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Abstract: Recent years have seen a plethora of articles, conference
presentations, and the like on computer technology which allows the rapid
manipulation of captured images. Often referred to as video-imaging, it is
possible to create apparently realistic images which depict the appearance of
proposed environmental modifications. Most information has concentrated on
hardware and software requirements or on professional applications in areas
such as architectural and landscape architectual design, graphics design and
communication, advertising, etc. However, there may also be benefits in its use
in resolving larger-scale planning issues. For example, resource managers, land
use planners, developers and others are often required, either by law or under
the force of public opinion, to be concerned about aesthetic values. This paper
explores the potential of imaging technology in the context of landscape
aesthetic policy development, implementation and evaluation: (1) to serve as a
tool for enforcement of public rights to know the aesthetic consequences of
environmental modifications, (2) to create simulations which might serve as
negotiated legal documents in the context of existing policies, (3) to be a tool

for establishing perceptually based performance standards in land use
regulation, and (4) to assist in the assessment of monetary penalties for

aesthetic damages.

T echnology in the form of
land and geographic infor-
mation systems, global posi-
tional systems, and image cap-
ture through satellite and aerial
remote sensing is having a pro-
found impact on those who are
held responsible for planning
and managing the public land,
water, mineral and aesthetic re-
sources. The long-term power of
these technologies, however, is
not the individual impact of any
one technology; rather the intel-
ligent and integrated use of a
variety of these tools, including
imaging, to solve complex prob-
lems, e.g., Gimblett’s (1990) re-
cent discussion of the Integrated
Resource Assessment and Simu-
lation System. With the addition
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of yet another tool, land plan-
ners and managers have in-
creased ability both to analyze
environmental issues and to
communicate options in visual
terms understandable by the lay
public.

Similar to the land and
geographic information systems
mentioned above, video-imag-
ing is well beyond the concep-
tual and developmental level; it
is a functioning tool with a long
history of development in mili-
tary applications. The public is
perhaps most acquainted with
this technology through the mo-
tion picture industry, e.g., with
the advent of “colorization” and
more recently, hair styling sa-
lons offering “‘computerized”
analysis of what one might look
like in different hairstyles.

Judging from the number
of articles, conference sessions,
and the like, video-imaging is
beginning to capture a lot
of attention within the land-
scape and natural resource plan-
ning and management commu-
nities. With leadership from
Orland (1986, 1988), Sheppard
(1986, 1989) and others, this
technology is being adopted by
landscape planners, natural re-
source managers and others to
augment more traditional means
of producing visual simulations
of proposed landscape change,
or as an outright replacement of
manual and photographic meth-
ods. In addition to professional
applications, some have dis-
cussed the research potential of
imaging technology (e.g., Zube



and Simcox, in press; and Zube
et al. 1987). Finally, some inves-
tigators have begun to look at
issues of realism and validity,
i.e., how responses elicited by
video simulations compare with
responses either to the actual
environment or to other kinds
of simulations (Chapman, et al.
1985; Clay 1986; Vining and
Orland 1988).

Concommitant with the
trend to embrace new computer
technologies is a renewed dis-
cussion of landscape steward-
ship responsibilities (Chenoweth
1986; Scarfo 1988), particularly
with regard to visual resource
quality. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to begin to think about the
marriage of new technology,
such as video-imaging, with
stewardship and policy issues
that go beyond traditional, site-
specific professional design ap-
plications or graphics communi-
cation. This paper is intended to
articulate some generic possibili-
ties for the use of video-imaging
in the aesthetic policy arena and
to stimulate discussion about
how such technology might best
be used within the context of
other informational technolo-
gies. In addition to the ideas
presented here, Pitt and Nas-
sauer (1989) have provided a
particularly valuable discussion
on how imaging technology to-
gether with GIS might be used
to identify and evaluate land-
scape values as matters of con-
cern to policy-makers, and have
provided instructive examples of
their work at the University of
Minnesota which integrates
landscape values into the devel-
Opment and implementation of
Public policy for natural re-

source and land use manage-
ment,

Aesthetic Policy and the
Legal Landscape

Before turning to a dis-
cussion of potential roles for
video-imaging in the policy
arena, it is important to under-
stand that there is an existing
foundation and framework
within which this technology
may prove useful. At the federal
level, for example, the National
Environmental Policy Act of
1969 recognizes the assurance
of “aesthetically and culturally
pleasing” surroundings as a
principal purpose of the Act and
a responsibility of executive
branch agencies both in the
management of their own prop-
erties and in their regulatory
functions. This language is re-
peated in many states in legisla-
tion often referred to as mini-
NEPAs.

In Wisconsin, scenic
beauty has assumed an impor-
tance in the law that currently
serves as a major consideration
in many of the state’s regulatory
functions, In 1952, the State Su-
preme Court ruled (Muench vs.
Public Service Commission,
1952) that the “right of the citi-
zens of the state to enjoy our
navigable streams includes the
enjoyment of scenic beauty. It is
a legal right that is entitled to
all the protection which is given
financial rights.”” Thus, under
the current interpretation of the
Public Trust Doctrine, it is the
obligation of the state, as trustee
for the people, to be concerned
with the visual quality of our
navigable waters. Bridges, water
diversion projects, shoreland
modifications, and sand and
gravel extraction are among reg-
ulated activities which are sub-
ject to aesthetic considerations.

In an important federal
case involving an urban renewal
initiative in Washington, D.C.,
Justice William O. Douglas-de-
termined that the concept of the
public welfare should be
broadly construed and that
beauty is a legitimate purpose
of legislation in the public inter-
est (Berman vs, Parker, 1954).
In Wisconsin, further flesh was
added to this legal framework
in Kamrowski vs. State (1966).
This case dealt with a legislative
program that included the con-
demnation of scenic easements
along the Great River Road in
order to provide natural, unde-
veloped views for motorists
driving along sections of the
Mississippi River. The targeted
parcels would remain in agricul-
tural production, but could not
be used for more intensive pur-
poses such as residential or
commercial uses. The program
was challenged on the basis that
“public enjoyment of the scenic
beauty of certain land is not a
public use of such land.” After
all, it was argued, the public
would not even be allowed on
the property in question. The
court held that “the occupancy
{by the public) is visual” and
that indeed the enjoyment of
the beauty of the land consti-
tutes a legitimate public use of
land whether or not the public
is allowed to set foot on it.
There are at least 15 references
to scenic or natural beauty in
the Wisconsin Statutes and over
75 references imbedded in ad-
ministrative rules governing the
activities of the Wisconsin De-
partment of Natural Resources.
Bufford (1980) has reviewed
some of the aesthetic legislation
adopted by other states; at the
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local level, most of us can iden-
tify some controversial issue
which is essentially or largely
aesthetic in nature, e.g., bill-
boards, architectural controls,
landfill siting, etc.

While there is clearly a
legal basis for the consideration
of aesthetic values, problems
arise when attempts are made
to implement laws/policies de-
signed to protect those values.
Some very common cultural
cliches reveal the nature of the
resistance to aesthetically ori-
ented landscape policies:
“Beauty is in the eye-of-the-be-
holder,” and “beauty is subjec-
tive, purely a matter of personal
taste.” From a philosophical
perspective, such cliches are in-
sufficiently precise to be re-
garded either as true or false.
Moreover, there are solid rebut-
tals to a variety of interpreta-
tions of the meaning of these
cliches (Willard 1980). From a
court’s perspective, however,
such cliches may be persuasive;
any law or policy which im-
poses one person’s set of tastes
on another who legitimately
holds a different viewpoint
might be regarded a violation of
the due process clause of the
U.S. Constitution. In matters re-
garded as involving taste or aes-
thetic sensibilities, some argue
that any governmental policy is
bound to be substantively arbi-
trary and capricious. In addi-
tion, constitutional law requires
that those who are regulated
must know, without undue am-
biguity, what is expected of
them.

An example might be il-
lustrative of the reluctance of
governmental bodies to embrace
policies which might protect
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aesthetic values. I referred ear-
lier to the public rights in Wis-
consin to enjoy beauty along
navigable waters. In 1976, Mr.
Wilfred J. Berry sought a permit
from the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources (WDNR)
to build a boat slip on the
South Fork of the Flambeau
River in northern Wisconsin.
The only issue was the possible
impact on beauty (e.g., ecologi-
cal impacts would be negliga-
ble). The WDNR decided to re-
ject the permit application,
citing the public right to enjoy
beauty along navigable waters
as the reason. Mr. Berry chal-
lenged the decision and the case
was argued before a hearing ex-
aminer. Unequipped with the
ability to argue aesthetic issues,
much less having access to the
kind of imaging technology
available today, Examiner Jo-
seph P. Schaeve said:

Beauty is in the eye of the
beholder! So how does one get a han-
dle on such a nebulous concept as
scenic beauty? How do you test
whether something is pleasing to the
eye? If an analogous situation is de-
termining whether something is
pleasing to the nose, I note that the
Department of Natural Resources has
the following malodorous emission
test: ‘An odor shall be deemed objec-
tionable . .. when 60 percent of a
random sample of persons exposed io
the odor in their place of residence or
employment, other than employment
at the odor source, claim it to be ob-
jectionable and the nature, intensity,
frequency and duration of the odor
are considered.

Should we randomly select
10 canoeists, who have canoed past
Mpr. Berry's lot, to study the applica-
tion and let six of those 10 determine
whether the boat slip would be sceni-
cally beautiful? How about using the

determination of six out of 10 of ri-
parian neighbors of Mr. Berry? |
think either process would leave the
determination wide open for the in-
fluence of individual quirks and
birses. These processes are just too
subjective to pass constitutional mus-
ter.

While there are many in-
teresting aspects of this case,
several are especially relevant to
the discussion here. First, the
determination of the outcome of
the case occurred without any
information on the aesthetic
consequences of the proposed
boat slip, whether that informa-
tion be an aesthetic assessment
technique of some sort (Arthur,
Daniel and Boster 1977) or
whether it be a purely visual
description of the nature of the
proposed environmental modifi-
cation as might be provided by
a simulation. Second, the exam-
iner’s decision assumed that dif-
ferent sets of actors would
surely disagree in their evalua-
tion of the aesthetic impact of
the boat slip, although no infor-
mation on what the boat slip
might look like was provided by
either of the interested parties.
To the contrary, the preponder-
ance of evidence from the aes-
thetic assessment literature as
well as experience suggests that
such an assumption is not war-
ranted; while canoeists and 1i-
parians may well disagree on
whether Mr. Berry should be al-
lowed to build a boat slip, they
would most likely agree on the
aesthetic consequences of the
boat slip. Third, while reluctant
to impose the assumed tastes of
canoeists on Mr. Berry, the
hearing examiner was not reluc-
tant, by virtue of ruling that a
permit should be granted, to ef-



fectively impose his own aes-
thetic tastes on all of the public,
canoeists and riparians alike.

Examples, such as that
described above, of the difficul-
ties of addressing aesthetic mat-
ters in a policy context are
abundant. The question is: how
might image-processing be used
to provide information which
might alleviate these and other
kinds of difficulties?

Policy Roles for Image-
Processing Technology

There are at least four
kinds of roles that image pro-
cessing might serve in the con-
text of landscape aesthetic policy
development, implementation,
and evaluation: (1} to serve as a
tool for enforcement of public
rights to know the aesthetic
consequences of environmental
modifications, (2) to create sim-
ulations which might serve as
negotiated legal documents in
the context of existing policies,
(3) help to establish percep-
tually based performance stan-
dards in land use regulation,
and (4) assist in the assessment
of monetary penalties for aes-
thetic damages.

The Public Right to Know

Legally-mandated envi-
ronmental assessments are a
product of the fundamental con-
cept that the public has the
right to know, within a degree
of certitude limited only by the
best available knowledge, the
consequences of major modifica-
tions to their environment.
There is no legal reason why

the “right to know,” so com-
monly accepted with respect to
non-aesthetic environmental is-
sues (e.g., introduction of toxins,
etc.), should not extend to aes-
thetic aspects of environmental
issues. It might be argued that
imaging technology can provide
the “best available knowledge”
regarding the aesthetic conse-
quences of proposed environ-
mental modification. In the past
it has been possible for the
agents of change to argue that
providing simulations depicting
the appearance of the modified
landscape would be too costly,
too labor-intensive while yield-
ing only a limited number of
perspectives in an unrealistic,
course-grained way. Such argu-
ments should be regarded as
unpersuasive in the face of the
power and efficiency of new im-
aging technologies, particularly
large projects where the overall
cost and potential visual impact
is substantial.

A simple anecdote might
be illustrative: The Minnesota
Department of Transportation
(MDOT) has decided to put an-
other bridge, in addition to the
existing one, across the St. Croix
River at Stillwater, Minnesota.
This section of the river is cur-
rently included under the Fed-
eral Wild and Scenic Rivers Pro-
gram. In a draft of the required
EIS, MDOT addressed aesthetic
issues with a pen and ink
sketch of the type of bridge en-
visioned, assuring the public
that the bridge would be a
“nice” one, Pressed by the pub-
lic for a more definitive idea of
what might be meant by a
“nice” bridge in the context of
its location over a federally des-
ignated scenic river, the MDOT

declined to provide simulations
of the sort made possible with
video-imaging, preferring to de-
fer such information until after
the important decisions were
made, i.e., where to locate the
bridge or indeed whether the
bridge should be built in the
first place. Situations such as
this seem ripe for legal chal-
lenge based on the claim of an
inadequate response to the pub-
lic’s right to know about aes-
thetic impacts using the best
available knowledge.

Resource planners and
managers are in a position to
insist that the best available
knowledge, as represented by
imaging technology, be utilized
in order to allow the public to
anticipate the aesthetic conse-
quences of landscape change.
Thus, state-of-the-art video sim-
ulations could be regarded as an
integral part of an implementa-
tion strategy to protect aesthetic
values as they are expressed in
new or existing laws and poli-
cies. Requiring by law that such
simulations be provided as a
part of environmental assess-
ments is not outside the realm
of the possible. Indeed, it seems
to be a rather logical step in the
evolution of technical means
which might provide informa-
tion useful in addressing aes-
thetic issues, Pragmatically, a
policy initiative requiring that
the public be provided a reason-
ably realistic look at proposed
landscape modifications would
likely have widespread popular
support.

There are, of course,
many methodological, substan-
tive, and even ethical issues that
will have to be resolved before
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the use of video simulation to
reinforce the public’s right to
know becomes commonplace:
e.g., accuracy, vantage point,
validity, incorporation of sounds
and odors, and so on. These im-
portant issues are beyond the
scope of this paper and require
more careful definition and
treatment than has been the
case in the published literature.

Negotiated Legal Documents

With the exception of
some maps depicting the distri-
bution of environmental phe-
nomena, legal documents are
typically in a written format.
Aesthetic policy issues are ob-
viously visual in nature (not to
discount auditory and olfac-
tory). But there is no inherent
reason that legal documents be
confined to the written mode.
With that in mind, I would like
to create a scenario in which the
products of video-imaging
might serve as negotiated legal
documents and suggest how
such documents may be more
palatable to the legal system
than assessment procedures
which require that aesthetic
judgments be made, whether by
the public or by experts operat-
ing as surrogates for the public.

Imagine now our Mr.
Berry wishing to put in a boat
slip on the Flambeau River. Un-
deniably, he has a right to the
reasonable enjoyment of his
property including, as a ripar-
ian, access to the river. The
public undeniably has the right
to the enjoyment of beauty
along navigable waters in Wis-
consin. In the contested case
hearing described earlier, the
WDNR was placed in the awk-
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ward position of determining
whether or not the boat slip
would diminish the enjoyment
of beauty to the degree that it
would be considered an in-
fringement of the public’s rights.
To fully establish an evidentiary
basis to make such a determina-
tion would likely require sub-
stantial resources, perhaps a
public evaluation type of aes-
thetic assessment technique (Ar-
thur, Daniel and Boster 1977)
demonstrating consensus. The
hearing examiner was placed in
a similarly awkward position.
Indeed, whether or not the ex-
aminer wished to be responsible
for making an aesthetic (versus
legal} judgement, he had little
choice in this particular situa-
tion.

By contrast, WDNR field
personnel armed with imaging
capability might very well sit
down with Mr. Berry and nego-
tiate, through image manipula-
tion, a visual solution which at-
tempts to balance the rights of
the riparian with the rights of
the canoeing public. Such a so-
lution may or may not include
the construction of a boat slip.
Or if it were to be a boat slip,
there may be many alternative
designs which would differen-
tially impact on the public’s
rights. The negotiated agree-
ment would consist, in part, of
a visual simulation which would
be regarded as a contract be-
tween the state and the riparian
owner concerning a future state
of affairs.

But suppose that the
parties could not agree and con-
sequently wind up in front of
Examiner Schaeve. What then?
Being provided with a set of
visual alternatives, the examiner

is in a position to make a legal
judgment about which alterna-
tive constitutes an appropriate
balance between the rights of
the interested parties, rather
than an aesthetic judgment, per
se. While there would necessar-
ily be aesthetic consequences of
any alternative the court might
select, those consequences
would be a by-product of a de-
cision more properly concerned
with balancing rights.

To carry the scenario one
step further, let us suppose that
a visual simulation, either nego-
tiated between the agency and
the riparian landowner or me-
diated and imposed by the judi-
cial system, becomes a part of
the contract—e.g., a five-year
projection about the visual ap-
pearance of the property as a
set of conditions pursuant to the
granting of a permit. How, five
years from now, would one
know whether or not such a
visually based contract had been
breached or not? The judgment
now called for is a relatively
simple one in a judicial context
compared to a judgment about
the aesthetic value of a land-
scape: namely, one must decide
whether or not the existing situ-
ation, as it came to be after five
years, is reasonably similar to
the visual conditions depicted in
the contract. Indeed, certain
kinds of simple grid or raster
overlay systems, now supported
in many functioning, commer-
cially available GIS systems,
could be developed to quantify
the degree of similarity.

The scenario portrayed
above is only one among many
possible. Another obvious possi-
ble use for negotiated “visual”



legal contracts is in the area of
landscape restoration where aes-
thetics may be an objective
either by choice or by legal
mandate (e.g., mining reclama-
tion). In this instance, contracts
might well be comprised by
some indicators of ecological in-
tegrity coupled with visual sim-
ulations depicting a mutually
agreed upon aesthetic outcome
of the restoration effort.

There are, of course,
many issues to be resolved be-
fore the scenarios described
above begin to find their way
into the aesthetic policy arena.
How does the state of our eco-
logical knowledge affect our
ability to predict future appear-
ances, and within what limits of
accuracy, precision and reliabil-
ity? And how would such scien-
tific uncertainties be regarded
under the law? Nevertheless, if
existing aesthetic policies, much
less new initiatives, are effec-
tively to be implemented, the
implications and issues sur-
rounding the scenarios de-
scribed above will have to be
explored. Such exploration will
require the multidisciplinary ef-
forts of environmental planners
and managers working with the
legal community as well as rep-
resentatives of the natural and
social sciences.

Perceptually Based
Performance Standards

People, especially resi-
dents of rural areas, are notor-
1ously reluctant to adopt local
regulations which might protect
the appearance of the landscape
from potentially aesthetically
unacceptable change. While the
Teasons for such reluctance go

far beyond aesthetic issues
alone, this phenomenon might
be in part attributable to:

* The inability of people to picture
the aesthetic consequences of fu-
ture possible changes to local
landscapes under existing regula-
tions or a “no regulation” situa-
tion.

* An inability to link the provisions
of proposed regulations, which
are most often communicated in
written form (e.g., “Thou shalt
not . ..”), to visual images depict-
ing future aesthetic consequences
the provisions may afford or
deny.

* An historical lack of efficient,
cost-effective technical means,
which would allow proposed reg-
ulatory language to be adjusted
to preferred, concretely imaged,
aesthetic outcomes of alternative
future landscape change in the
context of local decision-making.

The result of the situa-
tion described here is likely to
be a series of disputes over the
language and provisions of var-
ious existing or proposed regu-
lations reflecting a pro-develop-
ment versus status-quo
dimension. A more productive
approach would be to identify
the limits of aesthetically unac-
ceptable change based on re-
sponses to simulated images of
the appearances of future land-
scapes. Such limits might then
be used in the drafting of regu-
latory language which provides
for growth and development,
but within aesthetic constraints
imposed not only by legislative
mandates, but by shared, visu-
ally concrete expectations and
preferences people express for
how they want their local land-
scapes to look in the future.

Ilustrative of this con-
cept is recent legislation in Wis-

consin creating the Lower Wis-
consin State Riverway.
Achieving a balance between lo-
cal landowner rights and the
clear intention behind the crea-
tion of the riverway to protect
the scenic beauty of the area is
likely to be an arduous process.
The legislation establishes a
LWR Riverway Commission
comprised of local residents,
and requires that development
within the 92.5-mile-long corri-
dor be “visually inconspicuous.”
To a large degree, the determi-
nation of the objective condi-
tions which will be regarded as
inconspicuous is left to the Riv-
erway Commission.

In the School of Natural
Resources at the University of
Wisconsin-Madison, we are us-
ing imaging technology to cre-
ate “probable” scenarios and
“worst case” scenarios through
simulations that depict how the
river valley might look in the
future: (1) with no additional
regulations in effect, (2} with
varying degrees of projected
participation in voluntary pro-
grams such as farmland preser-
vation, (3) subject to existing
administrative rules, and most
importantly, (4) under various
specific provisions the Riverway
Commission may adopt in order
to operationalize the legisla-
tively mandated performance
requirement that development
be visually inconspicuous.

Image processing is ide-
ally suited for a technical assis-
tance function in land-use pol-
icy deliberations such as that
described for the Lower Wiscon-
sin River. Imaging technology is
already being used in this role
to some extent: Pitt and Nas-
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sauer (1989) in rural environ-
ments; Murray and Law (1986)
in small-town main streets; and
Orland (personal communica-
tion) in the urban environment
whereby a community asked for
assistance in understanding the
aesthetic consequences of a pol-
icy which would require that
utilities be placed underground.

In terms of research,
video-imaging is ideally suited
to establishing mathematical re-
lations, which can be converted
to regulatory language, between
finely discriminable changes to
selected manageable characteris-
tics of the landscape and human
reaction to such change. The
work of Gregory Buhyoff at Vir-
ginia Polytechnic University and
his associates is a good exam-
pte. They consistently find a log
function to describe such rela-
tions: e.g., when damage caused
by southern pine beetles ex-
ceeds 3 percent, judgments of
visual quality decline markedly
(Buhyoff and Leuschner 1979).
Findings such as these have
profound landscape manage-
ment policy implications, e.g., a
policy concerned with forest
aesthetics in which substantial
intervention efforts were man-
dated when pine beetle damage
exceeded 10 percent would be
costly and wholly ineffective
from an aesthetic perspective.
The reader is left to consider
other similar situations, such as
fire control on federal lands,
where aesthetic matters are to
bé a part of the overall policy
analysis.

Aesthetic Damages

Despoliation of our land-
scape aesthetic resources is an
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everyday occurrence. Even if we
became effective in protecting
the beauty of many landscapes
through planning, design and
policy initiatives, there would
still be numerous instances of
violations. Unfortunately, eco-
nomic analyses have not tradi-
tionally accounted for unmar-
keted resources such as
aesthetics. Kelso (1972) notes
that by excluding “nonpecuni-
aries” (such as aesthetics) from
economic trade-off decisions,
they have entered the system as
though they were free, as if
they were .. . limitlessly abun-
dant and their depletion or de-
terioration or exhaustion or en-
hancement for that matter have
no value to anybody now or in
the future’” (Kelso 1972, p. 11).

The bottom line is that,
in the advancement of a stew-
ardship role, it would be most
useful to have policies calling
for the assessment of monetary
penalties for aesthetic damages.
In that regard, image-processing
might play a role.

As one example, about
two years ago the city of Lake
Geneva, Wisconsin, contacted
me about a most interesting
problem. The cablevision com-
pany was refusing to pay its
franchise fees for reasons not
pertinent to the discussion here.
One of the city’s legal strategies
was to claim that by stringing
cable wires along city-owned
rights of way, the company was
causing visual blight in the
community. The city would be
willing to let the blight continue
if a portion of the franchise fee
would be regarded as compen-
sation to the city for the visual
blight. In this case, simulations
were created showing the effect

of undergrounding in neighbor-
hoods, where wires were above
ground as well as erecting cable
wires in new neighborhoods,
where they had been under-
grounded. These simulations
were then used in the context of
an economic-contingent evalua-
tion study of home purchase
values and their attendant as-
sessed valuation. Differences of
$7,000 in reported willingness
to pay were common in neigh-
borhoods with homes in the
$85,000 range.

In a second example, a
wealthy landowner in the Lake
Tahoe Basin cut down over
thirty trees on U.S. Forest Ser-
vice property in order to im-
prove his view. The Forest Ser-
vice landscape architect reported
(personal communication) that
he was working with the land
appraiser and legal staff to de-
velop a case. It is likely that
monetary damages associated
with aesthetic values would be
higher than that of the replace-
ment cost of the trees alone
(e.g., Niemann and Chenoweth
1985). Computerized simula-
tions of the original views, both
from the landowner’s property
as well as pre-cut simulated
views associated with travel cor-
ridors and the tourism industry
could be used to help establish
a dollar value associated with
the aesthetic damages.

Conclusion

The adoption of image-
processing technology, together
with other computer develop-
ments such as land and geo-
graphic information systems,
will create a unique informa-



tional basis and impetus for the
initiation, implementation and
evaluation of aesthetic policies.
The various kinds of roles de-
scribed here probably only
scratch the surface of possibili-
ties. The important point is that
if land planners and managers
are to be effective in meeting
their stewardship responsibilities
as well as existing legal man-
dates, imaging technology must
join the set of tools that will en-
sure that the public, in the final
analysis, is the essential instru-
ment of land use policy.
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