
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































An international countryside exchange occurred in the summer of 1996. A
publication from that conference listed themes and issues common to three host
communities where workshops were conducted. In fact these issues are really common to
all countrysides, places, heritage, ecosystems... and all landscapes; and translate into the
potential research areas that extend from this study. In this Exchange two major theme
areas were noted'’* - one dealing with planning means and the other with planning ends.

Both ‘ends and means’ are addressed in the Civic Planning Model; and it is this
Model that is once again employed. When the six-part Model is compared to the
conservation strategy found in the new Ontario Heritage Act a research matrix (found
Figure 90) is generated. When these steps (identification, protection, interpretation, and
use) are overlain with the six phases of the Model future research streams are identified.

These streams are varied and demand different methodological and method
approaches. Yet the theory is the same that a bolistic, inclusive, integrated, dynamic, and
pluralistic foundation to planning is needed. There is much fertile ground for a researcher
interested in transforming the status quo - it lies in examination of community dynamics,
bureaucratic structures, planning education, and attitudes toward conservation and
landscape. It is also these very research issues that will determine the likelihood of
landscape ever being adopted as an effective planning concept.

Many theorists write of the shortcomings of planning - its part in the perpetuation
of social inequalities; its inability to orchestrate connections between individuals,
communities, and different levels of government; and its neglect of both the cultural and
natural environments in the face of economic imperatives. Different critics purport
different answers in the guise of Bioregionalism, Healthy City Movements, Civic Planning,
Watershed Planning, Countryside Planning. And ‘landscape’ is another such concept that
is forwarded as a holistic planning approach. Debates could rage and many theses penned
as to which term best fits the need. However, how can one word or one profession hope
to tackle these immense and complex challenges?

It cannot. Yet, a perspective like landscape could provide part of the foundation.
The trouble is that many impediments exist for planners and communities alike, to embrace
the Idea. The fundamental problem is exactly what this study has illustrated: few people at
a provincial level and even fewer at a local level fully understand the potential of
landscape. Its planning potential is being a ‘common’ resource for all members of a
community - something to identify with and therefore demand some say in its treatment.
We all bring landscape experience to the table, thereby acting as a leveller between
‘experts’ and lay people. Landscape also unites the factions that are systematically divided
mto natural and cultural camps. The Landscape Idea also unites areas across political
boundaries and between communities.

'"2 One that deals with planning means, from the expert perspective with governance and land use
planning issues, to the community’s concerns with cooperation. The second theme area dealt with
planning ends bracketed between economic and environmental valuing of the landscape - fourism to parks
and protected areas. (Environment Canada. 1996. /nternational Countryside Stewardship Exchange ‘96
Report. Ontario Region: Environmental Conservation Branch. p.4).
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What then is the future of the Landscape Idea as a common social, physical, and
economic ground for planning? In Ontario the term ‘cultural heritage landscape’ has
survived in the current planning legislation. However, it is not placed centrally as a
‘should’ directive in the Policy Statements attached to the Act: not a powerful position.
Landscape is likely destined to remain an afterthought until it is wholeheartedly embraced
and placed as a focus in a fundamentally different type of planning legislation.

These kinds of profound changes to a piece of influential legislation necessitate
even more profound changes to public and professional attitudes, planning education and
agendas, and governmental institutions. It is interesting to note that one member of the
Planning Commission for Reform said that the need for such change was recognized but
ruled out as too impractical a proposition. Their final position was to advocate watershed
planning as a sound planning concept but they realized that full adoption of that approach
was too difficult at this point in Ontario."

These kinds of transformations will occur, if at all, over generations. Text books
need to be written, educators trained, and curriculum altered; and this only after some
successful examples of landscape planning have occurred. These cases will encourage
others towards a more integrated, civically-driven landscape approach. One such example
could be the Countryside Exchange workshops which recently occurred in three sites m
rural Ontario.” Another exemplary planning model is the exercise that is being headed by
the Grand River Conservation Area, which began with an extensive visioning process and
continues in committees with diverse membership, and the whole process is reinforced by
a Registry of Commitment from inhabitants within the watershed.’ In these initiatives the
Idea of Landscape, aithough not named so, does characterize these planning exercises
being holistic, pluralistic, non-dualistic, and dynamic.

In the final analysis therefore some promising initiatives have begun in the
Province, yet they remain just that - beginnings and not significant movements. Whether it
is called Landscape Planning or not, is not important. It is important however, that the
approach gains momentum through a few jurisdictions incorporating landscape
conservation sanctions in their Official Plans. As more jurisdictions attempt integrated and
pluralistic approaches, the planning repertoire expands. It has a future with those
implementing projects, advocating principles, developing necessary policy infrastructure
and professional support, encouraging private initiatives, and above all fostering strong
public expectations for a planning approach that is sensitive to their Idea of Landscape.

! “So the point again was to encourage the existing structures to plan on a watershed basis.” Taken from
an field interview. Summer 1995.

? Volunteer countryside management professionals from the United States, United Kingdom and Canada
visited Essex County, Mono Township, and Quinte County in September 1996. Recommendations about
‘Governance and Land Use Planning’, “Tourism’, ‘Parks and Protected Areas’, and ‘Cooperation’ were
developed that are now serving as a basis for planning at a local level. (Environment Canada. 1997.
International Countryside Stewardship Exchange in Ontario, Canada: 1996 Report. Ontario Region:
Environmental Conservation Branch).

* Information gained through a Grand River Conservation planning representative.
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B. Evaluation of Study

At the end of the research process I look back at the resuit and am assured that the
use of qualitative methodology was the superior approach. This description-rich method
was exactly what the exammation of the Landscape Idea demanded. Yet, with that
richness a major difficulty arose during the course of the study.

First this approach generated so much detail it was a considerabie task to digest it
al, and condensing it into a usable form. In this process the fine detail of the interviews
had to be subsumed into broader themes, in order to better communicate the essence of
the findings. The volume of details threatened to obscure the concepts that were
discovered in the research. I was loathe to lose all those intricate nuances, so many of
these details were employed to illustrate the larger points being made.

Secondly, the semi-structured imterview technique produced an overwhelming
amount of work for one researcher. The review of taped interviews themselves and the
preparation of transcripts took 4 1/2 months of non-stop annotations; and the analysis and
mterpretation took another 6 months. The utility of qualitative research for one individual
at any other level then a doctoral level is put into question - because of the massiveness of
this undertaking. As an academic about to return to teaching and research at the
University of Guelph’s School of Landscape Architecture, I wonder how I might honestly
promote this approach for my future graduates (who are largely Master-level students) as
a viable altermative in a School that has traditionally produced quantitatively-based
research. I truly believe in the appropriateness of the approach for landscape research, but
the real challenge to me is to find a manageable, and suitably scaled research challenge for
my students.

Yet for me this is where part of the future of landscape research lies - and no
where is that more relevant then a Landscape School such as Guelph, that is about to
amalgamate with a planning school. Planners have grappled with the utility of qualitative
research far longer then landscape architects, and although the examples of qualitative
planning research are few in number. they are certainly more than those found in landscape
architectural research.  Therefore. the answer lies in seeking the ‘copresence of
subjects’’’' between the two disciplines. Different disciplines and professions bring
different views of landscape to the table as do the different academics and practitioners
within those collectives. It is not a unified Understanding of Landscape that is sought - it
is rather a recognition of the different views of landscape that will enrich all our
understandings. In this specific union between Planning and Landscape Architecture,
therefore, there may be the fostering of an environment that is more accepting of
qualitatively-inspired approaches to research.

What is called for is a transformation in thinking - the same kind of transformation
that is called for in planning in this study. And like the planning transformation, the
cultural transformation that will be necessary around landscape research will have to be as
fundamental and profound. It means a shifting of attitudes to value more highly the
subjective, the personal, the incongruent, and the unique in research.

! This a reference to Jacques Derrida’s alternative to seeking consensus. ‘Copresence’ is a recognition
and acceptance of the differences and not a suppression of the differences.
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APPENDIX A

This ‘Legislative Precedent for ‘Landscape’” was prepared in Spring 1995 at the
suggestion of committee member Paul Eagles. This documents that ‘landscape’ appeared
only in the Aggregate Resources Act, the Crown Timber Act, and the Niagara Escarpment
and Development Act at the time of ‘landscape’s’ emergence with the passage of the
March 28, 1995 Planning Act.
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Legislative Precedent for ‘Landscape’

The suggestion was made by Paul Eagles that I check the term ‘landscape’ to see
whether it has ever appeared in legislation before. I went through the exercise of
reviewing all pieces of legislation that I thought may contain any reference to ‘landscape’.
Using the Revised Statutes of Ontario: 1990 (Queen’s Printer for Ontario, Toronto, 1991)
I reviewed the ‘“Defimitions”, “Purpose of Legislation”, and “Minister’s Responsibility”
sections of all the following Acts:

Abandoned Orchards Act

Aggregate Resources Act

Agricultural Rehabilitation and Development Act
Airports Act

Algonquin Forestry Authority Act

Boundaries Act

Bridges Act

Building Code Act

Cemeteries Act (Revised)

Conservation Authority Act

Conservation Land Act

Conveyancing and Law of Property Act
Crown Timber Act

Environmental Assessment Act

Environmental Protection Act

Forestry Act

Highway Traffic Act

Historical Parks Act

Industrial and Mining Lands Compensation Act
Lakes and Rivers Improvement Act

Land Registration Reform Act

Land Titles Act

Land Transfer Tax Act

Line Fences Act

Local Improvement Act

Local Roads Boards Act

Mining Act

Ministry of Agriculture and Food Act

Ministry of Citizenship and Culture Act
Ministry of Environment Act

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Act
Ministry of Natural Resources Act

Ministry of Northern Development and Mines Act
Ministry of Tourism and Recreation Act
Ministry of Transportation Act

Municipal Act
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Municipal Affairs Act

Municipal Boundary Negotiations Act

Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act
Niagara Parks Act

Non-Resident Agricultural Land Interests Registration Act
Northern Ontario Heritage Fund Act

Ontario Agricultural Museum Act

Ontario Heritage Act

Ontario Municipal Board Act

Ontario Municipal Improvement Corporation Act
Ontario Planning and Development Act

Ontario Waste Management Corporation Act
Ontario Water Resources Act

Parks Assistance Act

Parkway Belt Planning and Development Act
Petroleum Resources Act

Planning Act

Property and Civil Rights Act

Provincial Parks Act

Public Lands Act

Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act
Public Utilities Act

Regional Municipality Act

Rural Hydro-Electric Distribution Act

Settled Estates Act

Shoreline Property Assistance Act

St. Clair Parkway Commission Act

St. Lawrence Commission Act

Surveyors Act

Surveys Act

Topsoil Preservation Act

Trees Act

Wharfs and Harbours Act

Wildemness Areas Act

Woodlands [mprovement Act

From this search the word ‘landscape’ was found to appear in three pieces of
legislation: the Aggregate Resources Act; the Crown Timber Act; and the Niagara
Escarpment Planning and Development Act. In the first two acts ‘landscape’ has a narrow
aesthetic focus. In the “Matters to be Considered by Minister”, A.26 (i), of the Aggregate
Resources Act, the term is mentioned in the following way: “The Minister in considering
whether to issue or refuse a wayside permit shall have regard to, (i) any proposed
aesthetic improvements to the landscape;”. Interestingly however, the requirements for
‘landscape’ is not mentioned in the initial issuing of the license.
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Similarly in the Crown Timber Act a provision for the “Cancellation of Variation
of a Timber License”, C.51.28 (2) reads: “Despite anything in any general or special Act
or in any regulation or in any license or in any management plan or operating plan, the
Minister may,... (c) for the purpose of forest management, watershed protection, fire
protection, or the preservation of the beauty of landscape, game preserves or game
shelters, direct the marking of trees to be left standing or to be cut in any area designated
by the Minister, and direct the licensee to pay the cost of such marking.”

The Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act however, had a broader
definition of ‘landscape’ that goes beyond a purely aesthetic interpretation to include
elements of land use that constitute a ‘landscape’. The “Objectives of the Act”, N.2.8. (d)
states a requirement to, “maintain and enhance the open landscape character of the
Niagara Escarpment in so far as possible, by such means as compatible farming or forestry
and by preserving the natural scenery”.

Further to these references to ‘landscape’ there is also a reference to ‘landscaping’
in the Planning Act, in “Land Use Controls and Related Administration”, P.13.V.41 (7)
(a.6), for conditions for approval of plans to include: “Walls, fences, hedges, trees, shrubs
or other groundcover or facilities for the /andscaping of the lands or protection of
adjoining lands.” Here, once again, the aesthetic aspect of ‘landscape’ is emphasized.

There are also tangential references to ‘landscape’ in the defmition of different
elements that could be considered part of a landscape; such as, orchards (Abandoned
Orchards Act, A.1.1); pits and quarries (Aggregate Resources Act, A.8.1.); burial site
and cemetery (Cemeteries Act (revised), C.4.1); Areas of Natural and Scientific
Interest, Conservation Land and wetland (Conservation Authority Act, C.28.1);
Licensed Area, Public Lands, and productive and unproductive Lands (Crown Timber
Act, C.51.1); natural environment (Environmental Protection Act, E.22.1); Private
Forest Reserve (Forestry Act, F.26.1); built-up area (Highway Traffic Act, H.8.1);
recreational land (Land Transfer Tax Act, L.6.1); frontage (Local Improvement Act,
L.26.1); Crown Land, mining claim, and mining lands (Local Roads Boards Act,
L.27.1); Township, Village, Town, Improvement District, City and Police Village
(Municipal Act, M.45.1); Parks (Niagara Parks Act, N.3.1; St. Clair Parkway
Commission Act, S.23.1; and St. Lawrence Parks Commission Act, S.24.1); agricultural
lands (Non-Resident Agricultural Land Interests Registration Act, N.4.1); Provincial
Park (Provincial Parks Act, P.34.1); Public Lands (Provincial Parks Act, P.34.1, Public
Lands Act, P.43.1); Woodlot (Trees Act, T.20.1); and Woodlands (Woodlands
Improvement Act, W.10.1).

Finally this search included the identification of terms that could be considered as
synonyms with ‘landscape’. These terms were repeated throughout the various
legislation: e.g. Environment (Aggregate Resources Act, A.8.1; Environmental
Assessment Act, E.18.1); Site (Aggregate Resources Act, A.8.1; Local Roads Boards
Act, L.27.1); Parcel (Boundaries Act, B.10.1); Lot (Cemeteries Act revised), C.4.1; Land
Titles Act, L.5.1; Land Transfer Tax Act, L.6.1; Local Improvement Act, L.26.1; Topsoil
Preservation Act, T.12.1); Land (Conservation Authority Act, C.27.1; Conveyancing and
Law _of Property Act, C.34.1; Environmental Assessment Act, E.18.1; Environmental
Protection Act, E.22.1; Land Registration Reform Act, L.4.1; Local Roads Boards Act,
L.27.1; Municipal Act, M.45.1; Public Transportation and Highway Improvement Act,
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P.50.1; Settled Estates Act, S.7.1 (1); Surveys Act, S.30.1); Place (Environmental
Protection Act, E.22.1); Ontario Water Resources Act, 0.40.1); and Property (Ontario
Heritage Act, O.18.11.4, O.18.IV.26, O.18.V1.47; Planning Act, P.13.31 (1)).

The conclusion from this legislative search is that ‘landscape’ has some precedent.
However, the use has been limited to an aesthetic interpretation in three references; and
land uses that ensure a certain type of aesthetic in the other. It is now clear that the
introduction of the term ‘landscape’, as part of the new Planning Act’s Policy Statements,
is the most extensive exploration of landscape in Ontario’s legislative history. This quick
search has further reinforced the importance of this doctoral examination of the
understanding of the term, and its impact on Provincial and Local planning. The
ubiquitous nature of the planning legislation also demands a thorough investigation of this
term and its implications for planning actors.
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APPENDIX B
Ethical Foundation of Research

An ethical foundation was established for this study before any work commenced.
This foundation influenced all stages of the research:

A. Collecting Data
- ensure confidentiality of participants;
- ensure they are agreeable to the proposed use of material from
mterviews;
- give participants the option to pull out of process whenever they
desire;
- orient participant to nature of study before commencing interview;
- ask for impressions at end of interview to improve process.

B. Analyzing Data
- have rationale for coding
-maintain confidentiality of participants

C. Checking Assumptions
- don’t infer from participants’ comments. Only code if clearly
stated.

D. Particpant Involvement
-ask for their permission to use material in proposed fashion;
- if participants have some requests (e.g. no taping of sessions) then
regard, if it does not compromise the integrity of the study. Ifit
will interfere with the study, then the participant should be dropped
from the study.
- get transcripts of interviews back to the participants for them to
check for accuracy.
- prepare summary of findings and return to participant for their
reaction.

E. Communication of Results
- material returned to participant is identified by number, so that no
names are revealed.
- no information that can reveal the identity of the participant
should be included in the summary.
- special editorial requests from the participants will be regarded
(e.g. no direct quotes) as long as the request doea not compromise
the study. If the request can not be accommodated the particpant
will be ommitted from the study.
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APPENDIX C

‘Information Consent Letter’;

and ‘Project Description’ given to study participants to sign.

269



(Date)
(Address of Participant)
Re: Information Consent Letter

Dear Study Participant (actual name inserted)

Following our telephone conversation of , I would like to confirm your
mvolvement in my study of the landscape idea in the Grand River Watershed.

As we discussed, I would like to conduct an mterview with you at your offices
on

In advance of our meeting it is necessary that I obtain your consent to participate in this
study. I would like to record our sessions since the exact depiction of your understanding
of Landscape is necessary for this study. In addition, the summaries will be disseminated
to other planning units in the watershed for their reactions. In doing so, the understanding
of landscape will have a broader foundation; and discussion of the planning implications of
the new landscape policies may gain momentum.

If this seems an acceptable approach to you, your participation will be greatly valued in
this doctoral research project. I attach a one-page description of this study to refresh your
memory regarding my work. If all seems acceptable to you, I would ask that you sign the
bottom of this letter. Thank you in advance for your cooperation in this matter.

It should be clear that you are free to withdraw from this study at any point during the
process of interviewing. The withdrawal of consent can be confirmed with a letter
addressed to the Heritage Resource Centre, at the University of Waterloo.

This project had been reviewed and received approval through the Office of Human
Research and Animal Care (OHRAC). If participants have any concerns or questions
about their participation please direct inquiries to Dr. Susan Sykes, the Manager of
OHRAC at 519-885-1221 (ext. 6005).

Sincerely yours,
Nancy Pollock-Ellwand

(Doctoral Candidate, Planning School,
University of Waterloo

I agree to participate in the Doctoral Research described in the attached Project
Description.

Signature of Participant Date
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Project Description

Student Investigator: Nancy Pollock-Ellwand
519-763-8133

Faculty Investigator: Dr. Gordon Nelson
Heritage Resources Centre
University of Waterloo
519-885-1221

Project Purpose:

Procedure: Semi-structured interviews surrounding the: 1. Awareness of the
Study; 2. Your Landscape Idea; 3. The Status Quo of how Landscapes are now
treated; and 4. The anticipated Change and Impact of the new legislation and
policy.

I anticipate our session will take anywhere from 1 to 2 hours. I plan to
record the sessions; summarize the sessions for your reaction; and distribute our
interactions with other planning agencies in the Grand River Watershed.

Risks/Benefits: The only risk associated with this study is that the planning actors
will expose their opinions and views regarding ‘landscape’ to a wider audience.
This however, will likely be seen as a real benefit - giving a wider stage to their
voice; and engaging themseives and others in the Grand River Watershed with
issues that effect all planning actors. A more integrative ‘landscape’ approval to
planning in the basin may be encouraged.
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APPENDIX D

‘Provincial Interview Questions’;

and ‘Local Interview Questions’
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PROVINCIAL QUESTIONS

Semi-structured interview sessions will focus on the following issues:

Awareness

1. Who I am; and why I am conducting research on the ‘landscape’ idea.

ii. Describing the parameters of my study in light of the new Planning Act; the timeliness
of the research; and its need.

iii. How I am conducting the research-- especially in terms of dissemination of information
iv. Possible outcome of work-- e.g. critique on the politicization of landscape in the
province; and possible impacts of the study on planning actors at a local and provincial
level

v. Describe the on-going and interactive nature of the study.

Landscape Idea

i. Examples of ‘landscape’ in the Province, e.g. Niagara Escarpment, Oak Ridges
Moraine. Asking for their characteristics.

ii. What is their landscape idea, i.e. ask for a generic description of a ‘landscape’, e.g. “a
garden designed by a famous designer is a ‘landscape’.

iti. The development and possible evolution of their idea-- education, influences,
experience.

iv. Differential valuing of different aspects of the ‘landscape’, e.g. natural, cultural, and

community symbol, etc.

Status Quo

L. Does your ministry, agency or group currently attend to ‘landscape’; and if so, how
does your organization deal with Landscape Planning today (process, resources,
personnel)?

il. Who are the influential actors regarding landscapes in the Province? and Why is this the
case?

ili Level of satisfaction with the planning process for landscape heritage in the Province.
iv. Perceived need for the new planning legislation.

v. Knowledge of politicization of landscape term.

Change & Impact

A. Change-

i. What do you understand will be the effect of the new planning legislation on the
Province’s landscape planning?

B. Future Planning-

L. Anticipated Action-- your organization’s future involvement in recognizing ‘landscapes’;
and how it will be implemented at a local level.

i.. Levels of decision-making-- the key actors in the process at different planning
jurisdictions.

ii. Resources to Consult-- imported experts; provincial authorities; other agencies to
involve; other actors to involve.
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iv. Influences on Process-- issues that are now likely to come to light that didn’t before;
and those issues that may recede in importance.

v. Perceived legitimacy of them and the Province in planning landscapes.
C. Anticipation of Influence-

1. Same as Status Quo.

i Any influence-- Opportunities and Constraints.

ili. A useful or useless concept.

iv. Connection of landscape approach to other movements in planning, e.g.
bioregionalism, watershed planning, etc.

v. Loopholes to implementation.

vi. Some sectors of society differentially served by the Legislation.

vii. Recommendations as to how the Legislation should evolve.

Recap

A. Post-Interview Conclusions-

i. Expanded understanding of ‘landscape’?

iL. Legislation’s appropriateness for landscape management at a a Provincial level

ili. Suggested changes to the interview process and countent.

B. Baseline Information-

i. Biography-- title; responsibilities; length of time doing what you are currently doing;
what related activities did you do before this job.

i.. Their Influences with Landscape Planning-- who and what are they reading; what
conferences do they attend; what landscape-related activity might they engage m; past
training; education and experience in the area; people in the community who they depend
upon for planning support.

iii. Planning agencies the compiled and analyzed results should be forwarded to for
reaction.

iv. Local sites where they believe exemplary landscape planning is occurring.
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LOCAL QUESTIONS

Semi-structured interview sessions will focus on the following issues:

Awareness

i. Who I am; and why I am conducting research on the ‘landscape’ idea.

il. Describing the parameters of my study in light of the new Planning Act; the timeliness
of the research; and its need.

iii. How I am conducting the research-- especially in terms of dissemination of information
iv. Possible outcome of work-- e.g. critique on the politicization of landscape in the
province; and possible impacts of the study on planning actors at a local and provincial
level.

v. Describe the on-going and interactive nature of the study.

Landscape Idea

i. Examples of ‘landscape’ in their community, e.g. Exhibition Park; Langdon Hall.
Asking for their characteristics.

ii. What is their landscape idea, i.e. ask for a generic description of a ‘landscape’, e.g. “a
garden designed by a famous designer is a ‘landscape’”.

iii. The development and possible evolution of their idea-- education, influences,
experience.

iv. Differential valuing of different aspects of the ‘landscape’, e.g. natural, cultural, and
community symbol, etc.

Status Quo

i Is ‘landscape’ attended to in their community today; and if so, how do you deal with
landscape planning in your community today?

ii. Who are the influential actors regarding landscapes in your community? and Why is this
the case?

iii Level of satisfaction with the planning process for landscape heritage.

iv. Perceived need for the new planning legislation.

v. Knowledge of politicization of landscape term.

Change & Impact

A. Change-

i. What do you understand will be the effect of the new planning legislation on your
community’s landscape planning?

B. Future Planning-

i Anticipated Action-- steps needed to recognize landscapes.

ii. Levels of decision-making-- the key actors in the process.

iii. Resources to Consult-- imported experts; local authorities; agencies to involve; local
actors to invotve.

iv. Influences on Process-- issues that are now likely to come to light that didn’t before;
and those issues that may recede in importance.

v. Perceived legitimacy in planning landscapes.
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C. Anticipation of Influence-

i. Same as Status Quo.

ii. Any influence-- Opportunities and Constraints.

ili. A useful or useless concept.

iv. Connection of landscape approach to other movements in planning, e.g.
bioregionalism, watershed planning, etc.

v. Loopholes to implementation.

vi. Some sectors of society differentially served by the Legislation.

vil. Recommendations as to how the Legislation should evolve.

Recap

A. Post-Interview Conclusions-

i. Expanded understanding of ‘landscape’?

ii. Legislation’s appropriateness for landscape management at a a local level.

ili. Suggested changes to the interview process and content.

B. Baseline Information-

i. Biography-- title; responsibilities; length of time doing what you are currently domng;
what related activities did you do before this job; length of residency in community.

ii. Their Influences with Landscape Planning-- who and what are they reading; what
conferences do they attend; what landscape-related activity might they engage in; past
training; education and experience in the area; people in the community who they depend
upon for planning support.

iii. Other planning agencies the compiled and analyzed resuits should be forwarded to for
reaction.
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APPENDIX E
Map 1: Townships in Grand River Watershed (also note Township identification numbers
that were in the statistical analysis)
Map 2: Population Density Per Square Mile, 1991
Map 3: Percent Change in Population, 1986-91
Map 4: Percentage of Population 65+ in 1991
Map S: Percentage of Population Migrants, 1991
Map 6: Percentage of Population Employed in Agriculature, 1991
Map 7: Average Receipts Per Farm, 1991
Chart 1 summarizes the parameters used to determine the preliminary selection. The

code numbers relate to Map 1 designations. As well, the separate Townships are listed
along the left margin. Along the top axis the abbreviations are identified as:

arcop91- area of cropland (acres)

farmarea9- area of farms (total in acres)
totreceipts91- total value of farm receipts 91 ($)
totfarms91- total number of farms

arctfm91- average receipts per farm

pop91- total population 1991

pcpop8691- percent change in population, 1986-91
areakm91- area in square kms, 1991

areasqmil- area in square miles, 1991

densqmil9- density in persons/ square mile
tpop91- total population, 1991

p65+91- percent persons 65 years +

pcmig91i- percent population migrants (moved into Township in last 5 years)
labforce9- total labour force 15+ years

agric91- person’s employed in agriculture
pcagric91- percentage workforce in agriculture
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APPENDIX F

Material reviewed for Ministry of Culture contract, Summer of 1995. Review of 26
heritage landscape inventory models, that included definitions of ‘landscape’.

[Ontario Examples:

L. Ministry of Culture and Tourism (meeting with Fred Kane of the Ministry of Culture,
May, 1995)

2. Ontario Heritage Conservation District Guidelines (1992)

3. Implementation Guidelines, Palicies B13, 14 and 15 (1995)

4. Ontario Heritage Act: Draft (1995)

5. Rideau Canal Cultural Landscape Study: Draft (1995)

6. Management Board Secretariat. Cultural Heritage Resources Inventory (1993)

7. Heritage Conservation District Study and Plan: New Hamburg (1995)

8. City of Ottawa, By-Law for Historic Designation (1992)

9. SW Ontario Cultural Heritage Landscape Inventory (1992)

10. Oak Ridges Moraine: Proposal Request (1992)

11._Halton Region Heritage Landscape Study (Pam Kaufman, 1993)

12. Niagara Escarpment Commission Cuitural Landscape Study: Draft (Paine and Taylor,
1995)

[Canadiau Examples:

13. Bar U Ranch Cultural Landscape Study, Canadian Park Service (1994)

14. Federal Historic Building Review Office: Canadian Historic Sites (1985)

15. National Capital Commission Workshop (1994)

16. Britisk Columbia Heritage Landscape Identification, Evaluation and Protection
(Paterson and Colby, 1989)

lﬂtemaﬁonal Standard:

17. ICOMOS/ Unesco (1994)

[ British Examples:

18. UK Countryside Commission (and University of York, England and English Heritage)
19. David Jacques (then of English Heritage at the NCC Workshop, 1994)

[United States Examples:

20. Cultural Landscape Initiative (C.L.L) US, National Park Service (1994)

21. National Park Service Standard Treatment and Guidelines for Cultural Heritage
Resources (1994)

22. US National Registry of Historic Resources

23. National Park Service, Bulletin #30 (Couserving Rural Heritage Landscapes)

24. National Park Service, Bulletin #18 (Conserving Historic Designed Landscapes)
25. US, National Park Service, Pacific Northwest Review Office Inventory Form (1993)

Lﬁustralian Example:

26. Australian Heritage Committee, and the Environmental Studies Centre (Ken Taylor,
1989)
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APPENDIX G
Feedback Response includes: cover letter describing need for feedback; summary

of study findings; and transcription of interview (Note: changes added by participant
during Feedback are marked in bold type).
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Planning for the Landscape Idea

by
Nancy Pollock-Ellwand

Report on the Continuing Project

It has been a year or more since we met and you kindly
answered my questions about the March 28, 1995
Planning Act, and its provisions for landscape
conservation under Provincial Policies B13 and Bl4.
You may recall that my research is directed at
understanding the landscape idea in the Province of
Ontario, both at a provincial and local level; how they
may differ; and how this understanding and difference
in understanding will effect landscape planning in the
Province.

Thank you for your invaluable assistance in Phase One of the project.
Now I am seeking feedback on what has been prepared to date,

-the summary of your interview
-the summary of study findings



This second phase feedback is extremely important for the accuracy,

currency and credibility of this study. Therefore any help you could give
me would be greatly appreciated.

Attached please find a transcript of your interview:
1. Feel free to make any comments, and

2. In light of the proposed alterations to the planning legislation
have your views changed?

Please also find a summary of the research findings:
1. Again make any comments you wish to.

A stamped return envelope for your responses has been enclosed.

Thank you for your continued participation in this project. If you need any
clarification on this material please do not hesitate to contact me at S19-763-8133.

Sincerely yours,

Nancy Pollock-Ellwand



Summary of Study Findings

Forty people participated in this study of
Landscape. Twenty-six were interviewed at a local
level and fourteen people were interviewed at a
provincial level.

The analysis of these semi-structured interviews has
been broken into three areas, for both the provincial
and local levels: the expression of the Landscape
[dea; views on Landscape Planning, and ideas
about conservation incentives- called Sanctioning
Landscapes.

Overall the provincial representatives (although
largely asked the same set of questions as the local
planning actors) tended to speak less about the
specific idea of landscape and more about the
landscape planning process and the effect of
sanctions. As well, the provincial people were in a
position to provide a history of the development of
landscape sanctions in Ontario, and the relationship
of the Planning Act to other pieces of legislation
with landscape policies- specifically the Hentage
Act and the Environmental Assessment Act.




1. The Landscape Idea

-expressed as *‘Landscape as a Resource’: *Landscape as a Nawral Eanvironment’; *Landscape as a
Cultural Environment’; ‘Landscape as an Aesthetic’; and *Landscape as a Place.’

A. Landscape as a Resource
Both provincial and local participants made most of their comments about

Residential Development- the effect of urban sprawl. the determiming influence of
infrastructures, the marketability of developments. the problem of severances, and the
move to intensification.

At the local level there was a lot of discussion of the effect of Aggregate and
Limestone Extraction on their community; and the potential of landscape as a Tourism
and an Agricultural Resource.

B. Landscape as a Natural Environment

Both provincial and local participants noted similar elements with discussion of
Hydrology rating high: and similar mention of the influence of different Geology and Soils
on land use and Vegerative Cover.

C. Landscape as a Cultural Environment

In this discussion the concept of landscape and its Historical Connections were
strongly expressed at provincial and local levels with the idea that landscapes can be ‘read’
as a repository of past lives. Similarly both provincial and local actors discussed whether a
landscape is Unique or Ubiquitous. Accordingly the concern was expressed at both
levels whether LACAC’s are well-suited to a broader approach to heritage that landscapes
demand- given the organmization's former Architectural and Urban Focus; and the
heritage community’s past Elitist Bias for commemorating white, upper class, male
history.

D. Landscape as an Aesthetic

This category was not strongly articulated by provincial actors. Perhaps the closer
association of local people to the landscape encourages this mterpretation. Local
participants talked of their aesthetic Preferences- most preferred Pastoral landscapes
(picturesque countryside), then /Natural landscapes (pristine wilderness) and finally
Rolling landscapes.

E. Landscape as a Place
The expression of place was different at provincial and local levels. For the local

participants it was the association of Rural Character with the idea of landscape- that
certain ‘country feel” and its appeal. Many local interviewees also talked of the notion
that residents of a landscape have different values and attitudes towards that landscape
then ‘outsiders’ (e.g. exurbanites, developers, tourists). As well, local participants talked
a lot about their specific memories of a landscape and how it connected them to that place.
The provincial people talked of landscape as a Holistic resource. representing the
integration of natural and cultural resources. Having the provincial perspective, they also
discussed the varied application of these policies across a diverse province like Ontario.




2. Landscape Planning

-expressed differently as a Focus to Landscape Planning; the different Raoles of Planning Actors in
landscape planning; and recommendations as te “Good™ Landscape Planning Practice.

A, Focus of Landscape Planning

At both the provincial and local levels there was concern expressed as to what
Scale should be used to consider a landscape- watershed, sub-watershed, individual sites,
etc. Historically there has been a split in how landscapes have been considered. Typically
natural landscape issues have been separated from cultural landscape issues with the
Upper Tier handling natural heritage planing and the local level traditionaily handling
cultural issues.

B. Role of Planning Actors

Each level spoke variously about the specific role different planning actors should
assume for landscape planning. The provincial actors were most concemed about the
Public in the move to more local power. Specifically, do local people care enough about
local landscape heritage to make an effective contribution to its conservation? This
concern was also expressed at a local level. yet a greater amount of discussion occurred
over the responsibility of different Political Jurisdictions in landscape planning- e.g. does
the local level have a wide enough perspective to consider landscapes?

C. “Good” Landscape Planning Practice
Representatives from both levels had recommendations for “good” landscape

planning practice. The provincial planing actors seemed committed to Fisioning exercises
where values, beliefs and management philosophies were established at the outset. Local
people talked more of the need for a Range of Representatives to be involved m amny
planning exercise. i.e. residents. adjacent planning jurisdictions. landscape ‘experts’, etc.




3. Sanctioning Landscapes

-participants Assessing the New Sanctions: Assessing the Planning Reform Process; making
comment about Impiementing the Sanctions: and general comments about the Nature of Sanctions.

A. Assessing New Sanctions

The provincial and local planning actors talked a great deal about the perceived
Vagueness of the landscape policies. The local interviewees spoke almost entirely spoke
of the need for more precision in definitions and recommended landscape conservation
methodology. Whereas, the provincial actors spoke of why the landscape policy was
written m a vague manner- allowing local people to more precisely articulate their own
heritage and its significance. Local people also observed that landscape issues will now be
Raised in the local planning process, where they were never raised before.

B. Assessing the Planning Reform Process

Not unexpectedly, local people had much to say about the whole planning reform
process, headed by John Sewell. The provincial level planning actors however, said very
little except that it was deemed a Formidable Job- achieving a lot in a short period of
time. Local people most frequently said (noting that this was not an overwhelming
expression at 15% of the respondents) the reform process was Not Open with its preset
environmental agenda. As well, local people were concemned that the Implementation
Guidelines came out Too Fast to allow proper public consultation.

C. Implementing Sanctions

Interviewees were also asked to cast their thoughts forward as to what they
anticipated the effects would be from the new landscape sanctions. Provincial participants
stated that local and provincial Enforcement of the landscape policies will determine how
sertously these sanctions will be taken. Although, both local and provincial interviewees
expressed some doubt as to the success of landscape conservation. characterized as a
‘soft’ planning issue. It will all depend on the Political Will at the local level to enact
these landscape provisions. Therefore landscape planning will vary area to area with the
perceived rate of loss of local landscape heritage, the sophistication of local planning, local
planning support. etc.

D. Nature of Sanctions

At a more general level respondents reacted to the idea of sanctioning landscapes.
At both the provincial and local level there was the expressed Importance of Naming the
landscape resource and the need for inventories and an agreement on terminology. But
provincial level interviewees more frequently articulated a conceru about how new
sanctions are greeted- typically with fear. Note the rush of Development Applications to
municipalities before the March 28, 1995 passage of the Planning Act. Finally, the local
level people most frequently spoke of their concern for Private and Public Rights once a
landscape is designated.




#7 PROVINCIAL

Landscape as a Cultural Environment
-landscapes are constructs “artificial in the sense that they were the results of
human activity.” (84)
-landscape we see today in a human construct that continues to change and
planners instrumental in that change. (127)
-naming cultural landscape features of 54- Grand River, 54 roadscape, farmscape.
And showing overlap of features e.g. trees on 54 were also part of farmscape.
Called ‘Highway 54: A Case Study’. (370)
~-sees bias towards natural side of cultural equation- musing that perhaps green
‘sells’ better. And because built environment is all around us we tend to take it for
granted. He raises the whole issue of the ordinary and common. “We live, we
work, we carry out leisure activities in the environment. But somehow that
devalues that environment. And perhaps it’s taken less seriously.” (432)
-and cites Schama, “about Yosemite as a cultural landscape- we perceive it all
through ‘cultural eyes’. It becomes cultural artifacts with the naming, gives value
to it, and much of’it has been touched by aboriginal hands (e.g. buming).
“Everything’s a cultural landscape because we’re in it.” (507); for example all of
Southern Ontario is a cultural landscape. (530)
-what he sees in landscape is 150 years of change. “The one thing that’s constant is
change.” Therefore the key question is, how do you best manage that change? To
respect inheritance and how do we contribute something to it now? (552)
-look for roadscapes, farmscapes, patterns (798)
-size of a farm is effected by topography, climate and cultural beliefs played out in
the landscape.(1260)
-can read or’deconstruct’ landscape for the purposes of different planning work.
(1325)

Landscape as a Natural Environment
-natural elements of Escarpment and major river corridors. (800)

Landscape as a Place
-saying cultural landscape ubiquitous in southern Ontario. (265)

Landscape as a Resource
-believes Ontario has historically dismissed rural landscapes. “They are seen as
white areas on maps. These area areas that you fill up with urban lots. These are
empty areas. And it devalues the whole rural landscape assuming that there’s
nothing there... that it’s just land to be built on.” (1498)

295



OTHER THEMES
Sanctioning Landscapes
-re. Influences
-comes from UK where landscape was emphasized in education from high school
on and diverse landscapes in small area. (30)
-became interested in building blocks of landscape living in an escarpment area-
dramatic landscape, e.g. Chi[e]ltenham. (59)
-University of Wales studied town planning. And he believes in that institution he
got an integrated education that lends itself to understanding landscape- with
landscape planning exercises. (66)
-as English immigrant he says he likes the landscape. And yet when he first came
to Canada he loved strip malls as being quintessentially North American. (1515)
-citing W.G. Hoskin’s book, ‘Making of the English Landscape’. “The first time
anybody had said what you see is not the result of some happy accident of nature
or whatever. That these were the results of human activity in the landscape.™-
talking about history of landscape change. (89)
-exposed to Brenda Colman [Colvin] who wrote book, ‘Land and Landscape’.
Written in spirit of Hoskins but takes one step further to say ‘How do we design
with this mformation?’ (111)
-cites Nan Fairbrother’s ‘New Lives, New Landscapes’. (117)
-cites Dame Sylvia Crowe book. (120)
-specialized in heritage aspect of planning during education. (139)
-employed at Ministry of Culture and Recreation, 1978-87 and while there did a
lot with cultural landscape in the form of EA review, official plan review, special
studies for Niagara Escarpment. (152)
-been heritage consultant since 1987. (162)
-comments on notion of naturalization that it is wiping out many artifacts in
cultural landscape. (335)
-he personally did study of road corridor, Hwy. 54 link from Onondaga to
Caledonia paralleling Grand River. (369)
-sees Ontarians viewing environment as something “out there”. “It’s always
somewhere else. [t’s always somewhere, perhaps up north. Whereas it surrounds
us.” (427)
-he believes that there is maybe keener interest in landscapes in the UK. Maybe
because small areas with large population therefore more cherished land and more
pressured landscapes. And there is also, to his mind, a greater variety of
landscapes. And they have National Parks and Areas of Natural Beauty. (475)
-he thinks Canada is a2 young country and UK longer established settlement. But
then he goes on to think about US with its substantial performance in this area.
(479)
-citing Lowell, Massachusetts study, Boston, US Parks. (504)
-cites study in UK of studying landscape importance in people’s lives by those
landscapes which have been painted, e.g. in Ontario he would cite the Group of 7
as a reflection of landscapes that are valued. (900)
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-he gets three planning magazines from the UK- one from the Royal TPI, a weekly
called ‘Planning’, and ‘Report’ which he says provides a more global view. (1180)
-he feels that kids today (as future citizens) have better knowledge of the problems
a far then [than] the ones right here. (575)

-sees planner as a technocrat with a belief in objective planning advice [very
rational- process of planning he suggests also indicates this]. (1370)

-sits on Hamilton Historical Board (knows area). (1444)

-thinks Chapman and Putman’s ‘Physiographic Regions of Ontario’ is a very
important book for cultural landscapes. These are the basic components of
landscape and also talk of related human activity. (760)

-citing Meining he suggests landscape can also be “Landscape as Repression and
Dominance”. And the take on all that depends on you politics. (1640)

-sees the landscape like a Russian Doll {or I live in my house, on Lorraine Dr.,
Willowdale, Toronto, etc. to the Milky Way and beyond]. (1310)

re.History

-talks of ‘81 EA Guidelines published by Ministry of Culture in early 80’s in
response to new EA Act. Author was John Weilo[e]r. (200); another edition in
1993. (210)

-sees concemn for landscape dates back to Provincial Parks Act in 1973 when as he
puts it the system was to comprise a series of historical parks [what of natural
concept of notion?] containing, as he says, Ontario’s representative historical
landscapes. But never really got going. (214); it was a systems plan which
spawned the Heritage Planning Branch in Ministry of Culture. People who worked
there came from MNR in 1975 when Ministry of Culture came into being with
Heritage Act. (224)

-people who headed branch (JohnWeilo[e]r- now Heritage Canada, and [Robert]
Bowes with Heritage Canada and Chairman of Conservation Review Board). Both
historians by traming. (245)

-later Heritage Conservation Districts with three branches- Historical Planning and
research Branch. Same Branch that produced EA 81 Guidelines. (249)

-in 70’s, early 80’s he called it a ‘Specimen Approach’ to Heritage Planning.
“Historical landscapes were to be encapsulated in park’s settings.” But he feels EA
Guidelines showed a spirit of thinking that cultural landscapes permeates whole
environment. (259)

-Niagara Escarpment was recognized as a cultural landscape by Ministry of
Culture rather then pristine environment of MNR. It has primitive [prehistoric]
sites, mill sites, quarrying, agricultural, lime kilns, brick kilns, mill villages,
escarpment villages. (270); Niagara Escarpment Planning Act came into being
1975. (294)

-why 1975 as watershed year of legislation? He just arrived but he believes there
was sense that a lot of heritage buildings, “blown away”, fight for Union Station
and heritage actions in Kingston [what party was in power then- if Tory
government with Davis created it is ironic that all the good work is being undone.]
(305)
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-cites ‘Continuity with Change’ as record of what they were doing through the
70’s in the Ministry, e.g. Mark Fram on CORTS, Edward [Mc]Kenna on Sand
Banks P.P., talked of importance of agricultural landscapes. (323)

-also did case studies for Ministry of Transportation EA. In these they laid out
examples of two types of cultural landscapes- one as individual site and other as
collection of sites. Ministry of Culture did for Transport because had difficulty
doing themselves. But Transport didn’t have expertise so Culture did 5 case
studies to demonstrate to them in early 80’s. (345)

-Eli Comay’s Report on Planning Reforms in Ontario in 1975 [?] called for
changes of planning system to develop control system [like UK] one example was
the Niagara Escarpment Plan. But planners were not educated in that system so
rejected. [get information on this] (585)

-in Sewell’s meetings he sees concem for natural environment came forward
especially from public in cottage country (e.g. water quality). (664)

-re.Nature of Sanctions

-the heritage legislation in the UK is actually enshrined in the Town and Country
Planning Act [something we should consider]. (136)

-sees triumvirate of legislation coming out in 1975 was Niagara Escarpment
Planning Act, EA Act, Heritage Act. [what of Planning Act?] (298) [in 1975 the
Planning Act made no reference to heritage]

-he believes that an increasing number of consultants can now do this work. (387);
of late sees increase in interest about what cultural landscapes are- how you look
at them? How you examine them? How you record them? The real issue being,
how do you plan for them? (397)

-In UK have system of development controls and strong centralized planning
control with clear guidelines. These planning circulars articulate clearly what are
“material considerations” in planning process (like Provincial Policy). (450)
-sees US approach is very much a mark of that culture and the American belief in
Property Rights- yet do have local ordinances to protect environment, especially
heritage environment. (498)

-heritage conservation has a tendency to classify things as ‘good’, “better’, ‘best’
or ‘good to bad’. He believes a better approach is (like Nan Fairbrother’s)- How
do we best manage the landscape?

-with the Technical Manual he is trying therefore to find where value lies. What
does it represent to professionals, to the community. “And how do we best
manage it?” (544);

-he poses question that most of our policies today come out of mid-70’s. Do we
need new ones now? (658)

-as per Policy and Implementation Guidelines he had to define a ‘cultural
landscape’ and different types of cultural landscapes. And aiso looked at ‘plan
making’ and ‘plan implementing’. (720); ‘plan making’ is the longer view when
preparing Official Plans and having to identify and provide for cultural landscape.
And does this for different planning situations (varying sophistication and
resources- both financial and human). (730)
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-the real challenge is to depict 3’d’ form in 2°d’ in maps, pictures, aerial photo,
videotape. Because ultimately you have to put line on a map. (810)

-landscapes brings up notions of values and as such he sees it as a political
situation (small ‘p’). (967)

-believes having written policy sanctions are something significant because it,
“obviously adds a little bit more importance because there’s a commitment on the
part of the provincial government.” (1120)

-the criticism of heritage conservation is that it is the domain of white anglo-middle
class, e.g. why should a Vietnamese family living in a Victorian house care about
conserving a house they have no cultural affiliation? (1565); “Whose history is it?”
Why should Vietnamese, Somalians etc. in community have concern for Victorian
white heritage? (1575)

-also sees issues of gender here “T think again, with the benefit of now looking
back then, you just have to accept those were the cultural values and norms of
society. Whether they were right or wrong from our perspective now... It is very
easy to judge.” (1589)

-he does acknowledge that those in power become the sanctioned story tellers.
“Those that hold the leaves [levers] of power are also the gate keepers to what
gets preserved. Whose story’s presented.” e.g. no Black history until recently.
“History is written by the victors.” (1615)

-but we can learn from the past- both good and bad messages. (1610)

-are we conserving to celebrate or to use as a lesson, ‘Lest We Forget’ (1670)

-re.Assessment

-sanctions will create heritage consultancy. (163)

-likes call in new Planning Act for Development Control System, a new
Development Permit System. But when asked Ministry at workshops what it is,
they said, “It’s a real innovation and we really don’t know what it’s about, and we
think it’s a cross between Site Plan Control and Zoning. “ (615)

-but be believes this new Development Control System (Permit) does have
potential. “Then you could take out of the municipality... all the studies you’d
need to adequately plan for the area. And to identify special areas (that would
include landscapes)”- where you could rescind zoning by-laws, site plan control
and institute Development Control System. (622)

-sees that there has been very little guidance from the Province but believes system
is similar to Niagara Escarpment Planning. (628); therefore take proposal and
consider in relation to context, one by one. (637)

-there seems to have been some policies that came out of nowhere, called at the
Ministry [T guess MMA] [yes], “Sewellian” or “Sewellianism”. “There are these
policies that seem to come out of nowhere. It begs the question. Is the landscape
same as the cultural landscape? Does it include cultural and natural? What does
‘significant’ mean? What’s a ‘ridgeline’? What’s a vista’?” (666)
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-and the next question is, ‘Do you have the mechanisms to protect these
landscapes?’ He thinks they do with Official Plan pronouncement and map of
landscape. Therefore in his mind the Official Plan holds great powers. (672)
-believes there should be some expression of ‘provincial interest’. (1080); a good
example of this would be found at Dundurn Castle with an aviary run by local
concerns. Yet the aviary does not fit with the provincial need to interpret the
building. (1465)

-but he contends we need to manage landscape. Sees the new Act helpful if the
planners up to using it. (1200)

-believes one must decide what the information is for. Therefore collect according
a proposal [but what if no proposal and if it is done proactively before proposal].
(1325)

-re.Subjectivity

-recognize intangibles but as planner has to work with real property. And are
intangibles universal?, e.g. mine site in Northern Ontario could be mterpreted in
terms of labour history. But another would see it as an intrusion on the landscape.
(860)

-sees all bringing different value systems to landscapes. (915); particularly sees a
difference in the perspective of native people to Euro-Canadians. (920)
-therefore when planning for these intangibles, he says, make note of but know
they are subjective. Public consultation is very important in these cases
particularly. (927)

-a lot of landscapes are memories, unique to that person. (953)

-re.Localization
-local area municipality now has where with all to make decisions about
landscapes. (1175)

-re.Knowledge
-’I know what I like.” Which is reaily, ‘I like what I know.”” Which effects the

planning process. Therefore must educate them about heritage around us. (1340)
-knowledge ranges from highly specialized to lay knowledge. (1352)

re.Implementation

-sanctions only so good as implementation. Policies not good enough. What are
tools? Zoning not enough and may need new institutions to create landscapes. But
not likely in this day and age. (640)

-sees case studies would be useful now. Pick a variety- use urban streetscape (any
city), post-war suburbs, rural village or hamlet, rural landscapes (maybe 2 or 3 to
show how soil and climate influenced), e.g. Haldimand-Norfolk are along Lake
Erie, another off #6 near Owen Sound, industrial port area. (1225)
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-re. Balancing Economics and Environment
-in UK less problem with denying development on aesthetic basis. But in Ontario

anything that slows down development “is a bad thing”. Seeing that as cultural
attitudes about how we measure progress. Historically it has been, how much you
have cleared, laying out roads. “Changing the landscape was ultimately good.”
(1190)

-re.Heritage Act
-he feels he is being effected by the legacy of the Ontario Heritage Act. In

particular the notion of tangible and intangible heritage. (975)

-he believes there has been provisions for landscape in the Province since 1975 and
the advent of the Heritage Act and its Heritage Conservation Districts, even if it
had urban connotation. (1102)

Landscape Planning
-re. Focus on Landscape Planning
-is Planning Act adequate for landscape planning? With zoning, site plan control?
For protecting, conserving and managing landscapes, “I don’t think they
necessarily can.” (400)
-real emphasis needs to be, however, with Official Plans where you can establish
policies for special landscapes, identify areas of concem. (410)
-sees planning parallels with ESA’s and with that planners identify. (418)
-notion is raised that in the past there were no planners or consultants doing work
so why use them now? But he feels then there was a greater civic consciousness,
caring for ones surroundings and slower pace of change. “We have now great
capacities to make great radical transformations of a landscape. Because we have
the technology... We can basically shift mountains.” (563)
-development control system takes each planning proposal generally on its own
merit. Still have policy framework but don’t have specific regulations for set-backs
etc. They are concerned more with “What best fits in to that environment, at that
time, with respect to general policy initiatives.” But doesn’t feel that it is well-
understood. (595)
-if they can plan for ESA’s then they can do the same for landscapes, nidgelines
and vistas- for ridgeline example you can say, “There will be no breaking of
ridgeline. There will be no skylining. There will be no buildings at all or no
buildings over two storey whatever.” (685)
-the management of one heritage property is easy as one owner to deal with, but
with a landscape you have to mange group of owners- some public and privet
[private] owners with different agendas and perspectives. (843)
-decide what level of change we will accept? And value determines the level of
change. Public good determines if preservation or change occurs, i.e. Niagara
Escarpmemt or Seaton New Town. (1005)
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-believes much planning is inherently concerned with landscapes but a lot of
planners don’t “have a really good sense that what they’re dealing with is
landscapes.” (1128)

-re.Good Planning Practice
-he believes good planning should encourage development to ‘fit’ into landscape.

“The question is, ‘Do we have the precise planning tools that can do that?...
Zoning is an incredibly blunt tool. Site planning control is a little bit better but it’s
really... one of the end stages in the planning process.” (605)

-but will municipalities put landscape provisions in the Official Plans? And can
planners make the leap that planning is not just development plan approvals. “That
planning is not just accommodating development, but it is looking into the future
and saymmg, ‘How do we want our landscapes to look? In the next 20, 30 40
years.” (680); it is a shift from plans approval to actual planning (Le. development
of Official Plans)

-and he agrees that the Technical Manual he is preparing will help in this shift in
planning. (717); the Technical Manual suggests using Chapman and Putman,
1:50,000 topo maps, [get an example to see the scale that he considers landscapes
occur] aerial photos and some field reconnaissance to confirm documentary
research. (770)

-in order to deal with intangibles he suggests that you need to identify at as early a
stage as possible, by consultation [still sounds top-down to me]. And decide if the
landscape has integrity. (990)

-re. Planning Actors
-people experience landscape differently according to different conveyance (foot,

car,etc.) or seasons. Or if a tourist or resident therefore have to decide who you’re
protecting it for. (830)

-believes a lot of planners are “visually illiterate”. People may also be that way but
he feels planners have a professional obligation to be visually literate. (1138)
-tending to value things after they’re gone. “Once it’s gone that’s when they see
the value.” Therefore planners have to help public understand before lost. (1160)
-politician holds the real power, not the planner, he believes. (1407)
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APPENDIX H
Detailed account of Provincial and Local Descriptions of:
1. Landscape Idea;
2. Sanctions;

3. Landscape Planning.
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A. ‘Landscape as a Natural Environment’

1. Topography - locals describing landscape as flat or rollmg. Saymg that
topography relates to both aesthetic and agricultural considerations. As well it is a
determinant in new development, e.g ridges, river valleys, top of bank of the Grand, Otter
Cliffs, Erskin Sandstone Site, and Lake Erie Bluffs.

2. Hydrology - provincial participants mention wetlands, hydrological systems,
and water quantity. More specifically the local planning actors talk of the Grand
River watershed. e.g marshes, kettle lakes, rivers, water sources, ground water, Dunville
Marsh, Luther Marsh, Turkey Point Marsh, Roseville Swamp, Bragston Swamp, Clyde Swamp,

Dryden Tract, Sudden Tract, Cedar Creek, Beverly Swamp, Moffat Creek Watershed, Mill Creek
Watershed, Blair-Bechtel Watershed, Portuguese Swamp, Dry Lake, and Banister Lake.

3. Vegetation - provincial description of prairie-type vegetation; as well as old
growth forests in Northern Ontario, e.g. Algonquin. Locals mention treed areas and
open spaces, e.g. Dumiries/ Grand River Forest, North Cayuga Slough Forest, tall prairie grass
and oak savannah between Cheese Factory Road and Grand River, Lowell landscape with
tamarack and cedar swamps, sassafras and sweet chestnut near Brachton and chestnuts on
Regional Road 44, Indian Reserve lands, Mclster Forest, and Carolinian Forests.

4. Physiography - provincial interviewees speak of topographic link to soil types,
e.g clay plains of Haldimand. Topographic elements were listed by provincial actors
as valleys, shorelines, prairies, rolling terrain, e.g. rolling landscape of Woodstock, and
Rockwood Escarpment. Local actors talk about the geomorphology of glacial
deposits: “landscapes that persist and give sense of past and in some cases the
ancient past of glaciated forms™', e.g. clay east of Simcoe and sand west, Rockwood area,
Waterloo Moraine, rolling sand hills, Doon Pinnacle Hill, Baden Hills, Chicopee Hills, Oriskene
Sandstone.

5. Climate - provincial actors mentioned climatic influence on vegetation.

6. Habitat - provincial participants describe the landscape as a habitat for animals
and humans. Locals talked about landscape as a habitat of endangered and rare
species, e.g Carolinian to tundra species in Grand corridor, North Dumfries and Long Point as
waterfowl sanctuary. As well, there is Rock Point Provincial Park, Six Nations Reserve, Mohawk
Island Natural Wildlife Area and Rookery. In addition, mention of landscape as habitat
for humans centering concern on environment as a quality-of-life issue, and
concern for water quality.

7. Nodes, Corridors, Linkages - both local and provincial planning actors talked
of the landscape in scientific ecological terms of nodes, corridors, linkages and
core areas giving the example of streams, hedgerows, lineal woodlots, etc. At a
local level the Grand River corridor is mentioned with all its tributaries,
floodplains, and fill lines.

8. Defining - some local actors claim it is easier to define a natural environment
landscape in quantifiable terms. But there is still a debate as to its boundaries.

! Taken from interview transcriptions, Summer 1995.
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9. Classification - provincial participants noted the various designations applied to
different landscape, e.g Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI); Environmentally
Sensitive Protection Areas (ESPA), and Provincial Parks Local actors noted other
landscape designations, e.g Carolinian Forest, MNR lands, GRCA lands, and Provincial
Wetlands.

10. Systems of Natural and Cultural Elements - local planning actors saw
landscape as an ecological system that includes natural and cultural elements. The
outside world has impact on even pristine landscapes; the act of protecting and
appreciating a landscape is also a cultural act. But still, there is the notion that
‘landscape’ is purely cultural and ‘environment’ is natural.

11. Natural is ‘Expert’s’ Realm - provincial interviewees expressed the notion
that the elements in the natural environment warrant an expert’s perspective.
Natural aspects of the landscape therefore require scientific training to be
comprehended properly.

12. Dynamic - the idea of landscape as a constantly changing system is raised by
provincial planning actors.

13. Vistas are Natural - at a provincial level the participants voiced the belief that
landscapes are vistas; and vistas can only be natural scenes. Therefore, the visual
landscape policies belong with the natural environment section of policies (i.e. Policy
A), and not with Policy B.

B. ‘Landscape as a Cultural Environment’

1. Historical Connection - both provincial and local planning actors view
landscapes as part of our inheritance. As such landscape is a historical record
within which one is able to ‘read’ successive layers of occupation. It holds roots
for people; and people are particularly interested in their own heritage, their reason
for being. Culture is viewed in historical terms, connected with past human
occupation of the landscape. It is a pristine environment modified by human use,
ranging widely in association and scale, e.g Mennonites farmstead, native traditional sites,
battlefields, 18th and 19th century farmyards, industrial complexes, portages, town forms, roads,
settlement  patterns, institutional gardens, streetscapes, waterscapes, mining  sites,
neighbourhoods, agricultural lands, forested areas, recreational sites, canal systems, oil fields,
and formal gardens. Local participants also felt these landscapes provide lessons as to
good management and common sense development and management.

2. Contemporary Connection - local interviewees believe landscape reflects
issues of current politics, religion, and ethics. It also shows the impact of present
inhabitants, e.g. much of cuitural landscape is agricultural and important to protect and
manage.

Provincial actors also made mention of the contemporary significance that these
landscapes hold for cultures now inhabiting the area, e.g contemporary landscape
policy’s effect on development.
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3. Fixation on Architecture/Urban - in both levels of interviews landscapes are
connected most often with architecture. Landscape is seen solely as the context
for structures. Because architecture is seen as the centre of landscapes, the urban
landscape has tended to be emphasized in conservation. Local participants see this
as the legacy of LACAC and it will effect how it currently acts towards its new
responsibility for landscapes. From one local participant there was surprise
expressed that Rainham Township, with its complex of farm buildings and
farmlands, should be considered for designation as a Heritage Conservation
District. However, most feel all heritage resources should be seen as one
integrated whole.

4. Unique/ Ubiquitous - provincial planning actors express the view that
landscape is a common entity. As a ubiquitous resource we tend to take it for
granted and it is valued accordingly as ordinary and not special. As a unique
environment it can never be ‘here’; it is always somewhere else. And by naming it
and identifying it, it is more valued. A local actor elaborates saying that ‘unique’
means a defined site with a defined time of commemoration, e.g. Cruikston Park. The
more ubiquitous idea is captured by the vernacular and agricultural landscapes, e.g.

farm buildings, hedgerows, fieldstone houses, split rail fences, stump fences, old stone fences,
pine barns, rail lines, county lanes, (as seen in Puslinch, South Wellington and South Waterloo).

S. Cultural Association - both provincial and local planning actors believe that
cultural groups can be strongly identified and tied to a landscape, reflecting
societal attitudes, values, meanings, and myths. Yet many local actors are
surprised by this perspective seeing landscape purely in ecological terms, eg
original Six Nations land claim 6 miles either side of Grand stiil evident in Township layouts,
aboriginal land claims, Scots-Irish, Portuguese, Italians, United Empire Loyalists, “hardy pioneer
types’ at headwaters, Mennonite community in Rainham Township reflecting family structure,
church-centred, Mennonite practicality, cooperative spirit and people’s industry, Ruthven
legends. One local actor believed that in the countryside one also finds eternal rural
values common to different places despite different periods and cultures.

6. Cultural-Natural Interface - both provincial and local interviewees believed
that landscape is expressed in holistic terms as a product of the union between

natural and cultural forces - producing a distinctive landscape, e.g. clay plains produce
brick houses, cedar groves produce split rail fencing, soil productivity effects field size,
geographic location of Grand in association with other water bodies reflect historic movement
and use of corridor, location of Ruthven at first Grand River Navigation Co. lock.

7. Qualitative Emphasis - both levels agreed that when landscape is considered
as a cultural environment, more of the qualitative aspects of measurement and
expression are emphasized thus making them more difficult to define than ‘natural®
landscapes, e.g. landscape memories, spiritual connections, and intangible associations.

8. European Bias/ Elitist Association - at both levels a feeling was expressed that
there are more cultural landscapes in Southern Ontario. Northern Ontario with its
sparser European contact is seen to be less ‘cultural’. This suggests an elitist and
privileged associations when landscape is considered a heritage resource, e.g. cailing
historic houses, ‘heritage homes’. Heritage nvolvement presumes that people have
enough free time to get involved, and are usually land owners. As well, heritage
people are often an articulate group, able to defend their point of view in Council,
thus effecting how and what heritage is conserved. Yet, we need to tell all stories
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with heritage conservation, e.g. the valuing of native stories along with European stories. If
the whole community is involved, 2 more balanced story can be told, e.g. Ruthven.
There is also the notion that Canadian history is not as significant as European,
which is perceived to be more ancient. Yet what of the rich aboriginal history
within the Grand River watershed?

9. Community Building - a provincial actor believed that landscapes are seen to
contribute to a community through its association with local important people,
groups, and events. Landscape represents a community’s culture and history.

10. Growing Interest - a provincial observation was that the study of landscapes
is a growing field of concern. There seems to be more studies, more ‘experts’,
more landscape mitiatives, and more concem for its conservation.

11. Dynamic - one provincial actor said that like natural environments of
landscape, cultural environments are ever-changing because of the dynamism of
human presence.

12. Valuing - some local planning actors believe that the integrity of a culitural
landscape reflects its value, e.g. Rainham Township and Ruthven are both fairly intact and
thus more valuable. Also if it is unique or common this effects the valuing of a
landscape.

C. ‘Landscape as an Aesthetic’

1. Natural Preference - both local and provincial participants expressed a
preference for natural scenery, e.g. Mont Morency Falls, Grenadier Pond. And since they
preferred natural scenes, ‘improvements’ or changes to them are not seen to be
acceptable. Therefore there is the notion of ‘fitting’ development into natural

landscapes, e.g. Galt Ridge, Rock Point, Mohawk Island, Dunville Marshes, Lake Erie, Grand
River.

2. Rolling Preference - for local participants the ‘fit’ of landscape is linked to the
picturesque ideal. Certain types of development are therefore not appropriate, e.g.
factory farms and densely settled urban areas. Better to have, e.g. small-scaled fields, wooded
hills with cattle down to the river, Cayuga to Brantford, well-developed native hedgerows,
farmsteads made from local material, rural roadways, canopied laneways, woodlots, and
meandering rivers.

3. Heritage Preference - two local actors prefered older buildings as being more
beautiful than modern buildings.

4. Variety Preference - two local participants also believed that with variety your
interest is held.

5. Rolling Preference - both levels expressed preference for rolling topography.
Flat, by inference, is boring, e.g. Alberta foothills with mountains in the background are
very nice.

6. Perspective of View - a number of local participants mentioned that the vantage
point must be considered when thinking of views, e.g. from a car, or from a walking
trail. Many views are a linear experience.
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7. Subjective - both levels mirrored the sentiment that aesthetic opinion of
landscape differs person to person as a ‘subjective’ experience. ‘Beauty’ is
different for different people. As well, ‘beauty’ is not the only measure of value of
a landscape; it can be equally distinctive, without being scenic. Thus the look of
‘appropriate’ development is determined individually. Also being a subjective
judgement, it is less valued. Where one comes from also effects this subjectivity,
e.g. coming from flat or mountainous landscape; or influenced by former travels and studies.

8. ‘Landscaping’ - local actors felt that landscape can also be interpreted in the
design sense of ‘landscaping’, e.g street improvements. And in this sense it is
connected with the profession of landscape architecture.

9. Landmarks - a number of local participants also believed that some views act
as traditional views; landmarks, views that give identity and unity to a landscape.
10. Visual Studies - local planning actors recognized the growing sophistication
of visual studies field. Planning practitioners are trying to make the field more
precise and quantitative, e.g. vantage points, defined objects, and significance. As such,
visual studies are being more frequently incorporated in site analysis.

11. Types of Views - local interviewees felt there are a variety of different views,
e.g. panoramic views, ridges, vantage points, along Lake Erie, or from bridges.

12. Aesthetic Issues Less Important - notion was raised at both levels that visual
is less important; characterizing landscape views as ‘pretty’. And in the collection
of information for design, it seems for some that visual information is less
important, e.g Paris studies for downtown which did not effect subsequent ‘inappropriate’
development.Yet, in spite of that vaiuing, landscape views should be saved.

13. Artist’s Special Appreciation - a few local participants felt that being an
artist, photographer, or painter brings special insights to a landscape. There is a
difference between ‘looking’ and ‘seeing’.

14. Long View Preference - both levels expressed a preference for a longer view.
15. Public Access - at both levels issues of public access are highlighted with
landscape views. Discussion occurs over which view to conserve: public or
private.

16. Decline of Aesthetics - two provincial planning actors saw the decline of
aesthetics paralleling the rise of planner’s involvement in landscape. And at both
levels concemn for environment is expressed in its ‘look’. As such aesthetics are an
indication of environmental as well as societal problems. Therefore, if the physical
environment and its ‘look’ is improved, will society benefit?

17. Scale of Perception - two provincial actors sais that a bigger scale is
associated with the visual landscape and the smaller scale is cultural And when
landscape is bigger than what we can perceive: Is it a landscape?

18. Landscape is Visual - one provincial interviewee thought that when a
landscape is mentioned it invariably means only the visual

19. Policy Placement - at a Provincial Level, two participants voiced the belief
that landscapes are vistas, and vistas can only be natural scemes. Therefore,
policies conserving landscape views should be placed with those policies dealing
with natural systems (i.e. Policy A). Others felt that landscape does not belong
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with those B Policies. Therefore an argument did occur among the policy makers
as to the placement of these policies.

D. ‘Landscape as a Resource’

i) Extraction of Mineral Resources -

1. Future Land Use - future land use effects the reception of any extraction
proposal. Once the land is mined the question is what use will it be returned to?
Rehabilitation plans are the key.

2. Market Influence - there are pressures across the Province for aggregate
extraction, especially near transportation corridors leading to markets, eg North
Dumfries and Regjon of Waterloo, as opposed to South Dumfries. As well, one aggregate
source is effected by the status of other aggregate sources, eg North Dumfries
compared to Niagara Escarpment as competing sources.

3. Provincial Support - the Province seems to be in favour of aggregate
extraction with the liberal Aggregate Resources Act. One cannot question the
need: ‘it’s a given that we have to have aggregates’. Aggregate extraction takes
precedent over every other land use. But often local areas are not supportive of
aggregate removal because of the long-term disruption to the landscape, and the
smaller tax return from this land use.

4. Nature of Deposit - pressure on a landscape is influenced by the nature of the
deposit underlying it, e.g. if sand only it does not have as great a “value’ as sand and gravel;
Baden area vs. Cedar Creek in Waterloo Region. And if limestone closer to the surface it
is better, e.g. Caledonian: and Onondaga Escarpment.

S. Agriculture/ Natural vs. Aggregates - land use debate between aggregate
extraction and agricultural or natural conservation, e.g. Carolinian sites.

6. Mining Stigma - stigma attached to aggregate extraction. There is the feeling
that big multi-nationals from outside are scarring ‘our’ landscape.

ii) Tourism -

1. Attraction - landscape can act as a draw to a community as a scenic, historic,
natural history, and recreational asset, e.g. Ruthven, river recreation, agricultural produce
and rural lifestyle, and landscape as an escape.

2. Tourism vs. Agriculture - often operation of farms can be at odds with visiting
tourists. Provincial food producing policies however seem to take precedence.
The two are also inter-dependent: if there is a shift from agriculture you will lose
the things that people come to see.

3. Too Popular - problems are associated with landscapes when they become too
popular, e.g. resident-tourist conflict, parking, and privacy.

4. Marketing - marketing is an important aspect of landscape tourism with
strategies, plans and projections. And interpretation is an important part of it, e.g.
Grand Erie Development Cooperation, Dunville Bioregion.
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5. Cooperation - local areas need to cooperate with larger landscapes; but areas
tend to be parochial.

6. Sustainability - tourism can bring sustainability to the rural landscape. And in
most places this is an untapped potential.

7. Draw of Designation - there is the belief that designations create a draw to an
area.

8. Interpretation Important - interpretation of an asset is important for visiting
people.

ili) Waste Management -

1. Landfill Contentious - on landfill decisions there are always competing
mterests, and the debates can be quite fractious, and emotional; and thus
community and individually defining. Debates affect elections. And studies
abound for site selections; but they seem to be slanted to whatever the client’s
perspective may be. These conflicts usually end in hearings, e.g Town of Haldimand

over South Cayuga landfill, South Dumfries and Paris, and the suggestion that urban garbage
should be sent to the Shield.

2. Site Selection Criteria - suggested sites for landfill are often areas of low
population with large blocks of publicly-owned lands, e.g. Townsend and South Cayuga
tract in Haldimand-Norfolk. These sites also often get other ‘undesirable’ land use
proposals, e.g. dumps, large residential tracts, incinerators, industry, and research facilities.
Garbage can be good business for local areas, as well.

3. Jurisdictional Responsibility - debates also exist over what jurisdictional level
is best suited for handling landfill matter.

4. Incineration - incineration seems to be the ultimate ‘threat’ in landfill debates.
But is it the most efficient way to use land with incineration’s spread of effect and
effluent, e.g South Cayuga and Environmax with the support of the Ontario Association of
Municipalities.

S. Technological Panacea - technology is always offered as the panacea to any
potentially offensive landscape problem, e.z new technology for incineration, dumping
into old limestone quarries, or treatment of water along the Grand.

6. Septic or Not - this was a major issue for local rural areas. And provincial
planning actors were aware that septic tank issue was a major debate for the
Planning Commission; whether to allow them or not.

7. Recycling - potential of recycling to reduce waste and alleviate waste handling
problems.

iv) Residential Development -

1. Market - market determines everything; and market is determined by proximity
of landscape to urban areas. The urban/rural interface is presented as competing
markets; expressed in commuting distances and the willingness to traverse that
distance. This puts pressure on the rural landscape by exurbanites. This
exurbanite inhabitation puts pressure on landscape but it can also help to sustain an
area. A provincial actor put it succinctly saying landscape is often seen as empty
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white areas on a map, to be filled with development. As ‘white areas’ they are
devalued as bemg void of value; free to be built upon.
2. Draw of Countryside - against urban life. There is a draw to features that can

also determine patterns of development, e.g Grand River corridor and along the Lake
Erie bluffs where there is ribbon development, and on the flats where there is nodal
developments.

3. Sanctions vs. Profits - sanctions make development less viable, effecting
densities, approval lengths, etc.

4. Servicing Important - both levels express the reality that servicing is a major
consideration in determining development. The idea is that the infrastructure has
to be used efficiently. Once capacities are reached settlements can grow no
further, e.g Ayr, St. Georges, Wellesley, New Hamburg, St. Jacobs, Elmira.

5. Residential vs. Agriculture - agricultural land use is often set agaimst
residential use of same landscape. Prime agricultural land is seen to be the
antithesis of estate lot development. Therefore, the best rural residential
development is well-removed from farmland, on poorer clay soils. As well, OMAF
has a say and usually a negative say, about these developments. One provincial
interviewee said that in picturesque landscapes, especially, people do not want
certain kinds of development, e.g. rural estate subdivision, industrial districts, and aggregate
extraction.

6. Intensification - intensification is needed in both rural and urban situations.
Therefore, concentrate development in countryside to the hamlets. Scatter
development in the long run is too expensive to maintain.

7. Severances - great attraction with short-term gains, but has long-range effects.
No severances in prime agricultural land because rural areas do not support, e.g
Town of Haldimand now has one lot/farm severance policy, not one lot/retiring farmer. If
severances allowed one gets scatter development with the exurbanite influx. Yet a
provincial planning actor understood completely the role of severances m
countryside as an important source of retirement income for farming land owners.
8. Idea of Progress - two local planning actors explained that urban-like
development in the countryside is viewed as progress by some; others see it as
short-term gains and long-term impact, e.g. mall in Caledonia destroys downtown.

9. Identifying Heritage Up Front - one provincial planning actor believed that
for developers, identifying presence and nature of heritage, up front, is the best
situation.

v) Recreation -

L. Public Access - when landscape slated for recreation it needs public access for
walking, snowmobiling, hunting, etc.

2. Active vs. Passive - both active and passive recreation occurs in landscape.

3. River Recreation - Grand River is a big recreational draw to the Region.
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vi) Agriculture -

1. Favourable Conditions - naturaily-occurring conditions must be favourable for
agriculture: i.e. topography (flat is better), soils (tobacco on sand), climate (moderation by
lake), availability and quality of water. Also favourable transportation conditions
important: i.e. size of property is a determinant, if too small it will not survive and farmer will
sell and farms will consolidate into larger farms. However, even if conditions are not
ideal they can be mitigated by good landscape management techniques.

2. Classification Important - classification is important in agricultural landscapes
to determine what development will be permitted. Prime Class 1 is well-protected.
In fact, some feel it is too well-protected: Why protect land if there are no farmers
to farm and there is no future to farming?

vii) Lumber -

1. Management - woodlot preservation ncludes removing some mature growth.
2. Historical Activity - historically lumbering activity depended upon the species
of trees, i.e. hickory and oak on clay was not marketable, but pine on sand soil was marketable.

viii) Industrial/Commercial -

1. Markets - proximity of landscape to markets is important to the location of
industrial and commercial land uses.

2. Tax Base - industrial lands provide a strong tax base that keep the land taxes
down within townships.

ix) Transportation -

1. Influence of Corridors - sitting is important to those adjacent to the corridor,
because the corridor encourage ancillary development.

x) Management -

1. Stormwater - landscape is manipulated for better management of stormwater.
2. Natural Areas - manage natural areas.

E. ‘Landscape as a Place’

1. Insider-Outsider - both the local and provincial planning actors expressed the
same sentiment that people who live ‘outside’ a landscape value a landscape
differently from those who live “inside’ it, e.g urban people have fresh appreciation for
countryside; urban aesthetic vs. rural practicality; aesthetic vs. production; status quo vs. infill,
pastoral vs. farming; country living advantages vs. disadvantages; more conservative in country
than city, different educational, economic and employment experience. Differences lead to
conflicts, e.g. urban expectations in rural setting, unrealistic demands for services by
exurbanites; live inside but work outside, therefore not committed to community, exurbanites
believing that farmers are subsidized and poor conservationists; or notion that insiders nurture,
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embrace and more committed to place then outsiders; incompatibility of future goals for
community; and outsiders dictating what should happen in ‘our’ community. Local
participants felt that the difference in insider/outsider mentality is most apparent
with ‘outsider’ developer who has little commitment to a place (e.g chemical
company in Dunville that left the area leaving a pollution problem, unemployment, and
infrastructure to maintain).

2. Rural-Urban Interface - local planning expressed the sentiment that each is
dependent on the other therefore they should dispel distrust and build community.
The most acute problem with this schism is the notion that rural Ontario is empty
space to be filled by urban garbage.

3. Rural Character - provincial participants used ‘character’ to describe a certain
quality that defines a place. For a rural landscape it is the pastoral, the relaxed, the
healthy, the wholesome, etc. Local actors in particular talked of the appeal of rural
life, e.g. ‘Quality of Life’; a good place to raise kids; “country feel”, safe; beautiful; natural
resources; proximity to recreation; quiet; tree-lined streets; comfortable; rural life; open space:
know people; friendlier: more relaxed; human scale; development ‘fits’ landscape. ‘unspoiled
mediocrity’. Some local interviewees believed that ‘character’ is intangible,
therefore it cannot be regulated. It is there or it is not.

4. Link to Place - at both levels participants said that once a place is identified, a
person who experiences this, will link with it. landscape provides roots and thus
identity to those who experience it. It has both metaphorical and literal roots, e.g
genealogy, memories, trying to emulate place you live in, and safety of English countryside.
Best tie to a place occurs when a person lives and works in a landscape.
Inappropriate development can ruin that link. Views can also be typical of a place
and thus give identity to it, e.g. Niagara Escarpment. As well, place is an opportunity
for new memories, a home and community. Finally, some argue that politicians in
local areas have a closer link to place and therefore are more committed in making
decisions for the local landscape.

S. Scale of Place - one local planning actor wondered at what scale does one
perceive a place? e.g remote sensing, ground reconnaissance, ecoregions, landscape units,
landscapes, etc.

6. Identity of Place - many local actors mused about what distinguishes a place,
e.g. a “different feeling™; know when one is “in it” and “outside it”; “a place apart” (i.e. Rainham
Township); feel ‘real’ and not a manufactured designed place; authentic. Place can be
distinct to imperceptible, e.g. the Niagara Escarpment compared to the Lower Thames River
Valley. An analogy is made of place identity to neighbourhoods in a city. But still
it is difficult to draw a line around a place. Therefore, place remains illusive; not
everyone gets it or appreciates it. Finally, while it is hard to articulate, local people
are best at identifying place.

7. Conceptual Places - one local person believed that some landscape places are
created through literature and music, e.g. poetry of one participant; and music of the group
Tamarack, singing about the Grand.

8. Pride of Place - two local interviewees expressed the feeling that if local
inhabitants recognize a place they are willing to fight for it, e.g Zena Cornfield and
knowing the ‘begets’.
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9. Local Knowledge - at both level interviewees said that a place is best known by
local inhabitants; thus local knowledge of the landscape can be valued over the
external expert view.

10. Holistic - a number of provincial intervieweed had the notion that landscape is
a holistic resource, e.g a landscape and its context; natural and cuitural elements; tangible,
intangjble and movable resource. As a holistic resource, landscape is seen as a cultural
entity within a natural frame. One cannot separate the parts institutionally or
educationally. Landscape allows separate camps to coalesce. However, there is a
huge challenge to think holistically; this perspective connecting with postmodern
thinking.

11. Continuum - two provincial planning actors saw landscape as being part of a
continuum between the past, present and future. Change is inherent to landscape
as seasons change, and people arrive and others leave, and new voices come to
power.

12. North-South Differences - a number of provincial interviewees made the
observation that perception of place differs dramatically between northern and
southern Ontario, e.g. north more natural and less cultural; north more resource-based: and
south more interested in environmental protection, etc.

A. Planning Reforms

L. Partisan - both Local and Provincial Planning Actors felt that the Commission
had a strong bias, as an NDP initiative (although Sewell sometimes seemed to be
odds with the NDP mandate). This served to diminish the effort somewhat,
suggesting it was tainted. The reforms had to occur because the NDP were so
critical of the planning process in the Province before the election. There was also
a feeling that the Planning Reform Commission was big on rural issues because
there was large support from the countryside in the election that brought the NDP
to power. Yet, the government is seen as more tied to political swings, than the
Commission which was fixed by a mandate.

2. Not Open - observations were made by both levels that environmental concerns
had undue priority in reform process; and how open can the consultation process
be if the agenda is preset. In fact Ontario’s Heritage Act reform process was seen
to be more representative.

3. Rushed - both local and provincial interviewees felt the Guidelines were
produced too speedily because the NDP government wanted to get them through
before they lost power. Therefore there was no sigpificant public review of the
Implement Guidelines. Some also argue that the experts on the Technical
Committees were not even properly consulted. And since the Guidelines are
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powerful sanctions, the government of the day released them as a draft. And the
Technical Manuals did not come out with Guidelines and Policies, since the
process was too fast for its simultaneous preparation. As a result the details of
implementation were not there when they were needed. One provincial actor
wondered if it happened (i.e. B13) so fast because the landscape issue is a fad,
written by an agency that was neither committed to it, nor understood it.

4. Distribution - one local said that the Guidelines were not well-distributed.

S. Past Reforms - a few locals also felt that reform needed only to be an exercise
in achieving what was not achieved from the last round of planning reforms, i.e.
Comay. In fact, reforms were not needed, nor can the Province afford them now.
As well, the new policies were assessed against past reform efforts. As a result,
one gets jaded about the new policies as old reforms were not effective.

6. Formidable Job - both levels of interviewees felt that the Sewell Commission
and the resultant Provincial Policies were well-based in community review, and as
such the public supported the reform results.

B. New Landscape Sanction: ) Critique of Sanctions

L. Huge Guidelines - by making the Implementation Guidelines (that accompany
the 1995 Provincial Policies) so large at over 600 pages, many provincial and local
planning actors believed that the Province created a “policy strait jacket” that
could have made development more costly and slow with the requirement for more
paperwork. Because the requirements were so detailed and stringent, no one
thought they could conform to these sanctions. The mandate to streamline the
process was not realized. The developers’s argument was that if development is
difficult rural landscapes will suffer without a tax base coming in. Also by being
complex the Guidelines distanced the public further from the bureaucratic experts.
The fear was expressed by one provincial actor that the size may jeopardize
and absorb? Yet authors argue it is still a distillation and first drafts typically are
large. In fact, the B13/14 policies were not too large, but by association with the
larger set of Guidelines they were discounted.
2. Urban Bias - local and provincial participants felt policies did not relate to the
rural situation, e.g. septic fields; characterizing it as policies for “south of Number 7”.
These are Metro Toronto problems applied to the whole Province, e.g affordable
housing. As well, urban centres are better equipped to deal with new policies, with
necessary staff, money and contacts. It was therefore observed that cities were
given differential treatment. Added to this is the fact that LACAC’s, given the
increased responsibility with landscapes, have traditionally dealt with urban
heritage issues with Heritage Conservation Districts. Yet, B13/14 has particular
relevance to rural areas; and Commissioners felt that they spent a lot of time
outside Toronto.

315



3. Professional Resentment - there was feeling amongst local practitioners that
they did these things before the policies were created. Do not like ‘guilty until
proven innocent’ mentality of sanctions; putting the onus on the developer to
prove why it is not a landscape. Sanctions, some feel, do not recognize
improvements experienced of late in the development industry.

4. Subjective - both local and provincial participants expressed concemn that the
interpretation of landscape was ‘subjective’ and thus variable. This brings the
issues of consensus building in decision-making to the fore, eg some love the
‘Mississauga” suburban ideal; and others dislike it intensely. [f a planning issue is highly
subjective, like landscape, it could be devalued by those who value ‘objective’
truths more highly. If landscapes are perceived individually therefore it is difficult
to quantify them within the new required local inventory. Subjective interpretation
will also lead to differences of opinion and conflict. And because of the
subjectivity it is difficult to say how it will be enforced in the new environment
where planner’s control is moving to people control. As a result, it will come
down to councillors deciding what is the public’s will.

S. Vagueness - the concem is raised at both levels that the terms are too vaguely
defined to be operational, ie. needing to more precisely define ‘provincial interest’,
‘significance’, ‘scenic’, ‘traditional sites’, ‘ridgelines’, ‘character’, etc. More defined terms
are needed by developers and municipalities. But it is also argued that terms have
to be vague enough to accommodate the variability of cultures and landscapes in
Ontario. Municipalities are thus allowed to craft local policies themselves (others
believing this will lead to inconsistent interpretations across the Province). The
need for clarity comes from a rational bias; landscapes however may not be able to
fit that particular planning approach. Authors of the policies say the definitions are
vague because the sources are vague. Clarity will evolve with use.

6. Downloading - with shrinking government coffers both local and provincial
planning actors wondered if the government can support the localization of
responsibilities. The question is raised whether localization of resources will
follow the localization of power. If it does not, the government is downloading
responsibilities, without providing adequate support. Whether it is
‘empowerment’ or ‘downloading’ depends upon one’s perspective.

7. ‘Shall’/ ‘Should’ Policies - also translated as ‘must comply with’, ‘be
consistent with’ or ‘have regard to’. In the minds of both levels of interviewees
this division reveals the Province’s sense of urgency for different resources.
Seemingly the infractions against the environment are more seriously dealt with
than infractions to cultural heritage, where landscape is placed (given its ‘shall’
policy protection). Also, if the Province is not backing policies as the final
arbitrator, the sanctions for landscape will be deemed less important. But one can
view this softer approach as being better for landscapes because they are a more
cooperative manifestation. Regardless however, with ‘should’ policies local
political will is extremely important; and judgments by the Ontario Municipal
Board will be very common.

8. Original Reform Mandate - a number of local actors believed the sanctions
could also be measured against the original mandate of the Planning Reform
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Commission: streamlining process; protecting environment; and empowering local
people. Against that, many felt the environmental mandate was fulfilled, but the
planning process was not streamlined.

9. Sanctioning if No Integrity - one local said if a landscape has already been
damaged, protection of that damaged landscape seems less pressing.

10. Developing Field - a number of local interviewees believed that landscape
studies is a developing area, e.g. getting beyond the US Corps of Engineers’ approach to
landscape planning.  Physical planners are becoming more aware of the larger
landscape issues. Others went on to say that this is the way to go, with more
consideration of interconnections, larger systems, etc.

11. Window of Opportunity - provincial planning actors made it clear that
andscapes have never before been sanctioned in this manner. At first they were
not included in policy, but the Planning Act was seen as an opportunity that the
Heritage Act did not realize.

12. Separate Heritage Policy - two provincial planning actors believed that it
would have been better to have have had a separate Heritage section, rather then
scattering heritage references through the Guidelines.

13. Policies Already Extant - a number of provincial interviewees said that many
of the policies attached to the 1995 Planning Act were already in the planning
system, i.e. Wetlands, Housing, Aggregate Resources, Foodlands, etc. It was therefore not
a grand leap and it is not inprecedented with past recognition of ‘heritage natural
features’, etc.

14. Guideline/Manual/Policy Relation - several provincial actors stated that
landscape guidelines and policies should be viewed together: one is the vision; and
the other is how to achieve that vision. [mplementation Guidelines grow out of the
policies, and the Technical Manuals from the Guidelines. Each has different
powers as well: policies are stronger provincial statements, and the rest are
advisory.

15. Change of Reform Recommendations - one provincial actor believed that
the Province, pulled back on their strict stance on septic tanks between issuing the
planning reform report and the passage of the Provincial Policy.

16. Provincial Exemption - one provincial level interviewee expressed the
concern that the Province, in its own development, has not bound to these policies.
17. Localization of Power - at both levels it was felt that the new planning
policies tried to localize power to area level. This local empowerment was one of
the three stated mandates of the Reform Commission. With landscapes this
localization is particularly pertinent because landscapes are best known at a local
level. But some believed there is not enough money available to get real local
power, and there is no expertise at the local level. As well it is difficult to say ‘No’
to one’s neighbour. Also localization of power will inevitably mean that there will
be a diversity of planning through the Province; where one is left wondering what
is the power of the Upper Tier and the Province. In anticipation of the localization
of landscape planning decisions the Implementation Guidelines were written, in a
detailed fashion; as a ‘how-to’. And when this power comes to the local level
politicians will likely become nervous because it necessitates more civil
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involvement. Confrontation may well arise from that involvement but it can lead
to better solutions.

B. New Landscape Sanction: ii) Sanctions Impact on Overall Heritage
Conservation

1. More Power to Province - both provincial and local planning actors believed
that more power was coming to the Province with the voluminous [mplementation
Guidelines and more stringent Provincial Policies. Local people in particular
resented this as it was seen to be meddling in their affairs. It was felt that new
regulations limited municipalities in creating their own policies, especially for
sophisticated Regions. As well, it was felt that the government was not suited to
any new regulatory environment; e.g. some calling the Ministry of Natural Resources the
“Ministry of No Response”. One local participant was concemned that civil servants
were in danger of losing more respect in the process.

2. Vision without Application - the problem was expressed at both levels that
there was a lack of precedent; no tradition or method of implementation for the
landscape sanctions - more of a vision than a practical guideline for
implementation. There was a call for case studies, methodology, etc. This request
for more guidance is paradoxically made when many are complaining that
government is interfering too much. Yet precedence was provided in the_ Ontario
Heritage Act with its Heritage Conservation Districts, and the Niagara Escarpment
Act.

3. Seeking Balance - both provincial and local participants said that a balance of
economic and environmental factors could be reached through common sense,
realism, massaging, compromise, and flexibility (e.g. the costs to proponents and
the public purse must be balanced in development proposals; a balance is needed
between the studies demanded of big developers and smaller-sized proponents; and
taxpayers should not be expected to foot the bill for spurious proposals). The
question was raised: could Ontario afford these sanctions for environmental
protection in light of streamlining planning, expediting development, emphasis on
jobs and employment opportunities? The new government obviously believed it
could not since many of these environmental protections were repealed in favour
of economic efficiencies. Comparing these two Acts highlights the eternal battle
between these two perspectives in conservation: stricter environmental controls
means less damage; and others argued that easier environmental protection will
mean advances in environmental innovation as less enmergy is expended in
enforcement.

4. More Thorough Review - although seen as not streamling the planning process
it was admitted by both local and provincial participants that the 1995 policies
would broaden the heritage view particularly at the local level - new conservation
areas would be considered,. But there was as the cynical note sounded that
heritage had been flagged before in the Heritage Act, and significant resources had
been lost since then.
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S. OMB Defence - it was felt at both levels that it would be easier to defend
landscape with provincial policy even if it is seen as a ‘soft’ planning item.
Because of this it was believed many landscape issues would end up at the OMB -
a forum that demands a rational defence through the use of classifications,
accepted terms, precision, and clarity, and no emotional appeals. Therefore,
appeals on an environmental rather than landscape basis would be more effective
as it has science behind it, e.g this was the basis of the success of the appeal against
Haldimand incinerator. OMB has a ‘de nobo’ approach to appeals, going back to the
origins of the idea. Therefore, methodology would be very important. Such
appeals however would make the landscape idea progressively more clear
(especially the terminology). It was also noted by provincial actors that there
would be a period of acclimatization while Board members acquainted themselves
with what a ‘landscape’ is, and what its significance is in the overall land use
planning scheme.

6. Frustration with Public - a feeling was expressed by authors of policy that the
public had not noticed the changes in the policies; that they had not read them.

7. Kind of Kzowledge - provincial actors said that landscape brings into focus the
debate, as to which kind of knowledge best communicates the idea of landscape.
Is it known by common sense; or is it the domain of the expert; or some
combination of the two? For example, the OMB presupposes expert knowledge
on issues but landscapes are most often identified through local sentiment - whose
opinion do we value most? Overall landscape is seen as a common resource (unlike
architecture and archaeology); everyone is the ‘expert’ as landscapes are close to
one’s heart, and everyone has the right to express opinions. And as more people
move to the countryside they feel they have more say in the matter.

8. “Knowing Up Front” - the question raised by both local and provincial actors
was whether the rules were more ‘up front’ with the 1995 Planning Act and
policies. It is clear that it is better for developers to know up front; and better for
citizens to protect resources.

9. Role of Value - provincial actors expressed the belief that value is a subjective
measure. [fa landscape is invaluable it is precious and must be protected. If value
is not perceived conservation will not occur, and limits to development will not be
known. The question is what imparts value. Yet it is hard to deny development
on an aesthetic basis; and our cultural baggage is that change is progress.

10. Problem with Studies - two local participants talked about the fact that
studies can be manipulated. Consultants may be tempted to deliver what the client
expects.

11. Enforcement - judging by the local complaints about the 1995 Policies and
Guidelines, one wonders whether the landscape sanctions ever had a chance. With
the 1996 Policies the enforcement of the sanctions are even more questionable. If
well-enforced the sanctions will be taken seriously and consequently there is less
wasted energy, money, and more consistency, i.e. “No™ means “No”. If the upper tier
pays attention, the lower tier will pay attention. Enforcement can also be
interpreted differently, e.g Region of Waterloo is viewed both as too strict for development,
and also very progressive because of their controls.
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At a provincial level the participants wondered: What happens when a
landscape transcends local significance and there is ‘provincial interest’? This
would necessitate broader thinking then some local areas would be willing to
undertake. As well, the Province has fewer staff to enforce policies, and they now
bring little money to the table. The result is that the Province is not respected in
negotiations. In addition, it was also noted that the Province would not enforce
any new policies with a heavy hand because they are untested; unrefined; and the
government is loathe to impede development.

12. Official Plan Power - provincial participants believed that the 1995 landscape
policies enabled local areas to protect resources through Official Plans. Therefore
the ultimate test of the utility of the landscape policies would be if they were
incorporated into local plans. There, the details would be worked out.

13. Non-Cooperative Public - local participants worried about localization and
the problem of what to do about individual and cultural groups, e.g aboriginals and
Mennonites, who do not want to participate in the planning process. For example,
the Region of Waterloo has had to establish the informally-known ‘Mennonite
Policies’, and more formally named ‘Particular Cultural Circumstances” m its
latest Official Plan. This then raises the ethical issue of pressuring people to
participate in planning decisions, or pressing an issue when there is no
conventional opposition. Also, there was the concemn expressed as to how one
deals with an apathetic public; getting them involved in the process when there is
no perceived crisis?

14. New Planning Roles - two provincial actors said that institutions and interest
groups would have new responsibilities with the 1995 landscape policies. For
example, the Ministry of Culture would have to educate local people about
landscape heritage; and LACAC’s would assume new powers with their mandate
expanding to encompass landscape conservation.

15. Local/Provincial Interface - for a few provincial participants development of
‘policy’ is seen as a provincial role, and figuring out the ‘process’ is a local
concem. The tradition has been to let municipalities develop the details and the
Province will assess those efforts after the fact, and build upon it. The belief is that
innovative ideas only emerge at a local level, and the Province is a bad policy
maker.

B. New Landscape Sanctions: iii) Impacts on Landscape Conservation

1. Creating Heritage Industry - both level of planning actors believed that new
sanctions would create a need for experts who understood what these new policies
entailed; creating a new branch of the heritage consulting industry.

2. Adequacy of Planning Act - local and provincial planning actors believed that
land use planning tools are crude, e.g. zoning, subdivision, consents, and site plan control.
Some said that the sanctions for landscape were inappropriate, e.g. for intangibles of
landscape;, and stewardship management; not providing for its management; and not
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leading to the building of necessary commmity support. Perhaps a Secondary Plan
with a Special Study within a Development Permit Process (as in UK) is the best.
Both the Acts are also not community-based; something that is needed for
landscapes. Instead the legislation centres on the physical allocation of land uses.
As well, there is the question as to whether planners are the best ones to handle
these issues? There are also other Acts and agencies that could be more effective,

e.g. Heritage Conservation Districts, Conservation Land Act, local by-laws, Wetland Policy,
Conservation Authorities, MNR, MOE, MMA, private stewardship, and Carolinian Forests

programmes. As well, there could be less onerous forms of protection through a
new Heritage Land Use Zone. The new Ontario Heritage Act, in fact, is cited as a
very good piece of conservation legislation for landscape by being broader and
more consultative. In fact there are so many other policies one wonders if the
Plannimg Act landscape policies are even needed as the other acts, policies, and
agencies form a mosaic of protection.

3. Paradox of Localizing in Watersheds - both local and provincial participants
thought that landscapes suggest a broader area then might be found complete
within a system moving towards localization. It is up to local areas, therefore, to
cooperate if watershed planning is desired. Because of these conflicting purposes
one wonders about the Province’s commitment to watershed plaoning.

4. Policies Protecting Viewsheds Contentious - provincial participants believed
that the 1995 B13 policy, that protected viewsheds, was more contentious because
it was very subjective; applied to a larger scale; more ubiquitous; harder to protect;
and had less precedent in past conservation actions. Some called this policy one of
a number of ‘Sewellianisms’ and suggested it would be opposed by land owners
because it was a policy preferred by those who live ‘outside’ a landscape. In fact
in hind sight we now know that this was the policy that was dropped from the
1996 Planning Act.

S. Policies Protecting Heritage Resources Less Contentious - the provincial
participants believed that the 1995 B14 and B15 policies, that protected cuitural
landscapes and archaeological resources, were easier to deal with because they
centred on tangible resources. Also these policies had some precedent in past
legislation; and there was a longer tradition of thinking about cultural resources in
terms of integrity, use and rehabilitation. As well, B14 would have more common
support as it was closer to the heart; although land owners would still resist.

6. Policies Protecting Archaeological Resources Least Contentious - the
provincial participants thought that the B15 policy that protected archaeological
resources was the strongest policy because it had the longest established
implementation: it was clearly written; it was prescriptive; and the policies,
although strongly worded, would not stop development (resources are usually just
recorded and then removed). A concem for archaeological resources was also
voiced that they were more vulnerable being ‘unseen’, and traditionally under-
represented.

7. Fragmentation of Landscape - one provincial actor expressed the concern that
the landscape policies led to a separation of aesthetic from cultural; and also urban
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from rural with cultural landscape provisions. By categorizing in different manners
the holistic blend of landscape was defeated.

8. Legislative Triumvirate - provincial participants believed it was important to
consider the landscape policies of the Planning Act in conjunction with
conservation policies of the Environmental Assessment Act and Heritage Act. The
provisions for the cultural side of the landscape are better served by the Heritage
Act regulations, guidelines, impact statements and methodology. Accordingly, the
policies for the natural side of the landscape are better served by the
Environmental Assessment Act. Both the Environmental Assessment Act and the
Heritage Act are less vague and more prescriptive. In fact there are, in total, 17
pieces of legislation that effect cultural heritage.

9. Potential of Landscape - a few provincial actors believed that landscapes
allowed one to approach planning in a more holistic manner; working towards
sustainability.

10. Difficulties of Landscape - provincial planning actors stated it was difficult to
plan landscapes because they are a complex amalgamation of natural and cultural
factors, that change continuously, and are viewed in a pluralistic manner. As well,
they are hard to draw a line around as they are often found at a large scale and
made up of intangibles. As a result, one may need expertise to implement and
develop criteria and help reach consensus around landscape. But one also needs
lay input to ground the landscape knowledge; always realizing how all our ideas
are extremely limited.

11. Landscape Change is Inevitable - both local and provincial actors voiced the
concern that sanctions should not freeze development, but development should not
compromise ‘character’. Seeking a balance in sustainable development helps
determine what level of change is acceptable.

12. Political Will - provincial and local participants recognized that political will is
everything, especially for a ‘soft’ issue like landscape. It will be taken up
diversely: from being ignored; to the inclusion of ‘motherhood’ statements in
Official Plan; to concrete landscape conservation. To work, landscape
conservation needs community support and pressure on local area governments.
The basic difficulty however, is that local areas are planning for the long-term
health of a landscape within a short-term political time frame. Political will is there
if people perceive that something of value is being lost. As well, once a landscape
is designated, people see its value and play a more fundamental role i its
contmued conservation.

13. ‘Soft’ Policy Implementation - local planning actors described the many
difficulties with the implementation of ‘soft’ policy. Some called the policies a
mere “information item”. There were also many detractors saying it was hard to
get consensus; too costly to establish; and hard to get local Councils and “ordinary
Joes” interested in something that was seen as esoteric in these times of
unemployment and tax cuts. Landscapes were devalued and denigrated by many
by calling it ‘landscaping’.
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14. LACAC Role - two local participants disliked LACAC’s as a bunch of “Tittle

old ladies’ telling us what colour to paint our houses™.

C. General Commentary on Government Actions

1. Power of Sanctions - both levels of participants commented that official
policies tell all parties involved in planning that landscapes should be taken
seriously. It produces credibility and gets commitment from planning actors. In
particular, naming something through a designation raises its profile. This is seen
as defining it in a ‘rational’ manner. But it is difficult to get agreement on
designations because they are so powerful

2. Conservation Valuing - local planning actors said the true test of sanctions is
whether “T” would like this land use next to me? If it is really important, one
would be willing to fight for it. What brings conservation issues mto focus is the
sense of a loss of quality of life.

3. Private/ Public Rights - both levels of participants said that any sanctions are
seen largely as an invasion of rights. Do landscape sanctions have any chance if
they hinder private rights? And how can one influence conservation on privately-
owned land; or a landscape that crosses many jurisdictions? Yet the feeling is that
it is better not to acquire land, and best to encourage good stewardship by private
land owners. From the public’s side however: What is the price of preservation
and are the people willing to pay? Everyone usually wants to conserve a landscape,
except the land owner.

4. Conservation Change Dependent - both levels expressed that it seems that a
crisis is necessary before conservation can occur and people are galvanized into
action. However, inventories are best done in advance: better to be proactive than
reactive.

S. Effect of Ideclogy on Policy - both local and provincial planning actors
believed that the policy is inevitably effected by the ideology of the ruling
government. And the issues most vulnerable to ideological shifts are ‘soft’ issues.
Policies associated with these ideological approaches are also vulnerable if there is
another shift in ideology. When ideological pressures are strong it is often
observed that a policy is too doctrinaire to accommodate public sentiment.
Accordingly, different groups align themselves with different ideological
approaches. And yet at both ends of the ideological spectrum there is support for
local empowerment: one for philosophical reasons; the other for budgetary
reasons.

6. Necessary Consultation - local actors wondered what represents adequate
consultation in order to change sanctions: election results; or extensive public
consultation? And who has the final say: the politician or the public? If the

% Taken from Interview, Summer 1995.
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present policies change without adequate consultation there can be resentment as
to whether it was well-founded in public review. The Sewell planning reforms
were judged to be a very credible public process. Another example of good public
review was cited by participants as the Laurel Creek Study; and a poorly-done
review, the Haldimand incinerator site selection.

7. Adjusting to Change - both levels of participants talked about the dynamics of
change. It was felt the provincial institutions need to change to better
accommodate landscape conservation. Their approach tends to be isolationist,
seeing the landscape as islands of green and not as an integrated system. Short-
term failure of landscape policies is therefore guaranteed as imstitutions will not
change immediately. It takes a while to shift people’s attitudes and economic
structures. Change also happens across disciplines and movements; often in cycles.
Finally because of this lag in change a transition period is needed; suggesting it
usually takes 10 years to adjust to new legislation (e.g introduction of Niagara
Escarpment Planning Act and Environmental Assessment Act). Implementation of policies
will also inevitably change the sanctions.

Developers usually have to bear the brunt of policy change, but they are the
quickest to accommodate it. There was however, a flood of development
applications before the March 28, 1995 passage of the new policies. Planners must
also assist change by training in new rules, and holding workshops. However, there
is the notion that bureaucrats become obsessed with any new sanctions, thus
complicating the dynamics of change. The question is also raised whether the
Planning Act should change or whether the institutions should change; a change
that is far more fundamental.

8. Increasing Sanctions Through Time? - there is an impression at the local level
that there are more regulations created over time. Or the existing regulations are
more stringently enforced, e.g. Region of Waterloo considering ‘Sensitive Groundwater
Areas’ and woodland strategies. Sanctions, in fact, change naturally with use, by
compromises occurring on both sides. But until the sanctions have matured there
will be a lot of visits to the OMB; and in that kind of regulatory environment, it is
difficult to be innovative.

9. Fear of ‘Designation’ - local and provincial actors talked about the fear of
‘designation’ - being seen as restrictive. Using the term therefore can cause very
heated public debate, public action and law suits. A local interviewee suggested
that it is important to ‘sell’ the idea with positive conservation examples, e.g
Niagara Escarpment, and the use of tax incentives for conservation.

10. Ordinary to the Elite - both levels of participants felt sanctioning moves
something from the ordinary to the elite, e.g rising land prices on the Niagara
Escarpment - this is the paradox of landscape conservation, especially with
landscapes ‘of the people’. Thus there must be a shift away from traditional
conservation ideas, to less ‘safe and controlled’ areas where landscape is part of a
larger cultural force with the potential to build community.

11. Elitism of Conservation - two provincial actors spoke about the criticism of
heritage conservation that it is an elite preoccupation: the domain of the white,
landed, male, anglo, and middle class. Those in power are the sanctioned story
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tellers of that heritage. This could be why archaeological sites are staunchly
protected - representing a previously under-represented story in the Province.

12, Provincial Distrust - both levels said that sanctions are linked to government
and bureaucracy and that colours the way people receive the sanctions, e.g
misinformation about the Hagersville Fire: and resentment over the apparent entrenchment of the
regional governments, as demonstrated by the construction of elaborate regjonal office buildings.
Therefore, if people mistrust politicians and bureaucrats, the sanctions will be
mistrusted. There is also the idea that bureaucrats only embrace an idea because it
is policy, not because they are ethically moved. This is unlike the people, who
don’t care about policies, only about causes.

13. Sanctioning with Studies - locals felt that sanctioning also comes from
studies, e.g watershed studies in Waterloo, Laurel Creek, Blair-Bechtel, and Dunville
Bioregion. Yet at the same time there have been many studies that have gone
nowhere. Although studies can lengthen the process, the studies do ‘open’ an area
for development consideration. Studies can also raise the profile of something
previously unknown, e.g. Rainham Township. And studies can also be manipulated to
a desired outcome, e.g. South Cayuga dump.

14. Outside Interest as Saactions - two locals said that outside interest in
conservation also sanctions work, e.g Dunville developer going to the Sustainability
Institute in Winnipeg to talk of his work. Part of that interest comes with local groups
acting more ‘professionally’ and thus being more acceptable to outside observers.
1S. Sanctions by Public Sentiment - two local planning actors believed that
election outcomes can set political agenda and thus sanctions, eg R.A.GE. and
H.O.P.E. in Town of Haldimand. But one must watch the influence of special interest
groups. Ifthey become too powerful and persuasive other citizens may reject.

16. Plaques and Awards - two locals felt that sanctions also come in the form of
plaques and awards.

17. Sanctioning by Organizations - one local said sanctioning also comes by
forming organizations around landscape causes. Acronyms also help communicate
the ideas of conservation, e.g. C.H.LR.P.. HO.P.E., and R.A.G.E.

18. Other Conservation Approaches - two provincial actors felt there may be

other techniques and policies that could equally serve landscape conservation, e.g
Ontario Heritage Foundation, development controls of UK, Environmental Assessment Act and

Heritage Act.

A. Focus on Landscape Planning

1. Issues of Scale - both local and provincial planning actors acknowledged that
landscapes can vary widely from a discreet site, through to a larger region. The
question therefore is what scale should a landscape be, to be analyzed properly?
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e.g. biosphere, ecoregions, bioregions, landscape units, watershed, subwatershed, headwaters,
sites, network of sites, etc. The implications are also: at what jurisdictional level should
a landscape be planned; and should it be planned cross-jurisdictionally?

Watershed, for example, may not be the best unit for planning as physical
and cultural elements may not mesh. As well, it may not fit with the present tax
structures and political jurisdictions. For example, agencies do not mesh: Waterloo
is part of a larger Conservation Authority area, but it has its own Natural Heritage
Framework. And GRCA, the larger watershed agency, does not have the
necessary power to enforce conservation requirements. Further, watershed
planning is a regional iitiative but does it have the political support at a local
level? Watershed planning should also be more then water management, it should
reach back to the Conservation Authority’s original mandate of grass-roots action.
Watershed planning therefore suggests amalgamation or cooperation that can be
challenging for the existing political and institutional structure.

2. Specifics/ Generalities - it was apparent at the local level that it is easier for
people to discuss landscape in terms of specific sites, actions, etc.; as opposed to
generic approaches to landscape conservation.

3. Landscape and Political Jurisdictions - both local and provincial participants
raised the question as to whether there is a fit between a landscape and existing
jurisdictional boundaries. Political jurisdictions determine the actors who will be
involved in the planning process. In light of localization what will the role of
upper tier actors be? As well, who will represent the union of urban and rural
jurisdictions in a landscape that crosses between the two?

Local resistance to regional government comes from the fear of being lost
in a larger bureaucratic setup with more governmental layers and regulations. It
was also felt that local governments are pro-development, whereas the regional
governments are not. The benefit of regional government is that it promotes
development distribution, e.g. controlling water quality, urban sprawl, and transportation
planning. And Regions do not have to go to the Province for a lot of approvals. In
addition, those approvals are distanced somewhat from the local level, where it
may be difficult to say “No” to one’s neighbour. Some local interviewees also
argued that it was more efficient; more consistent; it has no repetition; avoids
planning duplication; gets more consolidated development; lends itself to less
competition between areas and more cooperation; there is a better tax structure;
and a more concentrated effort to attract business and tourism to an area.

4. Culture-Local/ Natural-Upper - local participants felt ‘culture’ i the
landscape is seen as a local concern and the “natural’ in the landscape is seen as an
upper tier responsibility (one participant saying that the Haldimand-Norfolk Act
established this precedent). However, where does heritage, which can be both
natural and cultural, sit; and the LACAC’s that handle heritage issues (especially in
light of the fact that only one fifth of local municipalities have LACAC’s).

S. Landscape are Holistic - both local and provincial planning actors said
landscape planning is seen as an amalgamation of planning, engineering,
stormwater management, history and environment. As such, landscape planning is
also called ecosystem planning - where natural and cultural elements are
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integrated. Some even believed that it is so broad that it is not actually planning.
The question is, whether traditional training equips planners properly for the task
of landscape planning.

6. Community Resource - provincial participants felt landscape is a resource
common to all and therefore everyone’s concern. Associated with it are quality-
of-life issues. Landscape is the whole community’s concern drawing together all
inhabitants in its planning. At the very least, fighting development proposals can
draw communities together; and at best it helps to build communities.

7. Planning Only Action-Based - local actors said there is the notion that
landscape planning can only be action-based; or it needs a perceived crisis. In
areas where there is lower development pressure, landscape is not a planning issue.
But what of measured thoughtful development and proactive planning? As well,
when there is steady development people seem to be satisfied with the szarus quo.
It is hard to be interested in day-to-day advocacy work. But proactive work such
as land trusts is a lot more positive work then fighting proposals. Does one get
further with cooperation or confrontation?

8. Official Plan Power - one local actor thought that if the landscape policies are
incorporated in local Official plans, this will be the ultimate test of their
acceptance.

B. Role of Planning Actors in Landscape Planning

1. Planners as Facilitators - both provincial and local planning actors said that
planners are not in charge of the process, but rather are facilitators of the process.
Planners are charged with the task of creating voices in the community, in light of
the changing environment of cutbacks, less government, and more community
activism. Planners are in the business of ‘building capacity’ - resisting the
professional bias for a rational expert-driven planning process. But it is difficult
for planners to do this because their role is institutionalized; and they are loath to
lose control and status. It is difficult to appear open-minded and not in the pocket
of special interests. As a result, planning education has to be broader to
accommodate landscape planning. At present to be a facilitator means that a
planner must go beyond what is legislated, e.g. North Dumfries aggregate committee, and
rehabilitation awards.

2. Role of Public - both local and provincial planning actors said that community
is the key component in landscape planning: providing landscape information
through to making a commitment to landscape conservation. In light of the current
government cutbacks there is an increased role for the public. Is it a return to the
good old days, or is it unrealistic nostalgia? Yet who better to articulate their own
heritage, than the community itself? But it is difficult to interest local people so
they can make an effective contribution to the conservation of their local heritage.
Involvement seems to only happen when there is a perception of something being
lost, or needing protection. But when interest is piqued it can be powerful and it
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can lead to community building. Concern was also raised over issues of legitimacy;
legitimacy to speak for others in the planning process.

3. Role of Community Groups - both levels of actors said there would be an
expanded role for community heritage groups with new landscape policies, e.g
LACAC. The question is whether these groups are equipped to fulfill these new
responsibilities. But many feel LACAC’s are not popular; and there are not many
of them in small rural municipalities, because they cannot afford them. LACAC's,
as a result, should try to have more public scrutiny and positive profile.

4. Advisory Bodies - one local actor talked about the GRCA, OMB, Planning
Boards, etc. and that they would be more involved with landscape planning.

S. Non-Profits - two local participants said non-profits would have a significant
role in landscape conservation through stewardship efforts, e.g Lower Grand Land
Trust. These non-profits can now hold land, have easements, and educate others
about conservation. Perhaps they are more flexible, and thus better suited to the
task of landscape conservation than governments now are.

6. Politician’s Role - at both levels interviewees talked about the role of
politicians. Politicians hold the real power therefore they should be effectively
involved in the planning process. Yet they must also be aware that they will have
to work against the inherent distrust of citizens. Distrust will be dispelled by bemng
open and getting commitment for a project from the public, from the outset. There
should be no preset agenda. Councils will become more powerful as power is
localized. = Therefore, the selection of these politicians becomes extremely
important.

7. Role of Province - two provincial planning actors talked about the need to
encourage communities to participate; help with inventories; instruct communities
on how to go to OMB, etc. Now that the role of the Province is diminishing, with
the localization of power, they can direct more energies to the refinement of the
conservation planning process.

8. Role of Developer - a few local planning actors said that developers have a role
m stewardship through development, e.g. HO.P.E. seeking ‘friendly’ developers for the
incinerator site in South Cayuga. A balance must be struck with developers to make
sure conservation is not too commercially-driven.

9. ‘Expert’s’ Role - in landscape there is a role for the expert and the lay person,
but the challenge is determining what the mix should be. ‘Experts’ have
traditionally always had a role with natural landscape conservation, but what of
landscape with a cultural component? With experts comes certain baggage, that
may or may not be appropriate for landscapes, e.g. technology for analysis; and mistrust
resulting from the expert’s past mistakes. Yet, when issues are contentious on vague
issues such as landscape, governments defer to ‘experts’ to solve problems. But
experts should not assume that local people are not sophisticated.

The search is on for the appropriate professional group to deal with cultural
landscapes. It will probably be landscape architecture and landscape planning, as
broader disciplines.
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C. ‘Good’ Landscape Planning Practice

1. Range of Representation - both levels of participants felt that local people
articulate landscape heritage and the widest range of public representation should
be involved in planning because landscape are so complex. This flies in the face of
the natural apathy of people who only get involved if they can “see it, touch it, and
smell it”. The object is to seek a balance of heritage, environment, arts, and
business groups. One can interpret this wide range as the planner trying to cover
themselves. Or more optimistically, it can be viewed as better planning, always
resisting being swayed by special interests. Planning must therefore involve the
public, different government levels, community planners, politicians, adjacent
representatives, management experts, botanists, ecologists, special interest groups,
etc. And each one has to have meaningful participation without a preset agenda;
lots of inter-personal contact; accessible process and clear communications,
occurring before decisions are made.

In 2 truly civic society therefore one can only blame the people, not the
planner, if mistakes occur. Effective participation is expensive in the short-term
but leads to a less expensive non-appellant environment in the long-run. This
means people have to be more involved and government must operate in a less
patronizing and intrusive manner than before. More participants could mean that it
is a more unruly process and difficult for the planner to facilitate. But it is
probably a better process.

In this participation, there has to be the right mix of personalities, eg

interested folk, those with community contacts, those who know how to work with government,
speak government’s langunage or at least willing to learn, have local knowledge of landscape,
have philosophy of inclusivity and facilitation. But still government is not totally hands-
off, they must be willing to knock on doors and to get people involved. At present
the public process set out in legislation is not adequate and government must go
beyond. The key is to establish a citizen’s steering committee then go later to the
larger public.
2. Iterative Process - both local and provincial planning actors felt that it is best
when the planning process is iterative. The ideas should be put into a public forum
for discussion and feedback, as the process is continually evolving. Nothing is
carved in stone, all is flexible without a preconceived agenda. Therefore
involvement of the public is essential throughout the planning process,
continuously assessing the process and the products of planning.

There must be a sophistication of the citizen participation process where
the public is involved from information-gathering to making decisions. Landscape
conservation especially demands a community-driven process. Issues that arise
with this iterative process are a problem of validating information and sustaining
interest through a long planning process.

3. Visioning - both local ande provincial planning actors talked about visioning
exercises - visioning that leads to community building by establishing values,
beliefs, management philosophies, commitment to environment, goals, terms,
criteria, significance of resources, etc., before community planning. This way the
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community is introduced to a project so that they may more effectively contribute
to planning. The key to this visioning is that it establishes credibility with the
public and gets them on side for volunteer commitment for the whole project, e.g.
Commitment to Environment Registry of GRCA. This new process is also radically
different from current planning which is often characterized as being top-down and
expert-driven. The planner instead should seek “Consensus, Commitment,
Cooperation, and Collaboration” (as per Tom Salter on a GRCA visioning
exercise).

4. On-Going Involvement - local actors said that on-going involvement is also
the key to the landscape planning process. If community has been built and
partnerships formed through the process, on-going involvement will likely result,
e.g. Ruthven Management Committee. And if the locals follow through with a process,
approvals for proposals will be more likely; and the process will be smoother and
more effective.

S. Balancing Economics and Environments - local participants said that all
planning decisions should seek to balance economics and environmental concerns.
This is especially important with local Councils, that often divide along pro-
development and pro-environment lines. Some characterize this balancing act as
“common sense”. And others see this kind of balancing as a compromise of the
heritage resource’s integrity.

6. Sources of Information - local talked about the information that is needed to
be an effective planning participant, e.g. workshops, open houses, university research,
amateur information, conferences, journals, books (Tony Hiss), CHO, commissioned studies,
knowledgeable people (Owen Scott, Gord Nelson), ‘experts’ in the Ministry of Culture,

Environmental Impact Assessments, Ottawa-Carleton work; as well as Waterloo, Hamilton-
Wentworth, GTA, Credit Valley Conservation Authority; and the Oak Ridges Report, MNR’s

Natural Heritage System, Crombie's ‘green stuff’, Fraser River Valley, Oregon. But one
interviewee advised that one should always be cautious with the information, e.g
questioning commissioned studies.

7. Landscape’s Uniqueness - a few local actors felt that it was important to
recognize landscape’s special dimensions of being subjective, dynamic (from place
to place, and through time), ‘soft’ issues, and representative of people.

8. General Level of Protection - local participants felt that landscape protection
means looking beyond watersheds to form conservation networks and
partnerships, across a series of properties, and using ‘Best Management Practice’.
9. Identification of Landscapes - both levels thought that an inventory is an
important part of the process, initiated by the communities - moving from larger
watersheds, e.g Natural Heritage; to lower scale, e.g building community awareness of
heritage in the process.. [nventories help to build awareness and concem for heritage
resources in advance of development proposals.

10. Master Plan - locals said a plan is needed to establish achievable conservation
goals. Some in fact rejected the word ‘plan’ because of the baggage it brings
along with it as being unsuccessful. A plan is often 5-years in length and deals
with strategies of buying land, making handshake deals, getting easements, etc. As
well, one must provide for how the community will be dealt with in terms of on-
going funding, and education. This all together represents a conservation strategy.
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11. Conservation Examples - both local and provincial planning actors said that
good conservation planning examples are needed for communities to emulate.
These projects help gain credibility for landscape conservation, proving that it can
be done. This proof goes a long way to create popular support. “Selling” the idea
is good business. This could be provided by the Province as case studies in a
Technical manual.

12. Working Groups - provincial actors said that the best planning done in
working committees focused on different issues; meeting over a shorter period so
energy is sustained.

13. Accessible Process - one provincial actor expressed the thought that all
documents, all communications, etc. must be presented in an accessible way. As
well, the planning facilitators must be open to all participants.

14. Methodology - both levels said that there was a need for an established
methodology for cultural landscapes, cognoscente of the pull to ‘rational’ planning
as the best approach.: deciding what type of mapping to use; what documentary
sources to consuit; what to record and so on. Methodology can be detailed by
province through the Technical Manual and the Best Practice Manual.
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