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Conceived by a small group of PEI scholars and community leaders in 1982 and brought into
being at UPEI in 1985, the Institute of Island Studies has strived to fulfil its purpse: to improve
the quality of life on Prince Edward Island through practical applications of the scholarly field of
Island Studies.

With the generous support of the University of Prince Edward Island, the provincial government,
federal agencies, privée sponsors, and many, many Island volunteers who have served on the
Advisory Council and its committees, the Institute works to fulfill its four -fold mandate:

e To encourage a deep knowledge, understanding and cultural expression of Prince Edward
Island,;

e To serve as a bridge between the University and Island communities;
e To contribute to the formulation of progressive public policy on Prince Edward Island,;

e To undertake comparative studies of Prince Edward Island and other islands.
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Executive Summary

In Prince Edward Island, managing the land has always posed significant challengesrflocal

administrators. At times the issue has simmered just below the surface; at others times, land use

concerns have been the subject of widespread and very vocal debate. While the topic of land use

is broad and farreaching, one singular aspect of tis issued  OEA ) O1 AT A 1 AT AOGAAPA Y
ATi11T1T OAOBPITOAh UAO Z£Ax O11 OOET1T1 08 0O0OET AA %AxAOA
AAT EOAA AT A ET AAAA EO A EAU AT AI AT O 1T &£ OGEA OO0OET A
appreciation is possibly where agreement end, as preservation and protection face off against

economic growth and development, tradition meets the forces of change, and individual property

rights are challenged against the public good. How is a small, islandased administration to

manage an admitiedly very valuable scenic resource in the face of these conflicts?

Through discussion of land use and the value of the Island landscape, it has become clear that one

useful step in a management process would be the proper identification of the most valulale of

OEA DPOiT OET AAGO OAATEA AOOAOOS 7TEEITA 0%) AO A xEI
or desirable to designate the entire landscape as a protected area or a national park. So how might

the most aesthetic and culturally valuable landscapes be identified and protected for the
APPOAAEAOGETT T £ Ol HOU&G O001) OO AD BdddtepkinaByiidsearenA D A Oh
(Horne, 2007), demonstrates an efficient and effective landscape identification tool and proves

that agreement can ke reached on the relative scenic value of viewscapes. feview of landscape
management techniques used elsewhere reveals a variety of systems and processes that take into
consideration the aesthetic and cultural values of landscape. PEI lags behind most othe areas

studied, and there are many critical issues to be addressed with respect to land use and coastal

zone management. The research leads to the following conclusions:

e Landscape is essential to culture and identity; this connection may be especibl acute on
small islands.
¢ Where the tourism industry is key to economic health, landscape also has significant
economic value.
¢ Institutional frameworks, public support and appropriate evaluative tools are necessary to
identify and protect valued landscapes.
e Balancing landscape protection and competing development options is challenging; it
requires publicly supported, holistic and consistently applied policy and planning.
e Costeffective tools for measuring relative landscape value do exist.
e Other jurisdic tions have approaches to landscape management that provide guidance for
Ei POT OETC 0%) 60 1 AT AGAAPA 1 AT ACAT AT O POT ARAOOGAO
e Some regions have obtained national recognition for valued working landscapes.
e Some practical steps are suggested to advance landscapenagement and to better
DOl OAAO TTA T £ 00ET AA %A x A Ofenepvable)debolirée® 11 OO0 OAI
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Landscape and Development on Prince Edward Island

Landscape as a Research Subject

The economy of Prince Edward Island (PEI) depends to a lamydegree on the tourism industry

AT A OEOO 11 OEA APPAAI 1T &£ OEA ) Ol AD %s@dcheldy EA OEA
is a major tourism draw, and that visual appeal plays a large part in both the quality of visitor

experience and the qualityof life of residents. Yet, land use decisions are typically based on

agricultural productivity, potential for development or ecological importance. Aesthetics are

rarely taken into consideration as a separate, inherently valuable factor.

At first glance, the value of beauty seems very difficult to measureThere is noconsensuson how

to accurately assess the economic value of a PEI viewsca@ad the sense of welbeing imparted

by aesthetically pleasing surroundings seemseven more challenging to evaluae. Assuming that

OEAOA EO OI i A ET OAOAOO ET DPOAOAOOET ¢ O0OET AA %wAxAO
measure the relative value of scenic viewscapes? Can we integrate such a tool in planning

processes so that land use and development carrpceed while maintaining landscape values?

We can begin our exploration of the issue by asking: what is landscapelhe Oxford English

$EAQET T AOU AAEET EOEIT 1EIi EOO OEA 1T AATETC O OA OE
can be taken in at a ghnce from a single pointofvk x N A DEAAA 1T £ Al Oith®OU OAAIT
relevant published literature clearly statesOEAO O1 AT AOAAPAS AT AO 110 AQGEOC
I £ EOC88 4EA . Ax : AAT AT A , AT AGAADPA 001 OAAGEIT 1 AO

Landscee is a concept which refers to the broader physical environment,

ET Al OAET ¢ 1T ATA ATA xAOAO AOAAOGR AT A PAI PI ABO b
environment. ... Landscape as a human experience combines both aesthetic values

and other values which humansattribute to landscape. Used in this sense,

landscape is not only the physical appearance of land but also the subjective

AACCACA AAAE PAOOIT AAOOEAO xEOE OEAI 888 %0OAOQ
we perceive depends on our experience, knowledge xpectation and role.

(Government of New Zealand, 2006)

The European Landscape Conventiordefines landscape in similar terms:OAT  AOAAR AO
perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of natural

AT AT1T O EOI ANaturaEBnglént, 0.@%). The observation that landscape is

experiential provides the challenge for measuring relative landscape values. If each

ET AEOEAOATI 60 A@bPAOEAT AAisit passiderdiind agvéehed®A ADA AEEZLZAO0ON
among diverse members othe public? How can landscape management decisions

affecting the daily lives of citizens be made in a way that fairly reflects the general

preferences and concerns of the local populace? The interdisciplinary nature of the field

of landscape research aases it to be both fascinating and difficult to grasp. As a result,

landscape research has often been neglected in favour of seeking answers to

environmental questions that seem more amenable to straightforward scientific analysis.
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On Prince Edward Island, a series ofstudies byland use commissions and committees have noted

the need to grasp and untangle thethorny issue of landscape management. For example, a

primary recommendation in the Landscape chapter of the Report of the Royal Commission on the

Land, tited Everything Before Us OAAAO AO A 111 x0d 04(! 4 OEA 1 ATAO
AT T OEAAOAOQCEITT ET CciI OAOT i AT O AAOEOEOEAOGG "1 Ul AT VY
with topics such as promoting greater public appreciation of the lands@pe, preparing an

extensive inventory of special landscapes, and designating a generous number of scenic lcolt

points. As of 2009 these recommendations have receivedcant (if any) attention.

The 1999 report by the Standing Committee on Agriculture,Forestry, and Environment included
Recommendation number 76, which suggests

...that the Department of Economic Development and Tourism assess the opinions
of residents and visitors to Prince Edward Island regarding the quality and
attractiveness of the ndscape aml the impact of changes thereto.(Government of
PEI, 1999a: 39)

In the subsequent progress report, it is implied that the Economic Impact Survey conducted
annually by the Department of Tourism somehow assesses the opinions of residents and itisrs
regarding landscape quality. However, these surveyare inadequate to assess attractiveness of the
landscape; they merely indicate that visitors like to sightsee. Since 1999, there has been afiort
todevelopOT T 1 O O EAI B | Al Aydsoufdd Weambile, this EcAnk Ge€our€eA A
has undergone significant change? not always, we would argue, for the better.

The Master of Arts in Island Studies thesisMeasuring Landscape Preferencéslorne, 2007), on
which this document is based,reports on how the scenic resource is managed in selected island
and mainland jurisdictions. The analysis is summarized below. The thesis also demonstrates

i AGET A &£ O AOAI OA OE bygolléctny thepirohsior résiflent® &nd dtrerO A A
OOAARRIOOOI AOOG O OFnE methad is@traigrifdvia Gand can lead to consistent
results that define and ratethe relative attractiveness ofviewscapes.

The goal of the researctr and this document 2 is to stimulate development of an objective ard

practical methodology for identifying scenic viewscapes which could then be designated for
protection under the provincial Planning Act. This would in turn facilitate the definition and

POTTTOEIT 1T &£ APpPOI POEAOA AAOAIT T prollictand@entditdte AT O1 A A
to the quality of life of Island residents.( T OT A8 O OAOAAOABheMBCET O O AAAOA
OAAT I 1T AT AAGETT OOT AOOAOO OEA TPETEITO T £ OAOGEAAI
regarding the quality and attractiveness of the landsA DPA68 4EA OAAT T A PAOO T £ O
OAAT I 1T AT AAGETTh O AOOAOGO OOEA Ei PAAO Finaly,tAEAT CAO
take action based on such research i require an updated institutional decision -making

framework for developmentd | Tthédt consciously takes into account the many benefits of

scenic landscapes.
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The Value of Landscape on Prince Edward Island

While most Island residents may take for granted the scenic beauty that surrounds them, they

are also the first to boast about the Island landscape to visitors. If asked to describe PEI to

outsiders, Islanders willoften begi n wi t h t he Tver d si menawtsi fswcleni ¢ | &
key el ement of the provinceds overall iasge, and
Prince Edward Island.

The landscape has clear economic value, being a major motivator for visiting tourists. In fact, in

the 2007 Tourism PEI Exit Survey, 36.7% of visitorscitedfi nat ur al beauty and past
as the primary features that attracted them to PEI. Another 23.2 % cited beaches and coastline

(UPEI Tourism Research Centre, 2008). Not surprisingly, the top activity for visitors was

sightseeing (74.8%). In other research (Government of PEI, 2005b) respondents were prompted

to mentio n other things they liked about PEI,andonce again fAisceneryo topped
while a beaches/oceans/coastline grouping (also key island landscape features) came in second

at 34% (ibid: 41 5, 14). While it may not be possible to put an exactdollarv al ue on PEI 6s sc
resource, it is clearly a significant factor in the success oftourism, one of the provinced
industries.

PEI 6s other primary industry, agriculture, is the
patchwork quality of the lan dscape.Visitors describe the landscape with great admiration as a

rolling and colourful quilt, made up as it is of fields of pasture, potatoes, grain and hay;

demarcated by rivers, hedgerows and woodlots and of course defined by the coastline, the ocean

and the multitude of bays and inlets. Thi,s fAwor ki
and the often-noted neatness of the homesteads implies a culture of care that is also very

attractive (Nassauer, 1997). Perhaps famous Island author L.M. Montgomery said it best:

Prince Edward Island, however, is really a beautiful province 6 the most

beautiful place in America | believe. Elsewhere are more lavish landscapes and

grander scenery; but for the chaste, restful loveliness it is unsurpassed.

6CGmpassed by the inviolate sea, 6 it floats on t
seclusion and 6 h auMontgoméry, Oh7clil)e nt peaced

The Island Landscape and Agricultural Development

Out of a total Island land base of 5,656 sqg. km or 1.4 niibn acres, almost half is currently

covered in forest, scrub or tree plantations (Government of PEI, n.d.2) and 620,000 acres are

OAI AAOAA £ O EAOI OOAs j 1 OAOTI AT O I &£ 0wk aiipAq
since the mid 20" century are due to a shift in the agricultural industry. The number of farms has

declined dramatically from more than 10,000 in 1951, to fewer than @00 in 1996 (Fig. 1). The

decline continues, with the overall number of farms decreasing by 16.8% in the five yearebveen

1996 and 2001, and by a further 7.9% from 2001 to 2006 (Statistics Canada, 2006). At the same

time, average farm size has expanded from the traditional 90 acres at the turn of the 20th century
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to operations averaging more than 300 acres in 2001 (dKinnon, 2005; Statistics Canada, 2003).
This trend to larger farms has been especially rapid since the 1960s.

For primarily economic reasons, the agricultural industry in PEI has shifted away from small
mixed farms producing local food, and toward indudrial scale monoculture for export. Not only
did the average size of the farms increase, but the average size of farm fields expanded, which
trend was accompanied by the removal of hedgerows and the infilling of wetlands, seeps and
small streams. The inceased size of farms and fields, and the size and prevalence of related
infrastructure such as large, roadside, climatecontrolled warehouses for potato crop storage, are
changes that could be perceived to have negative impacts on the overall scenic reso@r.c

Figure 1. Decline in the number of PEI farms, 1951 z 2006. (Source: Statistics Canada, 2006)
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The Island Landscape and Tourism Development

Often, the economic health of an island depends heavily on the toutdi ET AOOOOU8 4EA Ol
EOI AT A6 EO O1 AAT EAAI Uandtduisis Ao Edme to RHITOEMIA AMGEG A AGDEA A

Oil OOET co AO A IpthekesdfaorOcdnliuctddddd thi©Fofett Gee below)both locals
and tourists exhibited a clear preference for less developedcoastalscenes.

The seabounded nature of island landscapes both expands and adds value to the viewhe ocean
alsolimits the amount and extent of the land, making it seem somehow all the more valuable.
However, dthou gh visitors have a great appreciation for the beauty of the PEI landscape, the rate
of development? especially on shore frontage» may change that perception.While visitors are
among the greatest appreciators of Island scenery, the very fact that almosine million people

visit PEIl each year means that increasing numbers and varieties of landscafadtering services
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have been developed to meet the needs of touristsThus, the very landscape that has lured
visitors may be placed at risk by the actions or @mands of those same visitors.

Many island tourism destinations have found themselves faced with this dilemma: a growing
tourism industry, visitors searching for simpler times and restful scenery and island residents
scrambling to keep up with the demands of tourists. These factors combine to generate questions
and potential conflicts. A key question for discussion is: If an island places great value or depends
to a large extent on income from tourism, should expectations for scenery be given more weight
than the needs and wishes of residents who want to pursue other development projects or
activities, which may degrade landscape value?

Managing a Working Landscape

0%) 60 1 AT AOGAAPA EO A Ox1 OEET C 1 Al AOAA ptidrial Pk A
or a designated protected area, a working landscape no matter how scenic? will be subject to
change. That change may enhance or detract from the overall scenic valugived-in landscapes

are bound to change; no one expects or wishes to livin a museum. The goal must therefore be
balanced development, which requires first of all an accurate assessment of the needs and values

in play.

The question remains: how can one assess whethgor to what degree a scene could support
development without detracting from its overall appeal? There is ample evidence in the field of
landscape research that community members can, in fact, agree on scenic preferences. Given a
reliable and convenient measurement tool, perhaps Prince Edward Islanders can agres which
geographic areas and types of landscape have greatest aesthetic or cultural value. Itis a logical
extension to suppose that through a facilitated process, people could also come to agreement on
the acceptability of a proposed change to a valuediewscape. This could be the basis for a
landscape management system.

Non-resident Land Ownership

In June 1997, a H&lometre bridge connecting Prince Edward Island to the mainland of Canada
was completed. That year, the total number of pleasure visibrs increased by a spectacular 62%,
from 711,200 in 1996 to 1,155,600 (Government of PEI, 1999b). The tourism industry continued to
push the expansion of facilities throughout the first years of the 21st century. Cottages were
constructed, new attractions opened, and big box stores were built on the fringes of

Charlottetown and Summerside. As a result of the easier access to PEI and the greater awareness
of the landscape resources that developed among residents from mainland communities,

relatively low-priced property was purchased for development of seasonal homes, often on prime
shore frontage. At $60,000$100,000, the current (2008) prices of cottage lots advertised on
various PEI real estate websites (e.g. michaelshomes.com, 5662121.com) may be owath for
some Islanders, but appear to be bargains for many affluent North Americans.

Land ownership statistics are gathered by the Island Regulatory Appeals Commission (IRAC).

Oi

)2! # EEGCEI EGCEOO AT AOAA AO-residettOvimArighif vedche€d50A OA OO0

6

AO
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(@]}
>

percent. Many of these areas are located along the coastline of the provincg.2 ! # 6 0 EZEO0OO b
report on Trends in Non-resident Land Ownership included data for 19942000 (IRAC, 2000). The
prevalence of nonresident land ownership onthe coast can be clearly seen on the map provided

in that report. The report covering 20012004 has also been released but as of November 2008, no

more recent reports on non-resident land ownership were available.

In 2003-2004, 15 miles of shorefront wee sold to non-residents (IRAC, 2005). It was noted that the
proportion of non -resident land purchase applications involving shore frontage had increased
(from 47% to 54%) as compared to the previous tweyear period. IRAC reported that:

O4EA #1 1 iele@®ihdt this iddicates that shore property continues to be

an attraction for non-residents. This report shows an increase in the number of

applications for shore property although the number of actual miles decreased

from 17 in 2002 to approximatelyil. | E1 AO AOOET ¢ OEEO OxiI UAAO bPA
2005: 22)

As seen in Figure 2, the total acreage of PEI land owned by neresidents climbed steadily up
O1 OEl Yypp AT A OEAT AAAI ET AAY -pedider AROwnedtgEl A
transition i nto residents. More current data are not yet publically available.

2
(@}
mh
—_
O

Figure 2. Acres of PEI land held by neresidents, 1970- 2004. Sources: IRAC 2000; IRAC 2005
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Creeping Exurbia

The migration of Island residents to lots of land or small estates just beyond urban boundaries, in
the countryside,T O 1T 1 OEA AT AOOh 1 AAAOG O1 OOEIT 11 O0OA AEATC
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I AT AOGAAPAS68 2A0AAO0OAE DPAOAEI O AA ET 1T OEAO oPAOOO 1T &
prefer less developed, country scenery. Any trend to suburbarstyle development lining country

roads certainly has the potential to detract from the overall aesthetic appeal of the PEI

countryside.

Over the past decade, an average of 420 single falyjdwelling permits and 221 summer cottage
permits have been issued annually by the PEI Department of Community and Cultural Affairs. In
the 20012002 fiscal year alone, approvals were granted for 434 subdivisions, containing a total of
675 lots (Governmaent of PEI, 2002: 30). Much of this development occurs outside of municipal
boundaries.

While there are 75 municipalities in the province (Government of PEI, n.d.1; 2005a), most are too
small to havethe capacity forland use management. Some 82% of the lad base is either
unincorporated or is not subject to any municipal planning regulations. Taxes are lower in the
unincorporated areas, where the provincialPlanning Act is the only means to manage
infrastructure development.

Some development restrictionshave been imposed in special planning areas surrounding several

larger municipalities, but the intent 2 to provide green space on the fringes of the urban areas

has been lost as developers take their subdivisions and infrastructure projects to lands jus

outside of the municipal buffer zones, where lower taxes create an incentive for strip

development. New construction that occurs outside of municipal boundaries may meet the letter

I £ OEA 1 Axh AOO OEA 1 A0 A &£E£AA Oscihdthéhrdrdabiagireng OA O O0A
of settlement on large plots beyond the suburbs Even the provincial government itself stands

accused of erecting public infrastructure on unincorporated land rather than within

municipalities.
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Legislative Protections for PEI Landscape

Scenic Viewscape Zonesnd Special Planning Areas

The concept of coastal touring routes has recently been developed, supported by local groups and

two levels of government. Regional tourism associations have identified scenic lookouts, and the

provincial Department of Transportation and Public Works has created pull-off areas along

OAOEI OO0 Oi AA Oi OEAO PATPI A AAT AAIi EOA OEAOA OEAXx
identified in future. But there seems to be a step missing, or pehaps further coordination

required in this tourism product development process. The problem is that, as of March 2008,

there was no indication that these lookouts and the associated viewscapes would be afforded any

special protection (email communication, PEI Dept of Tourism).

PEI legislation doesallows for the designation of Special Planning Areasand areas of scenic
beauty are recognized underthe PEI Planning Act as Scenic Viewscape Zone®nce a scenic
viewscape has beeirformally identified under the Planning Act, the Act can be used toprevent
electrical poles and built structures from marring the view from the road (Government of PEI,
n.d.3).

As yet, it appears that only twoScenic Viewscape ZoneE AOA AAAT EAAT OEEAEAAQ #AI
Pond/New London and Borden-Carleton. It is not clear what criteria were used to designatehese
viewscapespr what mechanism might be employed to apply this categorization in a broader way

(for example through designation of Special Planning Areas)or how selection and protection of

additional scenic viewscapesnight proceed. An objective, acceptable and agreedipon

methodology is needed to enableidentification of a greater number of scenic viewscapes for

protection under the Act. Such atool could also greatly assst in determining what is or is not

appropriate development.

The Lands Protection Act

Yyl OEA T EA Yadl Oh xEEIT A O AAO %i cl AT A8O AT 10011 h
seven 20,000acre lots or townships These lotswere allocated in advanceof settlement to an elite

group of absentee proprietors. Eventually the land was purchased from the British landlords and

returned to local ownership, but the issue of land control proved to be a sore point in the Island

psyche.

In the 1960s non-residents began buying up Island properties and as a result, substantial amounts
of land in the coastal areas fell out of the control of local residents. The resultant surge in public
concern spurred the government to action.

O)T Yyaah ' 1T OAOméndnefis teEthe@énl PkadpeknpAktto Aestrict
the purchase of land by nonresidents. In 1981, an application by a nemesident

corporation to acquire 6,000 acres prompted public concern over the perceived
impacts of land ownership distribution and its imp lications for the future. Some

9
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viewed this as givingpreAi ET AT O AT 1 0011 1T &£ OEA DPOIT OET AARGO A
one company. This led to the introduction of Bill 37, the Lands Protection Act (the
ActQ ET Yypaso j)2!#h 1 8A8Q8

Under the Act, there is a limit to the total amount of land any individual or corporation may hold:
a person may not own more than 1,000 acresvhile a corporation is limited to 3,000 acres. The
Act requires a nonresident individual or any corporation (local or off -Island) to apply to the
Island Regulatory Appeals Commission (IRAC) for permission to purchase five acres or more, or
to purchase shore frontage in excess of 165 feet. Government may appeo& land purchase
unconditionally, or impose certain restrictions. Exchanges of property within a municipality that
has an official plan are not subject to the regulations of the Lands Protection Act.

Conditions imposed under the Act may involve particular land management measures, or may

state that the land may not be subdivided except for particular purposes: i.e. agricultural, forestry

or fisheries production; conservation or parks use; or a residential use by the owner (IRAC, n.d.).

Once a condiional DOOAEAOA EO APDPOI OAAh OEA 1 AT A ET NOAOOEI
AAOGAT T BIi AT O O1 AAO OGEA 1 AT A EAAT OE mhdohjétoithe DOT COAI
land identification program is to prevent development of land identified for non -development

OO0A6 j)2!# 18A8Qs8s (1 x AOMREGA T10EIAATARKEED FEANEGD TAGAR BOOHE T
allowing almost any type of agricultural or fishery use, as well as individual residential and

recreational uses. In addition, it is not clear exactly how theAct as it is currently used actually

protects land from non-resident purchase or from inappropriate development. The IRAC appears

to refuse only 510% of applications from nonresidents. In 2001, 4 of 104 applications were turned

down; in 2002, 8 of 118 we refused; and in 20022004, 9 of 199 (IRAC, n.d.) Furthermore, the

IRAC sends its recommendatiors to Executive Council, where the ultimate decision is made by

the Lieutenant Governor in Council. Refusalsand conditions recommended by IRAC are often

overturned at the Executive Council level.

The Island Regulatory Appeals Commission publishes a list of exemptions to the Act that have
been granted. Most exemptions appear to allow for expansion of food processing or forestry
activities, but some involve land holdings that are designated as natural areas under th&latural
Areas Protection Act.In addition, it is important to note that under the current legislative
framework, some lands formerly identified under the Lands Protection Act for non-development
are now being deidentified. For example, a recent Order in Council dated October 24, 2006
reads:

Pursuant to subsection 9(2) of the Prince Edward Island Lands Protection Act
R.S.P.E.l. 1988, Cap-5, Council amended the condition of non-developmert use
made pursuant to section 2 of the Land Identification Regulations (EC606/95) in
respect of approximately ten (10) acres of land, being Provincial Property No.
683367 located in Lot 21, Queens County, Prince Edward Island and currently
owned by Kenneth Montgomery of Park Corner, Prince Edward Island. Council
noted that this amendment will enable subdivision of the parcel of land into a
maximum of eleven lots [bold added]. This Order-in-Council comes into force
on 24 October, 2006. (IRAC, n.d.2)

10
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Alterations such as the above would seem to be completely contrary to the stated objective of the
Act.

Alternative Land Use Service (ALUS)

As recently as March 2008, a new program was announced by the PEI Department of
Environment, Energy and Forestry. Alterrative Land Use Service:

...iIs an incentive-based approach for the conservation and protection of key
environmental assets and services on PEI. The PEI ALUS Program seeks to reward
landowners for public environmental benefits.... include clean water, improved

flood control, fish and wildlife habitat conservation and carbon sequestration

among others. The principle of ALUS is that it seeks to reward landowners when
the public benefits are in excess of existing government regulations. (Government
of PEI, 20083

This program, in keeping with other incentives for soil and water conservation, isnot

specifically designed to preserve landscape vaés. However, itmay nevertheless help to

restoreattractive A1 AT AT OO0 T £ OEA ACOEAODI OGBahasriparah OEET ¢ 1 AT /
shrubs and trees
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Landscape Management Tools in Other Jurisdictions

Overview

Landscape policies of selected jurisdictions around the world were reviewed to gather information
on ways and means that have been developed to manage scema&sources and address land issues
from an aesthetic standpoint. Three islands were included in the review in an effort to identify
island-specific concerns as they relate to protection of coastlines and conservation of scenery as a
tourism resource. The examples documented included international, European, North American,
New Zealand and Australian programs that involved at least two categories of process

legislative and community-based. These categories are not necessarily exclusive of one another.
From the international level on down, approaches varied widely among continents and countries,
with some regions leading the way in terms of both appreciation and protection of landscapes.

It was determined that Europe, and specifically the United Kingdom, may be among the most

advanced practitioners of landscape management. This observation suggests that there is a

different approach in European nations as compared to their former colonies. The more densely

populated European states, with their long histories of human infrastructural development, are

characterised by a keen appreciation for heritage that includes a relatively greater interest in

1 AT AGAAPA8 " U Al 1 O0OA O CGdpenEpace MayAe nidre faken forigi@rited and  x E A A
a shorter span of deelopment history may result in landscapes having less perceived heritage

value. Perhaps as well, the concept of the rights of private landowners was strongly entrenched

during the period of colonial occupation and development by European settlers who had ken

largely landless in their countries of origin.

International and European Landscape Management

The UNESCO World Heritage program and the International Union for the Conservation of

Nature (IUCN) are two international agencies that have addressed cocerns around landscape.

These agencies perform research and identify valued landscapes for the purposes of protection. Of
DAOOEAOI AO ET OAOAOGO A#I O o0w) EO OEAO ET Yyyah 5. %3
category called Cultural Landscapes (UNESO, 2004). Also, the IUCN Category V Protected

Landscape/ Seascape designation acknowledges the interaction of people and nature, and could

potentially be applied to our working landscapes and seascapes. The IUCN definition for Category

V reads as follows:

Area of land, with coast and sea as appropriate, where the interaction of people
and nature over time has produced an area of distinct character with significant
aesthetic, ecological and/or cultural value, and often with high biological diversity.
Safgguarding the integrity of this traditional interaction is vital to the protection,
maintenance and evolution of such an area. (IUCN, 1994)

12
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Safeguarding biodiversity is a management objective under IUCN Category V designations, but is
not a factor in the case of the Cultural Landscapes category of UNESCO, the criteria for which are
as follows:

...to be an outstanding example of a traditional human settlement, landuse, or
seause which is representative of a culture (or cultures), or human interaction
with the environment especially when it has become vulnerable under the impact
of irreversible change. (UNESCO, 2008)

There also exists a European Landscape Convention (Natural England, n.d.3), which is primarily a
policy and research body involving a nework of national research institutes. A leader in this

sector in Europe is certainly the United Kingdom. The legendary beauty of the British countryside
is well protected with programs supported by extensive community involvement.

United Kingdom

In the UK, a well-established and seemingly successful model features an umbrella organization

now called Natural England, which brings together English Nature, the Countryside Agency and

the Rural Development Service. This holistic approach combines consideratias of economic

development, the environment, and scenery as a resource. ThUK institutional framework is well

supported by active community movements (Campaign to Protect Rural England, Eat the View,

Quiality of Life Assessment, and Countryside Character ssessment). The concept of landscape

character assessment seems to have caught on; as of 2007, 83% of English counties had completed
AOOAOOI AT 008 ®wi ci ATA EAO AAAT AE édehioRwhicheekhbiis AECE O
a distinctive landscapetype. The description forthe subOACET T O) O1 A T £ 7TECEOd Al
begins like this:

O!  Oécdld idland landscape with an often intimate feel and an overwhelming
sense of discovery. There is a juxtaposition of varied and distinctive landforms,
diverse land cover types and often sudden and dramatic views of the sea. The close
relationship of the area to the sea is a vital ingredient of the island's cultural
EAOEOACA AEOT I BReABEEGRhIOEIR) OET AO8 6

Obviously, administrators in th e UK have given a great deal of thought to the landscape, as there

are more than 150 of these very detailed descriptions. As well, 36 Areas of Outstanding Natural

Beauty AT OAOET ¢ VYiT T &£ %l ¢l ATAGO 1 AT Ah EAOA aldAAT AAOQE
enhancing their natural beauty (which includes landform and geology, plants and animals,

landscape featuresand the rich history of human settlement over the centuries) (Natural

England, n.d.4).

In the face of continuing land use changes and developrant pressures, new laws were
incorporated into the Countryside and Rights of Way Act to help protect Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty. Much of the responsibility under the Act lies with local authorities, who must
prepare management plans that detail fow each area will be protected. As well, funding was put
in place to supportdelivAOU T £ OEA DPOIL. COAI 80 1T AEAAOEOGAO
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A less official designation has been developed for the British coastline: 33% (1,057km) of scenic
English coastline is now conserved as Hetage Coasts. These special coastlines are managed so
that their natural beauty is conserved and, where appropriate, the accessibility for visitors is
improved (Natural England, n.d.1).

Rounding out the British land use planning toolkit is the Quality o f Life Capital program which is
often integrated into the Landscape Character Assessment process. Quality of Life Assessment is a
tool for maximizing environmental, economic and social benefits as part of landuse and

community planning.

A review of the extensive range of landscape evaluation processes in place in the UK did not
uncover a comparable set of regulatory systemdt appears that the landscape management
successes in the UK are due to widespreapublic participation in landscape categorization,
guality of life assessments and sustainable planning, rather than to a complex set of bylaws or
regulations. The general trend seems to be away frorthe numerical rating of landscapes, and
much more towards a community planning process This processengages local residentsin
defining the special features present in their own region.

United States and Canada

Land policy researchers Bengston, Fletcher and Nelson (2003), who summarized the United

30A0AO08 j53Qq DPOAI EA bPi 1 EAE Adkectii open bpace, Adtel ih€lac® OA AT C

of a comprehensive national land use policy. They proposed that land conservation measures may
be categorized into three general groupings: acquisition of property, regulatory approaches, and
incentives. Included in the category of property acquisition were parks and other lands acquired
for the public good. Many land protection measures involve regulation to impose zoning,
greenbelts, and development moratoria. Governments can also offer incentives, such as tax
deferralsand tax credits for undeveloped land.

Government-initiated land protection efforts include acquisition of land for National Parks and
National Heritage Areas. Perhaps most relevant to PEI is the inclusion of a separate category for
valued shoreline andbarrier islands. Assateague, Cape Cod and Fire Island are among this
collection of National Seashores in the American National Parks system. The geographic area and
range of protection and services varies from place to place.

Several federal, state, andbcal tax policies provide incentives for taxpayers to donate land, to
employ easements for conservation purposes, or to commit to keeping their forest land intact.
These policies include income tax deductions and credits at the federal and state levelssete tax
exemptions and usevaluation at the federal level, and usevalue property tax at the local level. As
well, some jurisdictions allocate a portion of real estate transaction taxes to land preservation.

While there does not seem to be any kind ofEuropean-style, pan-continental | andscape

convention in the Unit ed States, there are several national groups concerned with landscape and
scenery. The groups are volunteer/nonprofit, or government-initiated, or a combination. An

example ofa joint citize n-government effort is the National Scenic Byways programx EEAE E O
voluntary, grassroots program that recognizesand supports outstandingroadsd  j . AOET T Al

OA
3AA]

"UxAUO 001 COAih ailTaq8 4EA $ADPAOCOI AT O 1T £ 40A1 0PI O
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Horne: The Island Landscape

provides resources to help manage the designated Byways, for which local groups make
application.

Land trusts are the traditional volunteer approach to landscape preservation in the USbut other
non-profits have also been effective Scenic America,for example

8EO OEA 111 wrofit dhgartizhtiorAdedichtddisolely to preserving and
enhancing the visual character of America's communities and countryside. We
accomplish this mission through national advocacy efforts and technical
assistance servies, local and national projects, and the apport of our state
affiliates. (Scenic America, 2008)

The American Farmland Trust is another non-D OT AE O O1 1 01 OAAO 1T OCAT EUAOQEIT 1
group of farmers and conservationists concerned about the ram loss of the nation's farmland to

AAOGAT 1 DI AT 66 j!'1 AOEAAT &AOIT AT A 400600h ai il aqQs
Another agent of landscape preservation, The Cultural Landscape Foundation, is :

...the only not-for-profit foundation in America dedicated to increasing the

b OA1 E Aehdls oftleAniportance and irreplaceable legacy of cultural
landscapes. Through education, technical assistance, and outreach, the Cultural
Landscape Foundation broadens the support and understanding focultural
landscapes nationwide.(Cultural Landscape Foundation, 2007)

These are just a few of the social economy sector programs operating to preserve open spaces and
promote sustainable development in the US.

When compared with the US situation, the list of non-profit organizations and government

programs devoted to preservation of Canadian landscapes seems much shorter. The primary

means of scenery (and environmental) protection has been the National Parks system. The

Canadian Heritage Rivers program augments this by offering a degree of neregulatory

protection to about 30 river systems. Land trusts are operating in some regions, and provincial

ArEmrEl 000 OOAE AO /1 OAOETI 60 COAAT AAI O POI COAI Al Oi
trust movement does not appear to be as organized or as sophistted as in the US.

Islands

Islands of three jurisdictional levels were reviewed: the island nation of New Zealand; the
Australian island province of Tasmania; and Quadra Island within the province of British
Columbia, Canada. In each case theslands take stock of their scenic resources, but management
efforts vary.

In New Zealand, an island nation that relies heavily on the tourism industry, the 1991 Resource

Management Act is the primary means of landscape protection. A usefriendly guide to the NZ
RMA begins thus (and resonates with the PEI situation):
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Horne: The Island Landscape

New Zealand is just beautiful, isn't it? And this beauty is part of our everyday lives.
On Saturday mornings we might be lying in bed in a suburb and by lunchtime be
swimming at the beach, tramping through the bush or snowboarding down a
mountain on fresh snow. We have more gardens and parks than you can poke a
stick at. People come from all over the world to marvel at what some of us tend to
take for granted. But if we look a bit closer atOAT AAT AT A COAAT . Ax : AAT A
see things aren't that way at all. For years we've been damaging our soil, air and
water in ways that couldn't be restored. This approach just wasn't sustainable and
meant our grandchildren could have missed out on the quaity of life that we have
enjoyed. The Resource Management Act (usually called the 'RMA") is the main
piece of legislation that sets out how we should manage our environment. It's
based on the idea of the sustainable management of our resources, and it
encourages us (as communities and as individuals) to plan for the futire of our
environment. (Government of New Zealand, n.d.)

A coastal policy established in 1994 under the Resource Management Act is currently (2008)
under review, because New Zealand has regnized the need for more careful consideration of
management plans for coastal areas. A proposed New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement details
objectives and policies to achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Adthe proposal
addresses subdivisionland use, and development; natural character including biodiversity and
landscapes; public access; water quality; coastal hazards; historic heritage; and the definition of
restricted coastal activities (Government of New Zealand, n.d.). While the countryhas policies in
place, it is often up to local levels of government to administer regulations. These regulations may
AA AEEEEAOI O O ET OAOPOAON AAEETET ¢ OOAATEAS 10O
authorities have found that applying land use restrictions in communities made up of
independent-minded islanders is a challenge.

(@]

Tasmania, an island province of Australia, is also reviewing its coastal policy. As in New Zealand,
this policy is a decade old and by Tasmanian law, all statpolicies require review on a regular
basis to ensure that they remain relevant and up to date. The policy aims to conserve the coastal
area and promote its sustainable use or development. The objectives include the conservation or
enhancement of public amenity and scenic values.

The expected outcome in Tasmania is that the visual values of the landscape will be protected and

enhanced. In the response document filed during the Tasmanian community consultation

process, there appeared to be a certain amourf frustration with the high -level nature of the

policy statements. These arenot meant to be selfexecuting, and the implementation role rests in

the hands of local planning boards. The respondents to the consultation identified, among other

things,alae 1T £ OOEOOAI AI AT EOU OiIiT1066 j'1 OGAOTITATO 1T £ 4
New Zealand, responsibility for managing the landscape resource seems to be in the hands of

local administrations, and in both cases, people appear to be searching for wodble scenic

amenity tools which would help them develop and enforce regulations to preserve scenic values.

The island of Quadra is located just off the coast of (and belongs to the jurisdiction of) the
province of British Columbia, Canada. It has no powes to enact legislation or control landscape
development, but depends on provincial regulations and regional planning boards for any scenic
protection activity. The planning process often takes into account scenic quality, and where no
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official planning body is in charge, District Managers in the Ministry of Forests and Range can
define visual quality objectives (VQOSs) according to a Visual Landscape Design Training Manual.
VQOs are based on both planning documents and community input, and may have arisensa
result of public pressure to resist impacts of extensive logging in many areas of British Columbia.
A provincial inventory, which maps forestry and tourism capability in BC, has been developed to:

8DOT OEAA OEA 1T AAAOOAOU Ealiosdf eehshive landscaped EAAT OE AU

and known scenic areas, as well as provide management direction. Where

landscape unit planning is initiated or under way, scenic areas may be identified

and made known and VQOs may be established through this planning procesdn

the absence of higherlevel plans, or for higher-level plans not specifically

addressing the management of scenic areas and visual quality, district managers

can use their own statutory authority to identify and make scenic areas known,

and establish VQOs. (BC Ministry of Forests, 2001)

The BC policy regarding scenic resource defines visual quality objectives as:

8OAOI OOAA [T AT ACAI AT O T AEAAOEOAO AOGOAAI EOEAA AU
contained in a higher level plan that reflects the desired level ofvisual quality

based on the physical characteristics and social values for the area. There are five

categories; preservation, retention, partial retention, modification, and maximum

modification. (WCELA, n.d.)

In other words, gradations of protection (or lack thereof) are appliedaccording to planning
objectives, which may be imposed by civil servants such as district forestry managers.

Applying Global Lessons to Islands

Islands, having a relatively high ratio of coastline to land mass, containsome d®EA x1 OI A6 O 11
treasured scenery? that of coastal views. But, although feelings for land run strong, development

pressures are also powerfulDepending on their circumstances, islands may experience intense

development pressures. This varies accordingp various factors, for example: native population

density; proximity to heavily populated mainlands; degree of linkage to the mainland; perceived

rarity or exoticism; and geographic location, i.e. whether they are tropical, temperate or polar

From the review of landscape management in various jurisdictions it can be seen that
appreciation for the scenic value of the landscape is neither universal nor managed in any
uniform manner. Some islands and island nations, such as Britain, boast comprehensive
landscape management. The amenity of scenery is uppermost in the intent of environmental
management plans and legislation. At the other extreme are islands where the value of landscape
is rarely or not at all mentioned; or, scenery is valued but only as a s®ndary feature of ecological
resources. Without doubt, all jurisdictions face challenges in managing landscape resources.

One consistent finding in the review is that an engaged local community is key to effecting shifts
in land use policy. That a highly engaged local community can spell success in this sector is

AAT 171 OOOAOAA ET OEA 5+860 #Ai PAECI O 0071 OAAO 200A
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60,000, the Campaign has appreciable impact, such that public opinion is likely to come down in
support of protection measures rather than against. Even in the US, the extensive range of
volunteer efforts (Scenic America, American Farmland Trust, Cultural Landscape Foundation and
S0 on) serves to bolster or even influence the regulatory process.

Where international landscape protection programs exist, such as the European Landscape
Convention or the UNESCO and IUCN landscape categories, these serve mainly to provide
guidance or validity to more local efforts. But, within those local jurisdictions, landscape
management efforts at times appear to be disjointed. Even with clearcut legislation and a full set
of regulations, the administration of programs is difficult. Volunteers, environmental lobby
groups, real estate developers and planning professionals dtlave opinions about the value of
specific scenes, or conversely the value of specific development projects. However, certain trends
may be perceived and valuable lessons learned from leaders in the field. In some jurisdictions
landscape preservation is ackeved by zoning; in other instances, to preserve landscape values,
property owners are compensated financially for development rights or, properties are purchased
outright by the state.

As for assessment methods, no one system prevails for determinindtA O OA1 OA81 IEI OEA OE
was it clear that any one system of landscape evaluation was most successful. The coastal policy

reviews underway in New Zealand and Tasmania reveal a common problem: there is a lack of

clear direction when deciding on landscapeD OT OAAOET 1T AAOET T 68 4A0i O OOAE
too vague when considering specific development proposals. Even where reasonably hard

AAl AOI AGET T O 1T &£ OGAAT EA NOT OEAT O xAOA DPAOAN Oi AARh O
not obvious.

The IUCN Category V Protected Landscape/seascape designation is one option that could prove
very suitable to many small island situations where the land base is limited and the scenery is not
untouched or pristine. As in Europe, where the bulk of the designaed Category V protected
landscapes now exist, small islands may exhibit relatively high population densities; a highly
developed tourism industry; domesticated, working landscapes; and the absence of large expanses
of wilderness. These conditions invite application of the Category V designation, though IUCN
planners caution that the category is not meant to be a catchall. Areas that have exceptional

scenic qualities; where there is a strong connection between culture and nature; that demonstrate
sustainable use of resources; and have maintained their integrity and traditional industries, are
good candidates for Protected Landscape designation (Phillips, 2002). Currently, there are several
islands that contain Category V designated landscapes, including th&inales Valley in Cuba; the
vineyards of Pico, Portugal; Oland Island in Sweden: the Cordilleras in the Philippines; and the

first designated Cultural Landscape, Tongariro National Park on the North Island of New Zealand.

It is important to note that in mo st of the above cases, the protected landscapes comprise a
working agricultural scene. As well, it is significant that in 1994 the IUCN definition explicitly

ET Al OAAA O!'11 AOAAO T AE£ 1 ATA ATATI O OAA 8&8d | EAEA
island systems, marine environments and other coastal zones.

The suggested management guidelines for the special areas designated as Category V (quoted
below) deserveconsideration by jurisdictions such as Prince Edward Island where it is the

working landscape,rather than pristine scenes, that forms the basis of the scenic resource. The
IUCN guidelines for management of Category V landscapes (Phillips, 2002) read as follows:
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* to maintain the harmonious interaction of nature and culture through the
protection of landscape and/or seascape and the continuation of traditional land
uses, building practices and social and cultural manifestations;

* to support lifestyles and economic activities which are in harmony with nature and the
preservation of the sacial and cultural fabric of the communities concerned,;

* to maintain the diversity of landscape and habitat, and of associated species and
ecosystems;

* to eliminate where necessary, and thereafter prevent, land uses and activities which are
inappropriate in scale and/or character;

* to provide opportunities for public enjoyment through recreation and tourism
appropriate in type and scale to the essential qualities of the areas;

* to encourage scientific and educational activities which will contribute to the long term
well-being of resident populations and to the development of public support for the
environmental protection of such areas; and

* to bring benefits to, and contribute to the welfare of, the local community though the
provision of natural products (such as forest and fisheries products) and services (such as
clean water or income derived fran sustainable forms of tourism).

A great deal of expertise lies within the [IUCN and it is an excellent source for guidance in this
field, but ultimately th e responsibility for the land lies within local jurisdictions. In the case of
PEI, some local level of designation and concrete management provisions would need to be in
place before appealing to the IUCN or any international body for recognition.

Withou t further research it is impossible to say whether island administrations are any more or
less concerned with landscape than those of mainland jurisdictions. The notion of landscape
character may be more clearly articulated within island communities, wherea sense of place often
thrives. It is notable that coastal policies have often been developed on islands to protect marine
ecology, beach access and, of course, the view. It is not only obvious, but has been confirmed by
research, that water views are geerally considered superior to land-based scenes@overnment of
Scotland, 2006). This placesa greatresponsibility in the hands of island administrations to
properly take into account the special value placed on seascapes.

The politics of defining the most valuable viewscapes on islands can be fraught with difficulties,
especially where a variety of jurisdictional levels confront the issues. While it may be admirable
that island administrations hand off the landscape planning function to local communities, they
must not do so without providing adequate direction or clear policy. In small island societies
where the government fails to provide legitimate, clearly articulated leadership land usedebates
can turn into a popularity contest wherein highly engaged individ uals on both sides of the issue
gain public prominence and tussle it out. This usurpsthe political space and often leadsto a
stalemateand consequentinaction. Meanwhile, the march of development continues.
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Moving Towards Landscape Management on PEI

Filling Gaps in the Management Framework

In comparison to all the other jurisdictions under review, Prince Edward Island seems to have one

of the least effective meansand has taken the least action, to protect its valuable landscape

resource.4 EA OAOEAx 1T £ OEA )OIl ATA80 1 ACEOI AOGET T h bl ATT
regulations revealed that scenic viewscapes as such do not warrant any special attentiowith the

exception of two small special planning areas, development permits ee awarded or refused on the

basis of issues other than how they would affect the aesthetic resoursof PEI.

As will be seen in the research results described below, undeveloped coastal scenes of PEI are
valued highly by both residents and tourists. However, current legislation does not reflect that
preference. From studying related legislation and landuse reports produced over the past 20
years, as well as through interviews with bureaucrats active in the planning sector, it is apparent
that aesthetic value has not been a conscious consideration in most decisicimaking for
developments approved to date. Some progress has been made in maintaining safety on the
highways by regulating the placement of private lanes; recent policies encourage protection of
xAOAO OAAT AO AT A OEPAOEAT UiTAOn AOO ET CAT AOAIT O
must meet in Prince Edward Island. Yet, this is the province that makes a good deal of its living
from its scenic attributes. At the very least, the adoption d a specific coastal policy to treat the
sensitive issues around galloping shoreline development would seem to be a wise course of action
for PEI administrators.

The IUCN Class V Protected Landscape and Seascape category, described earlier, is certainly
intriguing in terms of Prince Edward Island. The UNESCO Cultural Landscapes category is also of
interest and in this case, does not require consideration of biodiversity. In either instance,
landscape preservation must first be addressed at a local leveéfolicies and land use plans must be
in place to allow for the proper management of any internationally designated cultural landscapes
or seascapes.

4EA O0OOAIT EA8O 211 A ET o001 OAAOET ¢ O0OET AA
In the jurisdictions studied , it was appaent that a healthy grassroots movement was often the

instigation for greater governmental involvement in land use issues. Tourists and shorterm

visitors may have an active interest in the scenery of a destinatiopand travel decisions and

activities are very often based on the physical attractiveness of the place. However, visitors are

not generally in a position to influence local policy making. As pointed out earlier, visitors may

actually be the landscape offenders, whether indirectly by demanding sevices and attractions

that have not been part of the traditional viewscape, or more directly by choosing to purchase and

develop the landscape that attracted them to the destination in the first place.
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Where other jurisdictions have successfully appliedcontrols, purchased development rights or
made outright land purchases, they have had the support of their residents, and local people have
often been vocal about what they value in their surroundings. In addition, local benefits have

often been clearly aticulated. For example, where scenic roadways have been developgithe net
result 2 economic benefit for the region ? has been explicit. Whether the approach is topdown,
bottom -up or some combination of efforts, some modicum of public interest must exist or some
potential public benefit must have been identified, for viable changes to landuse policy to ensue.

On first glance, land issues would seem to have preoccupied the PEI public over the past 30 years

beginning with a 1973 Royal Commission on LahUse and Land Ownership, followed in 1990 by a

Royal Commission on the Land, and in 199697 by a governmentappointed Round Table on the

Land. The Round Tableheld 36 meetings and heard from 70 local groups and individuals.

However, all this activity led to little real action. Public discourse concerning landscape on PEI

has not resulted in any strong, coherent movement comparable to that in Britain. To a certain

degree OEEO 1 AU AA Agpbpl AET AA AU EEOOI OEAAI atkhshOi 008 $
against absentee landownership engendered a sense of independence that is often exhibited in

the form of fiercely protected private property rights. As a result, local and provincial

governments have been reluctant to try to impose limitations on landowners.

For example, most forested landon PElis privately owned, and in the late 1990s an effort to

regulate private woodlot management in PEI met with resistance and limited success. A series of
recommendations by the Forest Partnership Councilcoh OAA OOAE AOPAAOO AO OET C
forms, minimum age standards for harvest of softwood, and preharvest assessment by Forestry

staff. These recommendationswere rejected atmeetings organized across the provinceby a small

but very vocal group of waodlot owners (MacDonald, 2001).

Regulations controlling agricultural practices have also evolved very slowly despite clear evidence
of fish kills, eutrophication and pollution of groundwater linked to industrial farming inputs. In
general, individual farm owners do not appreciate the imposition of regulations or directives that
would control the use of the farmland or the operation of the business. The 1993 Final Report of
the Special Legislative Committee on the Lands Protection Act implies that some prgress may
have been made since the 1973 Royal Commission on the Land:

Over the years, meanwhile, a more favourable climate for land use restrictions has

AACOT Oi Ai AOCA8 4EAOA EO A COI xETC AxAOAT AOO
her land can have saial, economic, or environmental impacts that go far beynd

the boundaries of the land. (Government of PE| 1993)

However, the 1990 Royal Commission on the Land recommended provincgide land use
planning, and zoning of farmlands. As of 2009, nosuch adion has yet been taken outsideof
municipal boundaries. Some would suggesthat this is the result of local resistance by strong
minded individual s.

The closeknit connections often found in island communities also mean that residents feel it

perfectly within their rights to expect to circumvent certain regulations. What is more, they just
may find the means to do so, making use of family ties or political favours. At the same time, in a
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close-knit community , strong dissenting opinions that suggest a clange in the status quoare
often poorly received.

A case in point is that of the wellFknown land activist of the 1980s, Marc Gallant, who was both
revered and reviled for his outspoken opinions on the visual future of the province. He is quoted
in a 2004CBC Compass story (from 1996 archive footage of an interview on a PEI shoreline)

yE xA ATT160 EAOA OEA AT OOACAh EA xA AT 18680 EAOA
DOl OET AAh ET xAOAO AEZAZZEAOI O OEAO IEQEO AAh xAbd
yvearsfi i 117 x OEAOAS1 1 A Aders Wil hhve hocc&sEtBi® 1 AEON ) O1 A
Thered1 1 AA O0.1 40AOPAOGOEI C6 OECI O AT A xAd11 EAO,
(RUK, 2006)
A YouTube videomade recenty onOEA OAT A OEOA Al 1 £ZEOI O j@#HiddO ' Al 1 Al
-116¢ci 1T AOU , ATA 40060060 1 Ai AAO 0ABGAO 20EAOET A EAO O
Ei i AGe OAAAT 61 U ADOEI 6 ET OEA AAT 6OAT 11 OOE OEIT OA

preserve.
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of other aspects of Island heritage such as the wooden bait sheds on PEI wharves. His legacy lives

on in the Montgomery Land Trust, but no individual activists have since surfaced to take his place

at the head of a wider landscape protection movement.

A PEI volunteer group, the L.M. Montgomery Land Trust was founded in 1994 to work to preserve

the scenic agricultural coastal lands on Prince Edward Island's north shore. The group noted the
downturninthe IsiAT A6 O ACOEAOI OOOAI AATTTiuUu AT A OEA cOf xEI
development. They identified for protection the area between French River and Sea Viewvhich

has special significancdor the heritage of Anne of Green Gableauthor L.M. Montgom ery. The

Trust works with land owners to identify alternatives to selling land for development, using a

OAOEAOU 1T &£ i AAEATEOI O O DPOAOGAOOGA OEA OACEIT60 PO
rights for some properties has led to the successful preseation of a few parcelsthat were at risk,

and the Montgomery Land Trust has just announced (March 2008) a new project known as the

L.M. Montgomery Seashore. The project identifies as a priority for conservation five kilometres of

shoreline and 622 acres ofand made up of 11 privately owned parcels. The Trust hopes to work

with landowners and various levels of government to preserve the area as a heritage landscape

(L.M. Montgomery Land Trust, n.d.).

The Institute of Island Studies has also been active itommunity engagement on the topic of
land use,organizing numerous forums and publishing researchpapersand reports (e.g.Land
Policy for a Small Island Focus on the Land, Preparing for the Royal CommissiorForests and
Forestry in Prince Edward Island Agriculture on PEI Y Papers from a Symposiun.

In 2005, the Iris Group organized a public forumonthelandA AT 1T AA O4EA . AGOI xET ¢

which attracted excellent speakers and large group of concerned citizens, and served to poimiut
that none of the issues havechanged in the past three or four decades.
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Beyond public agitation and numerous commissions and reports, other agencies have taken their

I xT O OOAO Oi bpOi OAAO Oi i A PI OOEITO T &£ OEA POl OET
particular, has had consderable success irpurchasing environmentally significant property across

the Island, but their impact on the visual resource of scenerysindirect. The PEI National Park

and provincial parks also play a role in land protection but once againthe motivation is not

generally the scenic resource.

Assuming, based on the above evidencehat a certain level of public interest in and commitment
to preservation of the landscape does exist on PEI, the government could reasonably instigate a
process for publicinvolvement in landscape management. Although experts such as staff
geographers or land use consulting companies may take on the role of assessing regional
landscape resources, it is rare that they could do so in an institutional vacuum. Mechanisms for
coherent community participation are essential for effective land use planning and management.
A first step could be to gauge the level of interest and level of commitment in the resident
community. Once it has been established that public interest is engage, a variety of potential
tools and methods for inclusion of the populace in policy development are available.

Tools for Evaluating Scenic Viewscapes

Several key factors must combine before a community can successfully take stock of and protect
its scenic resource. Most importantly, residents and policy makers must acknowledge the value of
the landscape and commit to its protection. This goes beyond dayto-day pride of place; if a
location is deemed to be beautiful, then proposed changes must be carefullgvaluated and
consideration given to the net effect on overall scenic worth.

If it is agreed that efforts must be made to preserve viewscapeshen research is needed to
determine which views have the greatest valueResearch is also required to deternrie the point

at which alterations to the landscape detract from its original appeal.When island jurisdictions
attempt to measure and place value on aesthetic surroundings, how should they best deal with
the related challenges of protectingthose landscapes, and especially coastlines? As noted, IUCN
offers a category of landscape protection that could provide a solution for islands that exhibit a
high scenic value but whose landscapes are active and liveid. Within such a framework, should
the measure of genic value be based on a majority opinion or consensus, or is there some
objective standard that can be applied? Do valuable viewscapes comprise more than an aesthetic
quotient? Should cultural, personal and historic reasons also trigger protection?

If the local population grasps the concept of scenic valugand legislative or other management
processes are available to manage landscape and scenic viewscapes, some simple evaluation tools
do exist that can be applied to support the landscape protection gbrt. Whereas in the past it may
have been difficult to determine landscape preferences or assess the effects of proposed
developments, current technologies permit swift and efficient feedbackusing extremely effective
visualization techniques.

The local landscape preferences in Prince Edward Island a Canadian island province generally

renowned for its scenery? were assessed in 20007 using an online viewscape preference
survey with both on- and off-Island respondents. The survey was augmented by gualitative
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focus group session that discussed attitudes to the local landscape (Horne 2007). In spite of the
many possible individual responses to landscapes and scenery, it was hypothesized that general
preferences would emerge for some landscapes ovetlers.

The on-line survey proved the efficacy of the Internet as a tool for this type of study. A set of 31

PEI landscape snapshots, such as might be seen from a car window, were posted onlifBath
residents and nonresidents were invited to score thescenes in terms of scenic beauty. The

OAT OET C | £#ZAOAA TET A COAAAOQEI 1T O AOI the TolrisnOPEAO Al 1 6
e-mail newsletter (most of whom live off-Island), as well as subscribers to the Tourism Industry

I OO1 A E A O EH-rlewsiredeiveédhe mvation to participate in the survey. In total, aimost

1,200 responses to the survey were collected; by far the largest percentage of the respondents lived
off-Island (1148 vs. 46). The only oubf-pocket expense was the survey stfare subscription.
Completion rates for surveys of local and offlsland residents were 82% and 91%, respectively; that
is, of those who opened and began the survey, 82% and 91% answered all questions. While a
survey can remain posted indefinitely, in this case most responses to the Hnailed invitation to
participate in the survey were received within the first week; thus, results can be obtained very
quickly. The trial proved that internet surveys and digital photo alterations can allow

communities to participate directly in a landscape evaluation and planning process.

4EA OAOOI 60 OAOGAAT AA OEAO OEA 11 OEiI1T OEAO OAAAOOU
relevant. The respondents demonstrated clear preferences for some types of landscape ses and
agreed on the relative scenic value of various viewscapes. Fboth residents and non-residents,

the standard errors around the mean landscape value scordsr individual sceneswere very small
(ranging between 0.017 and 0.165), suggesting a higével of agreement among participants. One
category of landscape, that of undeveloped coastal scenes, clearly received the highest approval
rating. In a graph which displayed the descending mean scores for each of the 31 scenes used in
the survey, no undevédoped coastal scenes rated in the bottom third of the mean ratings.
Unobstructed views to the sea had the greatest appeal. While ratings for some individual scenes
did differ somewhat between the two groups of respondents, the slopes of the lines, when
graphed, were the same.

The survey results supported the findings of other research in the area of landscape preferences.
Firstly, clear indications of preference can be determined; overall, people do agree on which
landscapes rate more highly than othersm terms of scenic beauty. Secondly, place of residence is
not necessarily a factor in the overall ratings; the landscape scores of Prince Edward Island
residents followed the same slope as the ratings made by neresidents, although the mean scores
did differ for some scenes. Thirdly, when scenes were categorized into four general types of
landscape, one category undeveloped coastal scenes had more appeal than the others.

The Internet-based survey methodology tested in Prince Edward Island effectivelsgnd efficiently
collected data on preferences for one scene over another. In small islands such as PElI, Internet
landscape surveys could become a standard tool of planners because of the easy adaptability of
the survey tool; the quick and inexpensive admnistration of a web-based surveyand efficient
collection of significant amounts of data. In larger jurisdictions, it might be necessary to develop a
method whereby the survey results could be applied to broader landscape groupings, or adapted
to geographic information mapping systems used in land-use planning.

24



Horne: The Island Landscape

An on-line survey allows for anonymity, which is an important factor in small, close-knit
communities. However, it is also true that Internet access, especially highspeed, may be less
readily avaiable in rural areas. Theuse of the Internet does, however, allowfor efficient inclusion
of opinions of non-residents, if that is the wish of the planners.

Beyond the Aesthetic Value of Landscape

While the survey data indicated that one categoryof landscape had more appeal than others,
focus group discussions inthe community of Tyne Valleyrevealed that landscape elicits strong
feelings that go beyond strictly aesthetic ratings.

The intent of the focus group was to obtain morein depth, qualitative information from local
residents about their attitudes to the landscape around them. The discussion guide centred on
their feelings about special places in the neighbourhood as well their responses to changes in the
landscape. The focus group partigpants scored paired sets of photos, one of the pair having been
altered to include development. This allowed the researcher to draw some conclusions about
attitudes to construction, land subdivision, and other land development activities.

In the focus group setting, when asked to rate the scenes included in the online survey, there was

general agreement on relative beauty of the 31 scenes. The group also revealed clear preferences

for undeveloped versus developed scenes. Moreover, the 11 members of theugr felt strongly

about the landscape in their community and around the Island. Their discussion revealed clear

emotional associations with landscape that must in some way be taken into account in land use

planning. The vocabulary and tone of voice recordd in Tyne Valley communicated a strong

connAAOET T xEOE OEA 1 AT Ad BGAIOACAADADEAIOA OOA AADOE AABIA
xAT O O Z£AO AO O OAU OEAO Ai OE EAO AOOEOAI O O1 A
AT A AAx] 80 atinspirédAnk @d3t eddfion often seemed to be related to a return

home, arriving by either bridge or ferry. When asked where they would take visitors, almost all

the responses involved shore locations or water scenes. Nostalgia coloured the comments and

responses which led to some consideration of the necessity of change. Examples were provided

of places that could be at risk such as the Experimental Farm in Charlottetown which has been

subject to frequent threats of development, or the lupines in Indian River which could be

ploughed under. There was much appreciation for an old farm site in the neighbourhood and

some wondered when the barns would finally fall down. The group agreed though, that this

would be a natural process as opposed to alteratios imposed on the landscape. There was great

pride among the members of the group regarding the care taken by Island residents when it

AT T A6 O OEAEO POI PAOOEAO AT A OEAEO OOOOI O AET ¢cO8
what economic strata youare from people try to take care of their homes... they maintain as best

AO OEAU AAT h OEA 1 Ax1T O AOA O1 1T EAAh x20W7 foADPOh OE
transcript of Tyne Valley focusgroup).

Possible Next Steps

Adequate evidenceA GEOOO AO O OEA EEGCE AACOAA 1T &£ AOOOAAOQEC
It is apparent that continuing development is changing that scenic resource irretrievably; some
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might say the situation is urgent. One possible approach is to identify the neessary steps

involved in placing parts or all of PEI on a list for potential designation by the UN or the IUCN.

Adrian Phillips has suggested that addressing livedn landscapes as IUCN Category V protected

AOAAO I.Awpphdch vihosetimehascomé j OEET 1 EPOh ail i1 ad Yéqs (A
shift from the current focus on saving natural areas, to pay greater attention to working

landscapes.

Another possible approach to acknowledging the net value of the landscape and the farms that

definethA 0%) OAAT A EO O1 Ai1 OEAAO APPOAEOETI ¢ OEA AEAO
farmers would be paid for conservingvalued landscapesas well asecological goods and services

Pilot projects are underway in some parts of Canada to assess the praddiities of this system;

#Al AAAGO EOI AT A DPOI OET AA x1 01 A OAAI AT EAARAAT 1 AAI
been used successfully by the European Union.

While less than ideal as a solution, some consideration should be given to the very simgl
technique of mitigation. Vegetative cover has been proven to lessen the detrimental effects of
inappropriate development. Islanders are already keen gardeners and the soil and climate lend
themselves to propagation of all sorts of bushes and trees. Thigpproach could be used after the
fact, and could also be included as a requirement in new development proposals.

yl 117 xAu AOA AT U T &£ OEA AAT OA EAAAO O AA ET OAOD
acknowledged as a complex issue an issue hat involves far more than the forces of pre and
anti-development. This document seeks to present a preliminary but textured view of landscape

resource issues on Prince Edward Island, pointing out possible problems, suggesting tools to
measure the resoure, AT A OAIl ET AET ¢ OAAAAOO T &£ OEA TTOETT 1 &
highly developed in Prince Edward Island. How closely this sense of place is truly related to the
DEUOEAAI AOPAAO T &£/ OEA 1T AT Anh AT A EDAI ARRIOOESG ALK
topics for future research  This researchwould addressRecommendation #76in the 1999

30AT AET ¢ #1711 I,wcddalfed far arOaBspdsrmedt of the impacts of changes to the

landscape. Also of interest would be to test proposed Islad development projects with three-

dimensional visioning technology such as that which isavailablein the Collaborative for

Advanced Landscape Plannindaboratory at University of BC.In a more academic/sland Sudies

sphere, it could also be useful to measure the relative importance placed on landscapéy

islanders as compared withmainland residents.

Some very practical actions could be taken on a local front to address the issue of the changing
Prince Edward Island landscape. These include the followig:

a) Government and industry should consider the brand value of the Prince Edward Island
scenic resource from a tourism marketing standpoint.

b) Government agencies could standardize the measurement tools tested in this research,
to provide planners with reliable systems for community input during planning processes.
Internet surveys and other graphic tools that can be used to determine landscape
preferences would not only serve to assist planners, but could be used to draw local
attention to scenery asa valuable resource.
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c) To expand this research in a Prince Edward Island setting, a provineeide open-ended
survey (also by Internet) could be used to invite individual residents, and visitors if
desired, to nominate outstanding scenes.

d) At the same time,the D OT OET AA AT O1 A O1 AAOOGAEA . A OOI AOO ¢
regional planning exercisecould extend the scope of the curent land-use planning

approach byincluding the quality of the landscape. This should be supplemented by

research into landsape as a resource for community wetbeing; and an assessment of

impacts of the loss of scenic Island landscapes.

e) PEI could investigate the possibilities for IUCN Category V Protected
Landscape/seascape designation.

f) Research into the National Sealsore model currently in place in some US states is
OAAT I 1 AT AAAh AOPAAEAI T U ET OAI AGEI1T OI OEA |8
central north shore.

g) It would be advisable for the province, through a public process, to develop a
comprehensivecoastal policy that would identify the most valuable viewscapes in addition
to addressing related, pressing issues such as: beach access for shellfishers, recreational
fishers and beachgoers; increases in cottage lot subdivisions; potential for salt water
intrusion where coastal groundwater is heavily exploited; and climate change
preparedness in light of escalating rates of coastal erosion.

h) A review of a wider range of jurisdictions might identify other potential solutions
applicable to the Prince Edvard Island situation.

Conclusions

Yearning for an ideal and humane habitat is perhaps universal. Such a habitat
must be able to support a livelihood and yet cater to our moral and aesthat
nature. (Meinig, 1979: 101)

Without doubt, the places we live in affect us in very many ways, and in ways extending well
beyond basic physical needs. Comments at the Tyne Valley focus group session revealed that the
connection with landscape is deep and personal, and a sense of place thrives where this
connection exists. Can this connection between physical surroundings and personal identity
survive if land use policies ignore the more metaphysical aspects of community living the
elements of living that support our Gnoral and aesthetic natured The musingmay seem

rhetorical, but the question is key as one considers how to value the view, or find useful
measurement tools to assess the scenic resource.

The review of global best practices and current approaches included in this paper has afforded us
a better understanding of how the landscape resource is managed in Prince Edward Island and in
other jurisdictions, including other islands. It is disappointing that, in terms of managing the
scenic resource, Prince Edward Island appears to lag behind many othésland jurisdictions that
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depend on scenery for their economic future. Other jurisdictions provided useful examples and
success stories that demonstratehe benefit of approaching the coastline as a valuable resource in
and of itself.

Both a quantitative on-line survey and a qualitative focus group method proved practical and
efficient to use in measuring landscape preferences.The survey methodology successfully
collected a significant amount of data concerning landscape preferences of Prince Edward &id
residents and visitors. It was shown that the Internet survey technique is one that could be simply
and efficiently repeated. The data confirm, in a defensible way, that there exists a strong
preference for undeveloped PEI coastline scenes. Use of thesools would certainly enhance the
ability of policy makers to make decisions on the relative values of viewscapetandscape surveys
could be used to further refine preference data either by landscape type (agricultural vs. urban,
coastline vs. inland ard so on), or by specific scene. They couldlsobe used to decide on special
designations for particular viewscapes, or as tools for assessing public opinion on impacts of
individual development proposals.

The value of landscape goes well beyond thaeghetic. Economic, cultural and ecological worth
must also be taken into consideration. When landscape changes, as it must, the changes should
be evaluated in more holistic terms Measurenents must reflect not only environmental and
economic values, but abothe many values inherent in the view, including its effect on the culture
and identity of the community.

There is no doubt that where we live defines us, much as we define our place. The importance of

this relationship with place should not be underestimated. In the case of islands, and in the case

of Prince Edward Island, the concept of place might well be considered the primary defining

factor in community identity. If, through lack of adequate land use and development planning

and control, homeisAT 1 T xAA O AAAT i A OpI AAAI AOGOGS8h xEAOA
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