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INTRODUCTION

Before the reader becomes involved in the fol-
lowing chapters addressing landscape evaluation,
let us review, in brief, the history of visual re-
source management {VRM) system development,
and then review existing procedures utilized by
the federal agencies for visual analysis and eval-
uation.

Recent History of VRM System Development

Simultaneous to the public emphasis on natural
beauty and elimination of ugliness, a new spatial
dimension of landscape policy emerged. This di-
mension was the scenic corridor concept which
recognized that the aesthetic experience of mov-
ing through the landscape was a sequential spatial
experience involving time and motion.

The concept of linear sequential experience of
spaces, as pointed out by Litton, was probably first
articulated for public use by Frank Waugh in 1918
in his pamphlet on landscape engineering in the
National Forests (Waugh 1918). This approach
later evolved in the scenic corridor concept used
for roads and wild and scenic rivers. The Highway
Beautification Act sought to provide the states
with legal tools to preserve and enhance these
linear scenic corridors.

The social need for outdoor recreation concept
received public policy recognition when Con-
gress authorized establishment of an Outdoor
Recreational Resources Review Commission in
1958 (ORRRC 1962). One of ORRRC’s principal
recommendations was the establishment of a uni-
form system for classifying outdoor recreation re-
sources. This system comprised six categories and
was adapted by the Forest Service, the Bureau of
Land Management, and the National Park Serv-
ice. Five of the six classes of land under the sys-
tem pertain to areas where the retention of natural
beanty is a major objective: high density recrea-
tion areas (Class 1), general outdoor recreation
areas (Class 1I), unique natural areas (Class IV),
primitive areas (Class V), and historic and cultural
sites (Class VI) (ORRRC 1962, 109). This classi-
fication was not always used consistently by fed-
eral agencies but did signify the beginning of the
idea that landscapes could be classified for vary-
ing qualities and intensity of usage.

Landscape inventories conducted in the early
1960s for statewide recreation planning programs
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as a outgrowth of the Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission Report (ORRRC
1962) still tended to focus on the identification of
specific sites. However, Lewis’s (1968) efforts in
the State of Wisconsin marked a sharp departure
from this site-oriented approach by encompassing
continuous linear sections of the landscape which
he called environmental corridors. This coincided
with the move to assess the regional landscape,
as proposed by Twiss and Burton, or what was
later called the landscape “continuum’ by Zube
(1973, 126).

A number of water resources planning studies
included specific efforts to assess the visual qual-
ity of the regional landscape continuum in 1969—
70. Several similar studies were conducted in
Great Britain, Germany, and the United States
related to general regional planning programs
from 1969 to 1971.

The proposed standards for water resource
planning by the special task force of the Water
Resources Council (1970) give further credence
to the importance of the landscape continuum as
well as to discrete sites when incorporating scenic
values into resource planning programs. The re-
port of the Public Land Law Review Commission
(1970} and the hearings on the proposed National
Land Use Act {(Senate Committee) suggested the
need for broad-scale regional land inventories in-
cluding seenic values.

Landscape values can be applied to single sites,
corridors, and landscape continuums (See Figure
9.1). We can expand the geographic context of
value attribution one more step to include the
whole atmospheric envelope as opposed to just
the land surface. The atmospheric envelope was
explained well by Udall (1979) in his retrospec-
tive discussion of the realization by the Johnson
administration that certain land and water areas
that they succeeded in preserving were suscep-
tible to the insidious threats of air, water, and
noise pollution from offsite sources. The Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1977 is one such Act
which attempts to meet the threat of air quality
degradation to landscape already preserved as
National Parks, Wilderness Areas, and so forth.

The landscape image as aesthetic is the primary
theoretical basis that visual resource management
systems have been postulated upon. There is also
a strong naturalistic bias in the way in which these
systems are used. There are also ongoing argu-
ments about whether quantification of the visual
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FIGURE 2.1.

attributes of landscape is desirable or possible
(Carlson 1977). This debate is strongest in aca-
demic circles, but resource management agencies
are under pressure to incorporate visual resource
values into land management and environmental
review procedures.

VERM is generally used in analyses and deci-
sions about utilization of the publicly owned land
areas, decisions concerned with permitting activ-
ities to take place on the public landscape, and
decisions about whether publicly financed activ-
ities should take place on private lands. VRM
procedures generally facilitate the integration of
scenic or visual values into the decision-making
process, to be considered along with many other
resource values. Visual or scenic resource values
are rarely the major determining values in envi-
ronmental decision making but are becoming in-

Geographic constructs of landscape analysis.

creasingly significant in some cases {Smardon
1984). As one can surmise, most of the activity
regarding visual resource management is con-
cerned with federal agency activities and man-
agement of the federal lands. This emphasis is
directly attributable to legal activity dealing with
the adequacy of environmental resource decision
making.

The need for development of VRM systems can
be traced to certain publics’ concern with aes-
thetic and environmental issues related to specific
land management activities, for example, wilder-
ness designation, strip mining, timber harvesting
practices, highway funding and construction, park
maintenance, and so forth. This concern is ex-
emplified by several major federal court cases in
the last decade (Smardon 1982, 1984). It is also
exemplified by several pieces of major environ-




144 REVIEW OF AGENCY METHODOLOGY FOR VISUAL PROJECT ANALYSIS

mental legislation which call for explicit consid-
eration of aesthetic or visual resources as part of
the environmental decision-making process (See
Chapters 1 and 2).

As can be seen from the historiographs (Tables
9.1, 9.2 and 9.3), development of visual resource
management systems have occurred only recently
for three federal agencies in the United States. In
fact, most developmental work was done in the
1970s and 1980s. Generally, these systems were
developed quite rapidly with little time for in-

house research to meet multiple resource man-
agement decision needs. However, incorporation
of aesthetics into agency decision-making pro-
cesses was often enthusiastically supported by
key agency administrators, as one can see from
Tables 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3.

Visual resource management systems were de-
veloped by federal agencies to deal with three
classes of problems: (1) visual inventory and
analysis systems for large landscape areas needing
landscape planning; (2) systems for scoping of

TABLE 9.1. VRM Development within the Forest Service
Period Year Specific Event
1965
Recreational Design Era
1968 Burt Litton’s Research at PSW is finally published.
196869 F.S. Chiel Ed CLIT visits England—discovers Sylvia Crowe’s work with
Strong Impetus Forestry Commission. Work ongoing in England.
Buildup for VRM
1968 Director of Recreation Dick Costley caused meeting to be held in St. Louis,
developed outlines for total VRM system.
Development Stage 1970 Bacon assimilates ideas from F.5. Regions 5, 8 and 6. Bacon moves to Region 6
for Region 6 VRM in Portland. Received directive from Jack Usher to develop ‘more objective
way’,
1971 Number of timber management plans for Region 6 were unapproved:—strong
impetus for VRM. Forest Land Management Published in Region 1.
1972 Washington Office decides to go with Region 6 system—it was developed and
Implementation of some inventory was done in Region 5 and 6. Model study application done on
VERM. Development & the Gifford Pinchot National Forest.
Publishing Chapters.
1972 Regional Forester Rex Ressler liked the system—wanted it implemented. Burt
Litton reviews proposed VRM system/methodological problems. Major split
between Bacon, Region 6 and Orr, Region 8. Orr's ideas went to BLM via
Leopold.
Implementation of 1975-76 Majority of inventory done for Region 6 and Region 5—aother regions slower to
system in other regions implement.
Key People: Administration

Ed CIiff, Chief of F.S. (1968-69)
Dick Costley, Dir. of F.S. Recreation (1968—-69)

Jack Usher, Asst. Dir. of Timber Management, Region 6 (1970)

Rex Ressler, Regional Forester, Region 6 (1972)
Craig Rupp, Regional Forester, Region 2 {1976)

Methodology Development
Ed Stone, Warren Bacon, Howard Orr, Wayne Iverson, Gerald Coutant
Research

Burt Litton, Gary Elsner, PSW

Source: Smardon, 1982.




