive relationships between citizens
and local stakeholders, experts and decision-makers. As for research methods,
immersion into the subject, the context and the web of relevant social relationships
appear to be both promising and facilitated by the use of interactive approaches—
including the direct experience of peri-urban landscape and photo-elicitation.

Landscape characterization as put forward by LChA seems capable of pro-
viding a crucial link between the spatial constructs to be found in regional policy
frameworks and local land uses and social practices. Finally, the main contribution
that the chapter is likely to add to the existing literature lies in strengthening the
argument for imaginative strategies to cope with the in-betweenness of peri-urban
landscapes (Selman 2006), as well as in bringing neo-rural social practices to the
fore as a means to reconcile rural development programmes and landscape policy.
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Among the major drawbacks of the present study, it is important to stress the
insufficient involvement of selected stakeholders, which were confined to the civil
society domain, and the limited scope of the case-study area—two factors that are
likely to have emphasised recreational uses to the detriment of productive agricul-
ture. This is however an on-going action-research project, and future developments
include, in the medium term, refocusing activities to render outputs more relevant to
landscape policy at both governmental and community self-organization levels;
testing respondent generated photographs as a further visual research method, and
investigating local food market dynamics in neighbouring municipalities.
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Chapter 7
Tacking Stock: Conclusions
and Recommendations

Carlo Rega

Abstract This chapter summarises the main points brought out by the previous
contributions to draw key lessons learnt and policy recommendations. These are: (i)
the need for multidisciplinary approaches and the mobilisation of a variety of
knowledge and expertise, and the consequent need of adequate tools and techniques;
(ii) the importance of considering the perceptive component of landscape, in order to
capture its distinguishing features with respect to other concepts; (iii) the consequent
importance of combining expert opinions and technical tools with methods able to
survey people’s preferences and opinion, hence the importance of public and
stakeholder engagement; (iv) the recognition of the presence of trade offs between
different ecosystem/landscape services as well as between rural development
objectives and the consequent implications for policy making; (v) the need of a
change of paradigm in current approach to landscape and rural development policy
design and implementation from a sectoral to a territorial governance approach.

Keywords Rural development � Landscape planning � Public and stakeholder
engagement � Ecosystem services � Territorial governance

7.1 Lessons Learned and Policy Recomendations

This publication aimed to address both conceptually and operationally the chal-
lenges posed by the implementation of two major EU policy objectives towards
sustainable development: landscape preservation and enhancement; and rural
development. The underlying thesis of the book is that these two domains have
until now developed relatively independently from each other, whilst a deeper

C. Rega (&)
Interuniversity Department of Regional and Urban Studies and Planning (DIST),
Politecnico di Torino, Viale Mattioli 39, 10125 Torino, Italy
e-mail: carlo.rega@polito.it; carlo.rega@jrc.ec.europa.eu

C. Rega (ed.), Landscape Planning and Rural Development,
SpringerBriefs in Geography, DOI: 10.1007/978-3-319-05759-0_7,
� The Author(s) 2014

135



integration would generate mutual benefits ultimately contributing to the
achievement of their objectives. The policy base to such an assumption, in the EU
context, lies in the very foundation of the European Landscape Convention (ELC)
and the Rural Development Policy, the second pillar of The CAP. The former
explicitly calls for the integration of landscape policies with other sectorial poli-
cies at different government levels, and emphasises the role of agricultural
activities in shaping and characterising the landscape. The latter identifies (rural)
landscape preservation and enhancement as a key priority for the development of
rural communities.

Throughout the book, several examples of possible ways to foster the advocated
integration were provided. Each chapter presented one or more case studies, as
well as tools and methods, with reference to the instruments that implement the
ELC and the rural development policy, namely landscape plans and Rural
Development Programs. In this concluding chapter, we try to sum up what we
deem are the main points emerged to take stock of the lessons learned and turn
them into policy recommendations, with a view to the implementation of the ELC
and the new rural development policy. The following points, brought out by the
different contributions, seems crucial to us:

• The need for multidisciplinary approaches and adequate tools and techniques.
• The importance of the perceptive component as a distinguishing element of

landscape.
• The involvement of the public and stakeholders.
• The issue of trade-offs.
• Needed changes in current modes of governance.

The call for multidisciplinary and integrated approaches to deal with complex
issues may sound like a deja-vu to many scholars or policy makers from different
fields. However, the inherently multidimensionality of both the concepts of
landscape and rural development shall be acknowledged and stressed. As Lefebrve
et al. (2012) put it, of all the environmental public goods provided by farming,
landscape is probably the most difficult to describe due to its multidimensional
character and the overlap with other public goods. By the same fashion, the rural
development policy in the EU is intrinsically multidimensional, as it seeks to
achieve, at the same time, three different broad objectives: improving the pro-
duction and the working conditions of farmers, protecting and enhancing the
environment (and landscape) and fostering socio-economic development of rural
communities, including non-farmers. This requires that multiple expertises are
mobilised, and consequently multiple methods and tools used. In the text, exam-
ples have been provided of GIS-based methods (Rega, infra, Chap. 2, Cassatella
and Seardo, infra, Chap. 3; Bragagnolo et al., infra, Chap. 4); economic evaluation
techniques (Bottero, infra, Chap. 5); as well as participatory tools like Landscape
Character Assessment (Grittani et al., infra, Chap. 6) comprising desktop studies
and field works. The first recommendation ensuing from this publication is thus
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that different methods be used in a combined and complementary way to grasp the
many facets of the landscape/RDP interface.

As emphasized by the ELC, landscape is the territory as perceived by people.
This is a very often quoted definition, but much less often the implications of such
a conceptualisation are fully addressed at the operative level. To deal with land-
scape, hence with landscape preservation in and through RDP, requires that the
perceptive component be fully taken into account. As stressed by Cassatella and
Seardo (infra, Chap. 2), approaches that consider solely the ecological/environ-
mental component of landscape may be misleading. With this premise, specific
tools able to catch this dimension are needed. Again, a variety of approaches were
presented:

• GIS-based ones like the Visual Sensitivity indicator (Cassatella and Seardo,
infra, Chap. 2); map overlaying techniques to identify priority areas (Rega,
infra, Chap. 2; Bragagnolo et al., infra, Chap. 4).

• Methods attempting to directly survey people’s perception and preferences
through the use of photography and questionnaires (Bottero, infra, Chap. 5;
Grittani et al., infra, Chap. 6), or through more involving forms of participatory
research, like workshops, interviews and ‘‘rural walks’’ (Grittani et al., infra,
Chap. 6).

Recognising the importance of the perceptive dimension of landscape has
significant consequences also in relation to the objectives of rural development, as
effectively pointed out, for instance, by Domon (2011), who argues that the
landscape component is a major driving force in the physical and social restruc-
turing of rural areas, as demonstrated by several studies in the past 10–12 years.
This body of research shows how visual/aesthetic elements strongly affect resi-
dential choices and demographic changes in rural areas (McGranahan 2008;
Talandier 2009). Landscape therefore emerges as a fundamental resource for rural
development: just like soil quality and presence of other resources (e.g. water)
have been key factors for the development of rural areas in the past, ‘‘the amenity
quality of landscape is destined to act as the main resource for rural areas
development in the 21st century’’ (Domon 2011, p. 339). This in turn means that
landscape will increasingly be a discriminating factor for competing territories.
Rural areas rich in amenities and offering high visual quality will be the object of
strong development pressures, whilst ‘‘ordinary landscapes’’ could be confronted
with a new kind of devitalisation (ibid.). The challenge is therefore not only to
ensure maintenance of highly valuable landscape, but also to create new ones, by
transforming ‘‘ordinary landscapes—for example, such landscapes which would
be highly marked by intensive agricultural […]—into landscapes rich in amenities
and visual qualities. […] these areas need to be re-qualified, i.e., in keeping with
their particular context, to render them more suitable to aesthetic values but also to
environmental, heritage, and identity values’’ (ibid, p. 339). It has been shown that
RDP and agri-environmental schemes (AES) in particularly represent an ideal tool
not only to improve the environmental performance of agriculture, but also to
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enhance the visual attractiveness of ordinary (as peri-urban) landscapes, through
the creation of natural and semi-natural vegetation, crop rotation, tree planting and
so on (Rega, infra, Chap. 2). ‘‘Ordinary’’ landscapes are the main object of the
case study presented by Grittani et al. (infra, Chap. 6), that highlights both their
importance as research field and space of social identity.

The above considerations are linked to the next two points: if landscape is
perception, then it is intrinsically a matter of values. But values are not the same for
all the people and segments of the society, so this plurality must be acknowledged
and dealt with. People do attach an economic values to landscape features, as
shown by Bottero (infra, Chap. 5), which has important consequences for spatial/
landscape planning and RDP, in particular as regards tourism development.
Beyond economic aspects, it also clearly emerges how social actors are interested
in getting involved in landscape assessment and policymaking, which constitutes a
basis to develop mutually constitutive relationships between citizens and
local stakeholders, experts and decision-makers (Grittani et al., infra, Chap. 6).
Stakeholders and public involvement thus appears a key crosscutting activity to
reconcile landscape planning and RDP; this represents a challenge for researchers,
as meaningful public engagement requires specific expertise, time and financial
resources.

This, however, shall not lead to the conclusion that by involving stakeholders
and the public, conflicts will disappear. Going back to the concept of ecosystem
services (see Rega, infra, Chap. 1), it shall be highlighted that not rarely they
trade-off against each other. In rural areas, the most typical trade-off is between
food provision and regulating/cultural services, but other ones exist: e.g. between
renewable energy production (and CO2 saving) and aesthetics, as in the case of
construction of wind farm in valuable landscapes. Other studies have demonstrated
that management aimed at biodiversity maximization may undermine other eco-
system services (Chan et al. 2006). No landscape configuration and land use
pattern can simultaneously optimize the provision of all types of services (Turner
2010): research should aim to interpret the relation between a certain configuration
and the provision of different service, and to show how marginal changes in those
configurations affect the flow of such services (Kinzig 2010). This is even more the
case for those ecosystem services more directly linked to the landscape and sub-
jective components, as cultural ones. The contribution by Cassatella and Seardo
(infra, Chap. 3) offers an exemplification of potential trade-offs between a cultural
service (aesthetic) and other ecological services in the case of vegetation planting
along panoramic roads. Since ecosystem services are by definition related to their
utility for people, identifying how do they trade-offs means to identify potential
conflicts between different stakeholders and sectors of the society. Indeed, the
recognition that trade-offs exist and the consequences that this poses shall be a
pivotal aspect of any research dealing with landscape and rural development and is
a critical part of decision-making and management (Kinzig 2010).

This leads us to the concluding consideration, perhaps the most relevant for
policy and decision-makers. The case studies presented have shown a variety of
techniques, tools and approaches that can be effectively used in the field of
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landscape policies and rural development. Difficulties surely exist, and further
researches and application in different geographical contexts are needed. Most of
all, as already highlighted, the mobilisation of multiple fields of knowledge and
expertise is required: in the case studies, we have seen examples from the fields of
spatial/landscape planning, environmental sciences, economics, social sciences
and even photography. The contribution by Bragagnolo et al. (infra Chap. 4) offers
an interesting example of a research project characterised by a strong collaboration
between different experts and institutions, allowing knowledge and skills to be
exchanged, providing key feedbacks to improve the research and inform policy-
making. However, the same chapter also points out that this is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for triggering cooperation between different sectors of gov-
ernment and institutions. Again, the necessity of deeper horizontal and vertical
integration in government systems to achieve policy objectives in complex con-
texts is not a novel claim by scholars, but in the case of landscape and rural
development this maybe represents the main factor currently hindering their
implementation and integration. This is particularly true for the rural development
policy that, in the EU context, is still permeated by a sectoral approach—a legacy
of its original conception and development as part of the CAP. The evolution
towards what is referred to as a territorial approach to rural development (Rega,
infra, Chap. 2) is to be pushed forward with. This represents a change of paradigm
and the new policy frame established by the CAP reform offers an opportunity to
seize. This rationale encompasses all the key issues recalled in this wrap-up: the
need for multidisciplinarity, the consideration of the perceptive dimensions, the
importance of trade-offs and of public involvement. It entails the acknowledge-
ment of the complexity of the issues at stake, the conceptualisation of landscape
and rural development as spaces of dialectical interactions, and as a consequence
the recognition of the impossibility of ‘‘neutrality’’: every decision or intervention
on the landscape and the territory is inherently political.
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