i L ONEDEF

M E A Study on the Role of Cityscape Management System
for Cityscape Identity Management
—Focused on 23 Wards in Tokyo, Japan
EHRBT AT T 47 4 —DOEFEO = O TR BE L A
T L ORENBET D 7E— R 2 3 XA RZ L LT)

(A3r) Thiscityscape identity is formed based on a certain political, economical,
and social circumstance within a specific place and time, so that the cityscape
identity of one city is different from that of another city. Various tangible and
intangible components of cityscape—Tfrom physical elements such as buildings, open
spaces, and spatial structure, to socio—cultural elements such as people, activities,
and the interactions among them—enable us to associate a representative image with
each city. Cityscape identity is generated when a place is discerned by such elements,
and it becomes the measure by which people come to recognize a city as “the city.”
With the advent of the localization era followed by economic stability, many local
cities and towns in Japan have recognized the significance of cityscape management
and cityscape planning as a means for developing their own city identities, which
creates an economical advantage over other cities and thereby safeguards the city’s
competitiveness in the long run . In particular, in order to support and improve
the quality of life of citizens as well as to promote city competition in manifold
ways, cityscape management is an indispensable strategy that enables planners to
discover and foster a desirable identity for a city. Moreover, cityscape management
views the city’s future identity multi—-dimensionally from various perspectives,
compared to urban planning systems such as land uses, circulation systems, and
district plans, which are confined to only two—dimensional matters. In this context,
each local government in Japan has begun to give priority to cityscape management
plans and policies and tried to discover—reorganize—visualize distinctive cityscape
features, cityscape identity.

The boom of establishing a unique cityscape management system in local cities from



the late 1970s to the early 1990s, which had been—some cities have still
been—mainly drawn by the National Government of Japan, indicates general concern
about city identity management through the lens of cityscape management. Under these
social circumstances, local cities in Japan have devoted themselves to introducing
adequate cityscape management systems, and some of them have been very successful
in dealing with their own cityscape identity, while others have not. That is because
the latter failed to understand the essential qualities based on their own historical
background and the present condition through a holistic approach.

Thus, it is necessary for cities to adopt appropriate cityscape identity management
systems by considering and expressing their own urban context and to beware of the
transformation of agreed unification into uniformity. The first thing to do,
therefore, is to understand the basis of a city by trying to understand it from
various perspectives, from the development of human culture to the use of land, while
clarifying the concepts related to cityscape identity management in parallel, which
is helpful for setting the direction in introducing cityscape identity management
tools. The following chapter will briefly mention general definitions and
interpretations of the terms used in the study and suggest new definitions necessary
to proceed in this study.

The major premise for all these works was that the cityscape of every city has been
and would be changed, under the influence of each management system and any effort
to manage it, and the best way to manage cityscapes while considering their unique
characteristics could be found. The objective for the current study was therefore
to determine the most appropriate cityscape identity management system and evaluate
its significance as a way to help establish unique management systems for each ward
and city in metropolitan Tokyo. As for this, the exact meaning and confine the range
of terminologies used in further study was clarified first, and then the management
systems and activities concerning cityscape identity in the cities of Tokyo, where
the local government plays a major role in cityscape management was analyzed. Also,
it was investigated whether and how management tools have been adapted to the
cityscapes and how they affect each city. After providing a theoretical foundation
and explicating the mechanisms of cityscape management systems in each city, their
effectiveness between cities and evaluate them was evaluated, so as to suggest the
most appropriate cityscape identity management system for each city, which was the
ultimate goal of this study. In this way, the present research concentrated on the
appropriateness and effectiveness of management techniques, which fit a particular

context, holding the potential for devising new approaches.



As one of the fastest growing cities having a great potential to be completely changed
with new and creative cityscapes and the most historic old capitals exhibiting in
various historical cityscapes at the same time in Japan, the 23 ward area of the
Tokyo Metropolitan City clearly was chosen as the study area of this study; These
abundance and diversity of cityscape identities which can be easily damaged if there
is no proper management system. Also, 23 wards of the Tokyo Metropolitan City has
established and implemented the most representative local cityscape management
systems; with the Local Government Law established, each local city including the
23 wards has developed its own cityscape management system independently since the
1980s, and each system of these individual 23 wards can be representative of the
rest of the local-level cities of Japan. Furthermore, because it has been about one
to two decades since local cities of Tokyo introduced cityscape management systems,
and some of them are preparing to revise the existing system or introduce a new one,

it is the proper time to evaluate their performance so far.

As the methodology, this study first reviewed pertinent studies such as existing
research related to the general concept of cityscape/landscape, the development
process of cityscape identity, the cityscape management system, and the conservation
activities related to historic landscapes; legal documents such as laws and
ordinances about cityscape/landscape, minutes recorded at the Cityscape Council
meetings; urban planning documents such as design guidelines of cityscape/landscape
for each ward; and all the records of relevant undertaken projects and citizen
activities such as project brochures, pamphlets, newsletters, and the web pages of
each ward. Moreover, in—depth interviews with officials in charge of cityscape
management in each ward will be performed. This work then focused on the
classification process of cityscape management systems according to the
characteristic and function drawn by the previous review, so as to elucidate the
differences between wards and evaluate the appropriateness

Focusing on how the recognition of cityscape management has emerged and expanded
to the establishment of a cityscape management system at the national level, Chapter
Two reviewed several relevant systems used by the Japanese national government in
the city planning fields that have affected cityscape management activities, as well
as the cityscape management systems themselves. Interestingly, the management of
the cityscape has been addressed under the Law as an obligation of the government,
and various city planning systems control it with detailed guidelines and

regulations. Moreover, it was found that a paradigm shift from prioritizing the



quantitative aspects of city planning to considering the qualitative aspects
together has raised awareness about the importance of cityscape management from
recent days.

Based on the previous review, further research about the development of the cityscape
management system at the regional and local levels was carried out to understand
how substantially the national-level systems are reflected and implemented in the
sub—level’s systems, by examining the cases of the TOkyd Metropolitan Government
and the 23 special wards of the TMG in the next chapters; the cityscape management
system of the Tokyo Metropolitan Government which has been changing from
comprehensive approaches to individual and specific approaches with stress placed
on each ward’s independent role was reviewed in Chapter Three. Chapter Four took
a closer look at the cityscape characteristics of each ward through its formation
process by focusing on three main factors that comprised the cityscape of the 23
wards to derive the cityscape identity of each ward. It was found that the various
influencing factors have played an important role in keeping or changing the original
cityscape and creating its identity, and based on this historical background and
circumstance of each ward, Chapters 5 and 6 analyzed the cityscape management system
of the 23 wards; first, the 23 wards were divided into two groups first. One is a
group of eight wards implementing cityscape management systems on the legal basis
of their own, such as a cityscape ordinance, cityscape plans and guidelines, or a
preliminary notification system concerning only the ward’s own cityscape, which were
introduced independently of those of the upper organization, Tokyo Metropolitan
Government. The other is a group of the remaining fifteen wards controlling
cityscapes under the urban planning systems of their own or adopting Tokyo’s
cityscape ordinance or cityscape planning as a legal basis.

In Chapter Five, eight wards implementing cityscape management systems based on
their own legal management tools was analyzed such as Bunkyo ward, Chiyoda ward,
Kita ward, Koto ward, Setagaya ward, Taito ward and Toshima ward, concerning the
introduction time of the cityscape management systems including the cityscape
ordinance and its background, and the implementation circumstance of each management
tool including the method of area division, the range of objects being managed, and
the kinds of objects that require notification to the ward office. The systems
reviewed was categorized into three groups, legal systems such as cityscape
ordinances and cityscape planning, devices for implementing or supporting those
legal systems such as a pre—notification system or pre—counseling on new building

development, and tools related to publicity activities and the encouragement of



citizen participation. Finally, a further look at the deficiencies or difficulties
encountered so far in implementing the cityscape management system was carried out,
through interviews with officials in charge of each ward. This review found that
the 8 wards with their own cityscape ordinances and planning systems, have developed
the basic tools in their own ways while implementing cityscape management systems
based on similar principles and methods.

Lastly, Chapter Six reviewed 15 wards with indirect cityscape management systems,
in order to clarify their characteristics and draw some implications about other
Japanese cities in similar conditions. The 15 wards was first categorized into five
groups, which are the wards managing the cityscape through the District Planning,
the wards managing the cityscape through the active participation of citizens, the
wards managing the cityscape using mixed methods, the wards managing only the limited
district’s cityscape, and the wards without any special systems for managing the
cityscape. Each group was investigated through pertinent materials and in—depth
interviews with officials in charge, focusing on the main cityscape management tool,
contents and details of the coverage of each tool, through examining with what system
and how the ward manages the cityscape by which department of the ward, citizens’
interest and participation and any educational activities to attract people’s
attention to cityscape management and involve them in the process, other relevant
particulars that should be mentioned, and deficiencies and solutions. This review
found that the wards that had not established an exclusive cityscape management
system and certainly had implemented fewer cityscape management tools using the word
‘cityscape’ in their title, from just one tool to a maximum of seven tools, which
amounted to half the number found in the wards with exclusive cityscape management
systems reviewed in Chapter Five. However, the specifics of each ward varied in
actuality; not only were there wards giving low priority to cityscape management,
but also there were wards actively utilizing other tools in managing their cityscapes
in practice, even some that did not realize that those activities could be considered
formal and official “cityscape management.” Nonetheless, it is certain that citizens’
awareness of cityscape management still has an important role in cityscape
management with or without a formal system, and thus the significance of educational
activities about cityscape management can never be overstressed. Consequently, the
most ideal cityscape management system, in terms of its feasibility as implemented
by both the executer — the ward — and citizens directly concerned with their
surrounding cityscape, was found in wards where the ward and its citizens together

were greatly concerned about the surrounding cityscape and the management of its



identity, and therefore cooperated with each other, thus facilitating the

realization of an effective cityscape management system.



