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APPENDIX 1  FEEDBACK COMMENTS ON TREE AMENITY SURVE Y 
 
 
The following comments are reproduced as 
recorded except for spelling. The gender 
and age group of the respondent is included 
with each comment.  The comments are 
shown in the numerical order.  
 
 
 
Although the survey was about trees, I was 
influenced by things such as colour and 
shapes as well. F 45-64 
 
Very subjective - colour played quite a roll in 
determining which landscapes I preferred I 
must admit and I just like a certain look. Also 
some landscapes without trees are beautiful. 
Not sure what you are going to do with these 
results and what you will find out as for me it 
was just what I like looking at. You missed out 
an age group too I think. F 25 -44 
 
I was not quite sure as to whether to look just 
at the health and appearance of the trees, or 
to look at the landscape overall. F 65+ 
 
Composition of photo/focal length of shot may 
be artificial influencers of responses. M 44-64 
 
Thanks Andrew, easy to use & convenient 
through the internet survey Jill Brooks. F 45-
64 
 
Lots and lots of trees with no understorey, 
pretty useless from a biodiversity and natural 
system mimicry standpoint. Looks like it's fed 
by a single hypothesis with no complexity or 
contest, I'm worried about how it's going to be 
interpreted. M 25-44 
 
My valuation/assessment of the environment 
is obviously a moveable feast - very relative. I 
tended to rate an individual assessment by 
comparing with the previous scene. M 45-64 
 
Is the fact that certain colours may be more 
attractive than others taken into account? F 
25-44 
 
There's nothing quite like taking part in a 
visual survey. I'm sure the doubled images 
were included to make us doubt our first 
assumptions? Perhaps they were included to 
compare images against one another. M 18-
24 
 
Once I had started I was unsure if I was meant 
to be judging the attractiveness of the 

vegetation only or the scenery in general - in 
some cases there are landscapes which are 
attractive for other reasons. Thanks. F 25-44 
 
It was difficult to determine from the photos 
whether systems were intact - hard to see if 
grasses were native or introduced. So it felt 
like I was probably biased against native 
grassland / open woodland that I would 
appreciate if I was there in person. Similarly 
mountainous landscapes were appealing but 
in person one could tell if they were healthy 
systems or weed infested etc. have fun with 
the survey. F 25-44 
 
A great way to submit the survey! M 18-24 
 
The idea for this kind of survey is great. 
However, there did seem to be a lot of the 
same sort of pictures (a few Eucalypts in a 
degraded pasture land). Can make completing 
the survey a little tedious and therefore lose 
interest.... F 25-44 
 
Found myself judging most landscapes on 
whether I would like to be actually in them or 
not! I may also have judged a bit harshly as I 
was comparing them to what I've seen in my 
lifetime. Good luck. F 25-44 
 
Hi Andrew, I am one of the students you gave 
a talk to recently at Adelaide Uni. For that 
reason, knowing the commonly high-rating 
scenes as well as low, and that the 
proportions of green vegetation to dry ground 
affect 'attractiveness', i found that my 
judgement was influenced to an extent. For 
instance, i saw the picture of the sandhills and 
was about to rate it an 8, but then saw the 
footprints and remembered you mentioned 
them.... and so rated it a 7. Anyway, good luck 
with your study. F 18-24 
 
2000 clicks later I have completed the survey. 
Not sure if it is my internet setup but this 
survey's code is faulty. I feel my decisions 
were based heavily on the amount of green in 
the picture. Hence the same scene in summer 
and winter may have heavily varying scores. 
This was not deliberate but how I felt about the 
scene. M 25-44 
 
There is a vast difference between close and 
more panoramic pictures - there is also a vast 
difference between a picture and the real thing 
- other aspects come into the real thing. M 25-
44 
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Isolated trees or remnants in agricultural 
surroundings is depressing given the 
associated clearance. F 18-24 
 
I found it an interesting way to survey, 
especially with the repetition of numerous 
scenes! The amenity value of a scene 
depends on more than the presence or 
absence of a tree or trees. It also depends on 
one's personal values, including what one 
knows about the benefits of the retention of a 
single tree as opposed to a stand of trees, 
together with their understorey plants. F 45-64 
 
The survey is very interesting and hopefully 
the results will be published. I trust responses 
will not be lead into thinking that a few trees in 
a degraded over-grazed landscape is 
attractive. I do not support the degradation of 
our natural landscapes for marginal 
agricultural purposes - so had difficulty grading 
images of landscapes which showed good 
remnant vegetation separated from grazing 
land. Similarly vineyards are attractive in an 
accepted agricultural setting - but too much 
vineyard in place of natural vegetation is 
unacceptable. Isolated patches of Eucalypts 
unprotected from grazing is a sorry sight when 
we know that it is essential to maintain at least 
corridors of natural vegetation/landscape 
protected from agriculture, grazing and pest 
plants. In the end I hope we will realise that 
the zoning and control of non-urban land (use 
and development) is even more important than 
landuse controls in urban areas. Australia 
cannot afford to be raped for short-term 
agricultural gain in a global free trading 
circumstance. We have yet to define and 
cherish our limited agricultural land while 
maintaining a good balance of natural or semi 
natural landscapes. We need to take note of 
areas of Europe that cherish their limited 
agricultural land despite EEC and US 
pressures. M 45-64 
 
Some lovely photos, couldn't help but wonder 
about the angle of the photo and the close up 
of some shots affecting the attractiveness of 
the scene. Also time of day etc. but i guess 
you are factoring all that in. F 25-44 
 
I found it difficult to treat the close-ups of 
individual trees - as in isolation I really liked 
them - half dead or not, but relative to a scene 
with wider angle and containing more trees I 
had to give them lower scores (I think that is 
what I was doing anyway). So I guess I think I 
was treating them differently when I should 
have been treating them on their merits (may 
have lifted scores for individual trees if I did 

this a second time). And comparing vegetation 
with sea, rocks and mountains was difficult 
too, as I tried to look at the vegetation 
associated with the speccy hills etc, the more 
degraded the eg associated with the lovely 
rocky hills/sea etc, the lower it rated in my 
mind, even though the general scene was 
nice. I would have liked to review my choices 
as I changed my views part way through and 
there was no way to undo / change my 
responses. F 25-44 
 
Close ups always make trees look more 
impressive. I've rated on personal eye appeal, 
which is probably what you wanted. But 
habitat usefulness should really be the most 
important factor in decisions over whether 
trees should be removed or not. F 65+ 
 
I am sure some of the pictures were repeated 
- it would be interesting to note what the 
comparative scores were each time! I also 
gave high ratings to scenes with water (even 
where there were no trees) as I have a 
particular love of the sea etc. Also higher 
scores to central Adelaide hills pics, eg 
Piccadilly Valley, as I am a resident of the 
hills-the landscapes are familiar. I would be 
interested to see the results of the survey. F 
25-44 
 
Hi Andrew, Good to hear from you again, and 
on this project, remember discussions years 
ago about it. Phil Brennan. M 45-64 
 
My choices were influenced by composure (sic 
– composition?) of the landscape and different 
seasons as well as experience / familiarity with 
different landscapes. Cheers. M 25-44 
 
It seemed to me that i was looking at the same 
photo more than once on a few occasions. F 
18-24 
 
Trees within a landscape should be 
appropriate to the landscape. Some 
introduced species seem like weeds and not 
all landscapes need trees. Tree shapes are 
important when trees are isolated and dead 
wood makes the landscape appear to be 
under severe stress or dying. F 45-64 
 
There were too many photos. I was tired by 
the end and answering to finish rather than 
giving fair consideration. F 45-64 
 
The scenic shots were more enjoyable and 
hence I think I scored these higher as I was 
able to view the trees as part of the whole 
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landscape rather than single tree in a paddock 
with no background view. F 25-44 
 
Throughout the survey I couldn’t help but think 
about the similarities in the photos that I 
ranked with a high score - these seemed to 
have the presence of water, more trees than 
less or no trees at all (ie barren landscapes), 
what I thought look like native vegetation, 
coastal vistas and some concept of being 
"undisturbed" (that is not just looking at 
remnant vegetation. It was very difficult to 
distinguish between some photos - especially 
those pictures of one or two or a stand of 
eucalypts, the understorey appeared to 
become important in ranking those photos. F 
25-44 
 
It was a bit long and I thought there could 
have been more variation of the images in the 
earlier part of the survey. M 25-44 
 
I was influenced by the health of the trees 
shown. M 25-44 
 
Too much emphasis on highly modified 
landscapes - lots of senescing trees amongst 
pastures. I'd like to see more representation of 
relatively pristine arid lands and coastal 
environments and also some of the wetter hills 
and gully environments. There are also no 
urban or near-urban landscape images - have 
a look at places like Hazelwood Park and First 
and Second Creek catchments, Cleland. 
Beyond that have a look at Flinders Chase, 
Murray lands conservation parks, Deep Creek. 
M 45-64 
 
Probably too many similar scenes - it got a bit 
much trying to decide whether I liked it or not. 
M 45-64 
 
I believe I was seeing the same images at 
times, and i also felt that when i saw an image 
that was high rating then i generally rated 
higher on the lower rating images directly 
after. F 25-44 
 
Tricky! Same trees depending whether close 
up or distant have different amenity value! F 
45-64 
 
Quality of photograph affects my scenic 
appreciation of landscape. M 45-64 
 
Scene 150 went through too fast and was 
rated as 10 - it was more like 5. F 45-64 
(respondent 261) 
 

This took me 45 minutes due to slow internet. 
It is hard to concentrate on answers for that 
long. Not many of the scenes had good 
understorey, was there a reason for that? F 
45-64 
 
Lots of agricultural images! Most of the Desert 
shots seemed to be largely intact ecosystems. 
Would've been good to see some degraded 
desert images. M 25-44 
 
Aesthetics to me is where there is little 
introduced species, and where there is no 
degradation. F 18-24 
 
That was a lot of photos. Would it have been 
possible to edit the survey a little? M 25-44 
 
I think that too much depends on the photo 
especially the way that the photographer 
chooses to frame the subject and his/her 
particular skill in framing, as well as the 
weather on the day and the time of year and 
season. I know that duplicate shots tried to 
take this into account but am not convinced. I 
know the view looking out across Petrel Cove 
from the Bluff and on most times that I have 
seen it have been in awe of the magnificence 
of the view, but with your fairly average photo 
of it I couldn’t bring my self to rate it very 
highly with that photo in front of me. M 45-64 
 
Some of the pictures while illustrating the 
value of isolated trees in the landscape, 
highlighted the lack of regrowth in any areas 
farmed or grazed. M 45-64 
 
I seemed to make my choice based on how 
much native vegetation there was remaining in 
the picture, rather than 'beauty'. I also think 
knowing the region that the photo was taken 
could sway my opinion too e.g. a desert is 
meant to look fairly barren and so it can look 
beautiful, however land cleared for cropping is 
barren but it is not beautiful. I hope this makes 
sense. F 25-44 
 
Trees are important but also the context in 
which they appear. ie the extent of the 
naturalness and sustainability of the situation. 
ie a 'nice' tree alone in a paddock is nice to 
look at but not a natural, sustainable and 
therefore satisfying visage. M 45-64 
 
Thanks Andrew I thought it was an interesting 
exercise. I found myself weighing up the 
magnificence of some trees to the barren farm 
landscape surrounding. I was tempted to give 
a higher score just for the tree, without 
including the surrounding farmland, but I found 
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in the end the farmland still detracted from the 
overall amenity of the scene. Thanks again. M 
25-44 
 
Thanks - nice start to my day! Although i was 
expecting a joke, given the person who sent 
me the email... am pleasantly surprised by the 
content! F 25-44 
 
The photos are of poor quality and it is hard to 
determine what species are present. Also it is 
hard to base the survey purely on amenity 
values and to determine whether it is the 
overall scene or sections of vegetation within 
the picture that you should be basing this on. I 
wouldn't allow any of the vegetation to be 
cleared in the photos shown except for the 
pastures and grape vines. F 25-44 
 
While I found the survey interesting to do, it 
took quite a bit longer than I thought it would. 
It would be good to have an indication at the 
bottom of each page of how many scenes 
there are in total, so one knows how much left 
there is to go. I was beginning to think it would 
never end, which made me feel more 
impatient in doing my ratings and may have 
affected them negatively towards the end. It 
would also be good to able to review the 
ratings, eg by having thumbnails at the end 
with one's rating under each, to try and get 
them more consistent. As I went on, I got more 
of an idea of what I liked in a landscape, and it 
did make me want to change some of my 
previous ratings. I think the things I respond to 
in a landscape most are greenness, 
seascapes, and the beauty of an obviously 
natural landscape such as the sand dunes and 
outback scenes where man's interference has 
been minimal. And if the trees are obviously in 
poor health it does detract from the scene. But 
I would certainly prefer a tree in poor health to 
none at all! F 45-64 
 
There is something odd about having 
individual trees in the landscape. An appealing 
scene seems to have a number of 
complementary objects. M 45-64 
 
I like arid and coastal landscapes where I do 
not always expect trees. I tend to look at the 
health of the landscape ie are trees in good 
condition and is there understorey. M 45-64 
 
Nicest landscapes were with lots of green and 
water. F 25-44 
 
I'm a bit concerned about the logic behind this 
survey. Is it not possible that people who 
undertake the survey may be rating the photos 

based on how aesthetically pleasing they find 
a given photo? And don't broad scale 
landscape style photos (especially from a high 
vantage point) always appeal more? Also how 
are you taking into account the effect of each 
photo's composition on the survey results? I 
guess my main concern is that you might be 
getting a good answer to the question "which 
of these photos is the prettiest", but not to the 
question "how much effect do trees have on 
the aesthetic amenity of the landscape." That 
said, good luck. M 25-44 
 
I really think great consideration should be 
taken prior to any vegetation being removed. 
People don't seem to like trees, what is it??? 
Leave the vegetation for the wildlife to enjoy, 
or have we forgotten they need a home too.! F 
25-44 
 
It took three people in our workplace between 
15- 18 minutes- so you may need to adjust the 
time factor? Curious to know what the 
information will be used for, by the end I was 
thinking someone might like it for favourite 
shots for calendar pics! F 25-44 
 
It would be interesting to find out if people 
perceive trees differently depending on how 
close the photo is and how much an individual 
tree fills the frame, i.e. trees close by vs trees 
in the distance and tall trees vs short trees. F 
25-44 
 
Dr Lothian, This is an excellent exercise. Was 
quite helpful to me to find which images I felt 
pleased by. I did not expect to be as adverse 
to the dead timber or bare ground. It was not 
until around number 90 that I stopped thinking 
as hard and became more accepting of the 
base image. Also surprising at how many 
images that are recognisable. I would 
appreciate a copy of your paper if published. 
Ben. ypw@netyp.com.au M 25-44 
 
The decision would be easier to make if the 
species names were shown with the picture. M 
25-44 
 
I think that my opinions may have altered as i 
completed the survey but not in any structured 
way except to say the monotony of the pasture 
understorey / eucalypt tree overstorey 
association became less pleasing over time 
and natural scenes became more beautiful to 
me partly because they were different and 
made for a welcome change. i probably should 
have looked more closely at some of the 
degraded landscapes because i didn't rate any 
below 3 but even an old and tired landscape 
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looks good when you've been stuck in an 
office all day. M 25-44 
 
Ten minutes! It took me an hour and a quarter. 
You know, I used to like trees. I will hold you 
responsible for any arborial nightmares 
suffered. M 25-44 
 
Thoroughly enjoyable. I think my criteria 
changed as I was completing the survey, but 
being an expat South Aussie in Sydney, it 
made me feel completely and desperately 
homesick by the end! Thank you for that. M 
25-44 
 
It is difficult to compare Apples with pears. But 
definitely trees and NATIVE vegetation make 
a huge aesthetics difference. F 25-44 
 
The fact that we knew what the purpose of the 
survey was (eg to influence stand alone tree 
policy) probably impacted upon the results of 
the survey ?? F 25-44 
 
There's a lot of psychology in this! It was 
difficult not to rate the picture instead of the 
landscape. There were very few photos which 
included natural understory, healthy or 
otherwise. A tree's place in a landscape can 
only be evaluated through its relationship to 
the vitality of the landscape (otherwise it may 
as well be a cardboard cutout). In which case, 
the health of the tree, the diversity of the biota, 
the age of the living organisms, and the 
interaction of agencies such as man form a set 
of mutually interdependent relationships which 
make up the whole. I mostly low-graded 
individual species, or those appearing in low 
health, or apparent monocultures. Enjoyable 
exercise. Thanks. M 45-64 
 
Results were determined on the attractiveness 
associated with the trees as requested. M 45-
64 
 
I wonder at the significance of public 
perceptions of the value of trees in the 
landscape. Surely it is more important to 

assess their ecosystem function and educate 
the public accordingly? M 25-44 
 
Took too long - started to lose interest. M 25-
44 
 
I found it very subjective. I think if I was 
travelling on holiday I would appreciate some 
scenes more in relation to the nature of the 
environment they are in. At different stages 
through the survey I found myself thinking 
about the greenness of the scene regardless 
of the type of vegetation or, the health of the 
main tree(s) or, how the scene would compare 
if the tree(s) weren’t there or, distant trees 
being a welcome relief to the sown or cleared 
field. If I was on site I might appreciate the 
character of a lonely tree and would want to 
go and see it more closely. I tend to prefer an 
indication of the natural vegetation and to try 
and appreciate it for what it represents eg the 
red of the desert plains with low scrub and 
animal habitat when I may feel hot and looking 
for shade. F 45-64 
 
I would like a copy of the results of the survey 
if possible and can be contacted by email at 
rebok69@yahoo.com It would be interesting to 
know if the person completing the survey has 
a natural resources background ie. works on a 
farm, works as a bushcare volunteer or is 
natural resource management proffesional. In 
my case this experience has coloured my 
opinion of the landscape pictures. Great 
survey, Bok M 25-44 
 
I am attracted to a fully natural environment 
rather than grassy cow paddocks. M 45-64 
 
Andrew - finally got it up - congratulations on a 
cunningly designed test! Cheers Ian 
Kirkegaard M 45-64 
 
I would like to see the results of the survey - 
veronica@bluep.com M 25-44 
 
Very good, should have more survey's that are 
similar. Let’s hope it helps save our native 
vegetation!! F 25-44 
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APPENDIX 2  APPLICATION OF MODEL TO 112 SCENES  
 

Scene  Model Rating 
Diff 

(R-S) % diff. Scene  Model Rating 
Diff 

(R-S) % diff. 
1 5.40 5.87 0.47 8.01 57 5.86 6.5 0.64 9.85 
2 6.21 6.07 -0.14 -2.31 58 6.16 6.55 0.39 5.95 
3 5.86 5.87 0.01 0.17 59 5.47 5.82 0.35 6.01 
4 5.75 6.85 1.1 16.06 60 6.40 7.12 0.72 10.11 
5 6.27 5.95 -0.32 -5.38 61 5.37 5.5 0.13 2.36 
6 5.34 5.3 -0.04 -0.75 62 6.40 6.7 0.3 4.48 
7 5.53 6.37 0.84 13.19 63 5.75 5.33 -0.42 -7.88 
8 4.53 5.27 0.74 14.04 64 4.94 4.53 -0.41 -9.05 
9 5.95 5.95 0 0.00 65 5.18 4.3 -0.88 -20.47 

10 5.29 5.87 0.58 9.88 66 6.51 6.8 0.29 4.26 
11 5.51 6.13 0.62 10.11 67 5.75 5.2 -0.55 -10.58 
12 5.70 5.42 -0.28 -5.17 68 5.75 5.12 -0.63 -12.30 
13 5.69 5.2 -0.49 -9.42 69 5.58 5.4 -0.18 -3.33 
14 5.35 5.15 -0.2 -3.88 70 5.12 5.63 0.51 9.06 
15 5.34 6.53 1.19 18.22 71 6.40 5.55 -0.85 -15.32 
16 6.21 5.95 -0.26 -4.37 72 4.82 4.55 -0.27 -5.93 
17 6.21 6.43 0.22 3.42 73 5.69 5.7 0.01 0.18 
18 5.70 5.8 0.1 1.72 74 4.81 5.57 0.76 13.64 
19 5.34 5.57 0.23 4.13 75 5.44 5.48 0.04 0.73 
20 5.18 5.65 0.47 8.32 76 4.86 4.9 0.04 0.82 
21 5.48 5.72 0.24 4.20 77 5.59 6.72 1.13 16.82 
22 5.51 5.78 0.27 4.67 78 6.10 6.53 0.43 6.58 
23 5.64 5.6 -0.04 -0.71 79 6.12 6.35 0.23 3.62 
24 5.71 5.95 0.24 4.03 80 5.35 5.17 -0.18 -3.48 
25 5.64 5.33 -0.31 -5.82 81 5.65 5.28 -0.37 -7.01 
26 5.58 5.33 -0.25 -4.69 82 5.00 5.25 0.25 4.76 
27 4.36 4.17 -0.19 -4.56 83 5.47 5.05 -0.42 -8.32 
28 6.16 6.62 0.46 6.95 84 5.24 4.88 -0.36 -7.38 
29 6.45 6.77 0.32 4.73 85 5.35 4.72 -0.63 -13.35 
30 5.93 6.58 0.65 9.88 86 5.51 4.87 -0.64 -13.14 
31 5.93 5.82 -0.11 -1.89 87 5.40 5.2 -0.2 -3.85 
32 6.21 5.6 -0.61 -10.89 88 5.23 5.65 0.42 7.43 
33 6.34 5.77 -0.57 -9.88 89 5.37 4.77 -0.6 -12.58 
34 5.75 5.53 -0.22 -3.98 90 5.40 4.62 -0.78 -16.88 
35 5.51 5.63 0.12 2.13 91 6.05 5.15 -0.9 -17.48 
36 6.34 6.83 0.49 7.17 92 5.23 5.65 0.42 7.43 
37 5.81 5.7 -0.11 -1.93 93 5.86 6.43 0.57 8.86 
38 6.51 6.9 0.39 5.65 94 6.10 6.25 0.15 2.40 
39 5.55 6.05 0.5 8.26 95 5.58 5.33 -0.25 -4.69 
40 5.51 4.92 -0.59 -11.99 96 5.71 6.05 0.34 5.62 
41 5.88 5.63 -0.25 -4.44 97 4.83 4.45 -0.38 -8.54 
42 5.34 5.42 0.08 1.48 98 5.34 5.62 0.28 4.98 
43 6.05 6.52 0.47 7.21 99 5.54 5.62 0.08 1.42 
44 5.34 5.58 0.24 4.30 100 5.35 5.28 -0.07 -1.33 
45 5.75 5.62 -0.13 -2.31 101 6.06 5.92 -0.14 -2.36 
46 4.93 5.72 0.79 13.81 102 5.58 5.33 -0.25 -4.69 
47 6.04 5.25 -0.79 -15.05 103 5.93 6.17 0.24 3.89 
48 5.95 6.1 0.15 2.46 104 6.18 6.07 -0.11 -1.81 
49 5.64 5.58 -0.06 -1.08 105 4.94 4.72 -0.22 -4.66 
50 5.93 5.08 -0.85 -16.73 106 5.72 5.4 -0.32 -5.93 
51 6.40 5.77 -0.63 -10.92 107 4.25 4.73 0.48 10.15 
52 5.70 5.4 -0.3 -5.56 108 4.90 4.15 -0.75 -18.07 
53 5.40 5.43 0.03 0.55 109 4.47 3.73 -0.74 -19.84 
54 4.53 4.27 -0.26 -6.09 110 5.93 5.45 -0.48 -8.81 
55 5.16 4.12 -1.04 -25.24 111 5.30 4.95 -0.35 -7.07 
56 5.99 5.53 -0.46 -8.32 112 5.20 4.92 -0.28 -5.69 
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APPENDIX 3 SUMMARY OF SCENE RATINGS AND SCORES OF L ANDSCAPE FACTORS 
 

KEY TO TABLE 
 
 Categories  
 1 2 3 4 
Tree Characteristics     
Height Low  medium high v. high 
Trunk height Low  medium high v. high 
Trunk diameter Narrow medium thick v. thick 
Trunk verticality Vertical 80 - 90 slight lean 70 - 80 moderate lean 60 - 70 strong lean 50 - 60 
Canopy form Narrow medium wide & high very wide, very high 
Canopy density very open Open - much light Dense - some light Very dense - no light 
Canopy health v. poor poor fair good 
Species e. camuldulensis e. leucoxylon e. fasciculosa other 
Special features other dead/dying large spreading canopy old staghorn 
Age Young middle mature old  
Context     
Tree spacing Isolated open scattered canopy overlap close, much canopy overlap 
Tree number Single several 4 - 5 clump 10 - 12 many > 12 
Terrain Flat sloping hilly steep 
Land use Natural pasture cereals Vines  
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Scene 
no Location height 

trunk 
ht 

trunk 
dia 

trunk 
verticality 

canopy 
form 

canopy 
density 

canopy 
health species special spacing number terrain 

land 
use 

1 
Onkaparinga 
Valley 3 3 2 1 1 3 4 1  1 1 1 2 

2 
Onkaparinga 
Valley 2 2 1 1 1 2 4 1  3 4 1 2 

3 Eden Valley 2 1 2 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 3 2 
4 Eden Valley 2 1 2 2 3 2 4 1  2 2 1 2 
5 Eden Valley 3 2 2 1 2 2 4 1  2 2 3 2 
6 Eden Valley 2 2 2 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 3 2 
7 Eden Valley 2 1 4 3 4 2 3 1 4 1 2 1 2 
8 Eden Valley 2 2 3 2 3 1 3 1  1 3 1 2 
9 Eden Valley 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 

10 Eden Valley 2 2 1 1 1 3 3 1  2 2 2 2 
11 Eden Valley 2 1 2 1 3 2 4 1  2 2 1 2 
12 Eden Valley 3 1 3 2 4 2 4 1  1 2 1 2 
13 Eden Valley 2 1 3 1 3 3 4 1  2 3 3 2 
14 Eden Valley 3 1 3 1 1 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 
15 Eden Valley 2 2 2 1 2 3 4 1  3 4 2 2 
16 Eden Valley 2 2 1 1 2 2 4 1  3 4 1 2 
17 Eden Valley 2 2 1 1 1 2 4 1  3 4 2 2 
18 Eden Valley 3 2 3 2 3 2 4 1  1 2 2 2 
19 Eden Valley 2 1 3 1 4 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 
20 Eden Valley 2 1 4 2 4 1 3 1 4 2 2 1 2 
21 Eden Valley 2 1 4 3 4 1 1 1  2 2 1 2 
22 Eden Valley 2 1 2 1 3 2 4 1  1 2 1 2 
23 Eden Valley 2 1 3 2 3 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 
24 Eden Valley 2 1 2 3 3 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 
25 Eden Valley 3 2 3 2 4 3 4 1  2 2 3 2 
26 Eden Valley 1 1 2 2 3 2 3 1  2 2 1 3 
27 Eden Valley 2 1 3 1 3 2 2 1  1 2 1 2 
28 Eden Valley 2 1 2 2 2 2 4 1  3 3 1 2 
29 Barossa Valley 3 3 2 1 1 2 4 1  3 4 1 2 
30 Barossa Valley 3 2 2 1 4 3 4 1  2 3 1 2 
31 Barossa Valley 3 1 1 1 2 3 4 1  3 3 1 2 
32 Barossa Valley 2 2 2 1 1 2 4 1  3 4 1 2 
33 Barossa Valley 2 3 1 2 1 3 4 1  3 4 1 2 
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Scene 
no Location height 

trunk 
ht 

trunk 
dia 

trunk 
verticality 

canopy 
form 

canopy 
density 

canopy 
health species special spacing number terrain 

land 
use 

34 Barossa Valley 3 1 2 1 1 2 4 1  2 3 1 2 
35 Barossa Valley 2 1 1 1 3 2 4 1  2 2 2 1 
36 Barossa Valley 1 2 1 2 3 3 4 1  3 4 1 1 
37 Clare Valley 3 2 2 2 3 3 4 4  2 3 2 2 
38 Clare Valley 2 1 2 2 2 2 4 1  2 2 1 2 
39 Clare Valley 1 1 1 1 2 2 4 4  3 4 2 2 
40 Clare Valley 2 2 2 1 3 2 4 1  2 2 1 2 
41 Clare Valley 3 1 3 2 4 3 4 1 3 2 2 2 2 
42 Clare Valley 2 1 2 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 2 4 
43 Clare Valley 3 1 1 2 3 2 3 1  2 3 2 2 
44 Clare Valley 2 3 1 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 3 2 
45 Clare Valley 3 2 2 1 2 2 4 1  2 3 2 2 
46 Clare Valley 2 1 3 1 3 1 3 1  1 1 2 2 
47 Clare Valley 2 2 1 1 3 3 4 1  3 4 2 3 
48 Clare Valley 2 1 2 2 2 2 4 2  3 3 2 2 
49 Clare Valley 2 1 2 2 2 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 
50 Bordertown 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 1  2 3 1 2 
51 Bordertown 3 3 2 1 2 2 4 1  2 3 1 2 
52 Bordertown 3 2 2 2 1 2 4 1  2 3 1 2 
53 Bordertown 3 1 3 1 3 2 4 1 3 1 1 1 2 
54 Bordertown 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 
55 Bordertown 2 2 2 1 3 2 4 1  1 1 1 2 
56 Bordertown 2 2 2 2 2 3 4 1  2 3 2 3 

57 
Padthaway-
Keppoch 2 1 3 1 3 2 4 1  2 3 1 2 

58 
Padthaway-
Keppoch 2 2 1 2 2 2 4 1  3 3 1 2 

59 
Naracoorte-
Frances 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 1  2 3 1 2 

60 
Naracoorte-
Frances 3 3 2 2 2 2 4 1  2 3 1 2 

61 
Naracoorte-
Frances 3 3 3 2 2 3 4 1 2 2 2 1 2 

62 
Naracoorte-
Frances 3 3 3 2 2 2 4 1  2 4 1 2 
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Scene 
no Location height 

trunk 
ht 

trunk 
dia 

trunk 
verticality 

canopy 
form 

canopy 
density 

canopy 
health species special spacing number terrain 

land 
use 

63 
Naracoorte-
Frances 3 2 3 2 3 2 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 

64 
Naracoorte-
Frances 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 1  2 2 1 3 

65 
Naracoorte-
Frances 2 3 3 3 1 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 3 

66 
Frances-
Bordertown 2 3 1 2 1 2 4 1  3 3 1 2 

67 
Frances-
Bordertown 3 3 4 1 3 2 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 

68 
Frances-
Bordertown 3 2 3 1 3 2 4 1  2 2 1 2 

69 
Frances-
Bordertown 3 1 4 1 4 3 4 1  2 2 1 3 

70 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 3 2 3 1 2 1 2 1  2 2 1 2 

71 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 3 3 3 1 2 3 4 1  2 3 1 2 

72 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 1 1 2 2 3 3 3 1 3 1 1 1 2 

73 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 2 2 1 2 2 3 3 3  2 4 2 2 

74 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 2 1 2 2 3 1 3 3 1 1 1 1 2 

75 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 3 1 2 1 1 2 3 2 2 2 4 1 2 

76 
Bordertown-
Naracoorte 3 2 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 1 2 

77 Hyman 4 1 3 1 3 2 4 1 3 2 2 1 1 
78 Hyman 3 2 3 1 2 2 4 1 3 2 3 1 1 
79 Hyman 4 1 3 2 2 3 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 
80 Hyman 3 3 3 1 3 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 
81 Hyman 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 
82 SE Naracoorte 3 2 2 1 4 2 3 1  1 1 1 3 
83 SE Naracoorte 3 1 2 3 3 1 3 1 3 1 1 1 2 
84 SE Naracoorte 4 2 4 1 2 2 3 1 3 1 1 1 2 
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trunk 
ht 

trunk 
dia 
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verticality 

canopy 
form 

canopy 
density 

canopy 
health species special spacing number terrain 

land 
use 

85 SE Naracoorte 3 1 3 1 1 2 3 1  2 2 1 2 
86 SE Naracoorte 2 2 2 2 3 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 
87 SE Naracoorte 3 3 3 1 4 2 4 1  1 1 1 3 
88 SE Naracoorte 3 2 3 1 4 4 4 1 1 1 1 1 3 
89 SE Naracoorte 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 1  1 1 1 2 
90 SE Naracoorte 3 2 3 1 4 3 4 1 1 1 1 1 2 
91 SE Naracoorte 3 2 2 2 2 3 4 1  1 2 1 2 
92 SE Naracoorte 3 2 3 1 4 3 4 1 3 1 1 1 2 
93 Wrattonbully 2 1 1 1 2 2 4 1  3 3 1 2 
94 Coonawarra 3 2 4 1 4 3 4 1  2 3 1 2 
95 Coonawarra 3 2 3 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 
96 Coonawarra 3 2 3 2 3 4 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 
97 Coonawarra 2 2 2 1 2 1 3 1 2 2 2 1 2 

98 
Penola-
Nangwarry 2 1 3 1 3 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 

99 
Penola-
Nangwarry 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 1  2 2 1 2 

100 
Penola-
Nangwarry 3 3 4 1 3 3 4 1 3 2 2 1 2 

101 
Penola-
Nangwarry 3 1 4 2 4 4 4 1 1 2 3 1 2 

102 
Penola-
Nangwarry 3 1 4 1 4 3 4 1 1 2 2 1 2 

103 
Penola-
Nangwarry 3 2 2 1 3 3 4 1  2 3 1 2 

104 
Nangwarry - 
Mt Gambier 2 1 1 3 4 3 4 4  2 3 1 2 

105 SE Robe 1 1 1 2 3 2 4 4  2 2 1 2 
106 SE Robe 2 1 3 2 4 4 4 2  3 4 1 2 
107 SE Robe 1 2 2 2 4 4 4 4  1 1 1 2 
108 Langhorne Ck 2 1 2 1 3 2 3 2  2 2 1 2 
109 Langhorne Ck 1 1 2 1 3 3 4 4  2 2 1 2 
110 Langhorne Ck 3 1 4 2 3 3 4 1  2 3 1 2 
111 Langhorne Ck 3 2 4 1 2 2 3 1  2 3 1 2 
112 Langhorne Ck 1 1 1 1 2 2 4 3  2 3 2 2 
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APPENDIX 4 TREE SCENES USED IN SURVEY 
 
Onkaparinga Valley 
 

 
1 (9) Rating 5.87 

 

 
2 (10)  6.07 
Eden Valley  

 
3 (11)  5.87 

 
4 (12)  6.85 

 

 
5 (13)  5.95 

 

 
6 (18)  5.30 

 

 
11  6.13 

 

 
12 (26) 5.42 

 

 
13 (27) 5.20 

 

 
14 (28) 5.15 

 

 
15 (32) 5.34 

 

 
16 (34) 5.95 

 
7 (19)  6.37 

 

 
8 (21)  5.27 

 

 
9 (22)  5.95 

 

 
10 (23) 5.87 

 

 
17 (35) 6.43 

 

 
18 (36) 5.80 
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19 (37) 5.57 
 

 

 
20 (38)  5.65 

 

 
21 (39) 5.72 

 

 
22 (44) 5.78 

 

 
23 (45) 5.60 

 

 
24 (46) 5.95 

 

 
25 (47) 5.33 

 

 
26 (51) 5.33 

 

 
27 (53) 4.17 

 

 
28 (54) 6.62 
Barossa Valley 

 
29 (55) 6.77 

 

 
30 (57) 6.58 

 

 
31 (59) 5.82 

 

 
32 (60) 6.58 

 

 
33 (67)  5.77 

 

 
34 (68) 5.53 

 

 
35 (70) 5.63 

 
 

 
36 (71) 6.34 
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Clare Valley 

 
37 (73) 5.70 
 

 

 
38 (75) 6.90 

 

 
39 (76) 6.05 

 

 
40 (78) 4.92 

 

 
41 (79) 5.63 

 

 
42 (81) 5.42 

 
 

 

 
43 (89) 6.52 

 

 
44 (91) 5.58 

 

 
45 (92) 5.62 

 

 
46 (94) 5.72 

 

 
47 (98) 5.25 

 

 
48 (99) 6.10 

 

 

 
49 (105) 5.58 
Bordertown 

 
50 (109) 5.08 

 

 
51 (110) 5.77 

 

 
52 (111) 5.40 

 

 
53 (114) 5.43 
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54 (115) 4.27 

 

 
55 (116) 4.12 

 

 
56 (117) 5.53 
Padthaway-Keppoch 

 
57 (122) 6.50 

 

 
58 (124) 6.55 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Naracoorte-Frances 

 
59 (125) 6.16 

 

 
60 (126) 6.40 

 

 
61 (127) 5.50 

 

 
62 (128) 6.70 

 

 
63 (129)  5.33 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
64 (130) 4.94 

 

 
65 (131) 4.30 
Frances - Bordertown 

 
66 (132) 6.80 

 

 
67 (134) 5.20 

 

 
68 (135) 5.12 
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69 (136) 5.40 
Bordertown-Naracoorte 

 
70 (138) 5.12 

 

 
71 (140) 5.55 

 

 
72 (141) 4.55 

 

 
73 (142) 5.70 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
74 (143) 5.57 

 

 
75 (144) 5.48 

 

 
76 (145) 4.90 
Hyman 

 
77 (146)  6.72 

 

 
78 (147) 6.53 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
79 (148) 6.35 

 

 
80 (150) 5.17 

 

 
81 (151) 5.28 
SE Naracoorte 

 
82 (152) 5.25 

 

 
83 (153) 5.05 
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84 (155) 4.88 

 

 
85 (156) 4.72 

 

 
86 (158) 4.87 

 

 
87 (160) 5.20 

 

 
88 (161) 5.65 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
89 (162) 4.77 

 

 
90 (163) 4.62 

 

 
91 (164)  5.15 

 

 
92 (168) 5.65 
Wrattonbully 

 
93 (171) 6.43 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Coonawarra 

 
94 (173) 6.25 

 

 
95 (174) 5.33 

 

 
96 (176) 6.05 

 

 
97 (179) 4.45 
Penola - Nangwarry 

 
98 (180) 5.62 
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99 (181) 5.62 

 

 
100 (182) 5.28 

 

 
101 (185) 5.92 

 

 
102 (187) 5.33 

 

103 (188) 6.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Nangwarry – Mt Gambier 

 
104 (190) 6.07 
SE Robe 

 
105 (192) 4.72 

 

 
106 (193) 5.40 

 

 
107 (194) 4.73 
Langhorne Creek 

 
108 (195) 4.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
109 (196) 3.73 

 

 
110 (199) 5.45 

 

 
111 (200) 4.95 

 

 
112 (201) 4.9
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