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Abstract
Landscape is a complex term. Planning acknowledges the importance of landscape, but how

landscape is understood and what best practices are for assessing landscape is unclear,
especially with regard to the more intangible aspects of landscape, for example, the cultural
values of a landscape. There is a need to investigate ways of indentifying cultural values of
landscape. Furthermore, landscapes are dynamic and complex, with variable scale and
dimensions. A holistic approach to landscape is favoured in most current landscape
research, where the whole is more than the sum of its elements.
Within the New Zealand planning system landscapes are deemed important but definition
and method to investigate landscape remain limited. The Cultural Values Model, created by
Janet Stephenson provides a conceptualisation of landscape that accounts for interactions
between dimensions of landscape, particularly space and time. In the model, forms, practices
and relationships all interact to produce surface values. Forms, practices and relationships
also interact across time to create embedded values of landscape. The model has the
advantage that it includes a strong temporal scale, something that is often given limited
attention in other models. This thesis aims to determine whether the Cultural Values Model
provides a holistic approach that might have general applicability within planning in this
country.
A case study of Cardrona, New Zealand is used test the model. Semi-structured, in-depth
interviews were undertaken with local farmers, residents and resource management
professionals in order to ascertain the values held for the Cardrona landscape. The results
provide rich information about the Cardrona landscape, and reveal interactions, supporting
the use of the Cultural Values Model. Cardrona has a landscape category of ‘Outstanding
Natural Landscape’ assigned to it through the planning process. However, there are many
issues associated with that landscape category. The Cardrona landscape is dynamic and has
been significantly modified over time. Thus the intention and meaning of Outstanding
Natural Landscape has been questioned.
The results offered insight into the issues of such labels and how they effect ‘successful’
planning of landscape. Planning is inherently focused on the future. A focus on the future
landscape of Cardrona came through strongly in the key informant interviews. In light of
this, a modification to the Cultural Values Model is proposed that has future values
included.
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Introductory Chapter
1.1 Introduction
The term landscape has been used in many different ways over time, and between
fields (Tress and Tress, 2001). Landscape has become the domain of human
geographers, ecologist, landscape architects and planners to name but a few.
Planning faces the challenge of understanding, assessing, and how to best plan for
landscapes.
The term landscape was introduced into the English language in around the
sixteenth century. The origin of the word is debated with dual association. One
association was with political boundaries similar to regional boundaries of today
(Olwig, 2002). The other is associated with a more scenic interpretation, including the
painterly connotations from Dutch landscape painting tradition (Schama, 1995).
More contemporary interpretations of landscape have been associated with humannature interactions. Within a number of fields there has been a move to acknowledge
that landscapes are dynamic and complex. One example is landscape ecology. The
more scientific fields, based on objectivist paradigms, have dominated landscape
assessments. For example, the study of natural processes such as vegetation changes.
However, it is widely acknowledged that landscape is also inclusive of a human
element as well. So the challenge exists to understand the human aspect of landscape
and methods to explore them.
If looking for definition of landscape, most offer a simplistic interpretation that is
limited to visual aspects, for example “landscape- the scenery of a land area”
(Deverson, 2006: p.467) and associate the term with painting and landscaping. In
‘The Dictionary of Human Geography’ (Gregory et al., 2009) no simple definition of
landscape is given. The term is given importance as a “cardinal term of human
D)L'!#!
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geography” although one that has been used in several different ways: as object, lens
and “organizing principle” (Wylie, 2009: p.409). Wylie acknowledges a unifying
aspect of the concept: “landscapes consistency lies in its function as a locus for
geographical research into culture-nature and subject-object relations” (Wylie, 2009:
p.409). Selman (2006) offers landscape as a “relatively bounded area; its recognition
depends on human perception…and results from a long legacy of actions and
interactions” (p.5). The definition is based on the European Landscape Convention
definition that will be investigated in section 2.2.1, along with other landscape
definitions. Selman goes on to warn that there are limits to the definition, although it
offers a starting point. The common theme is that a landscape can be a physical
location, that human thought and action is part of a landscape. Arguably the
definitions offer a starting point, but due to the complexity of landscape, providing a
short definition does not reveal the true complexity of the term.
The challenge of landscape has been to find a way to understand and assess more
qualitative, subjective information about landscape. Furthermore, an approach to
landscape is required that provides the ability to integrate both scientific and
qualitative information so as to achieve better understanding of landscape. A holistic
approach is regarded as a way that acknowledges the contextual and complex nature
of landscape. The ultimate goal of majority of fields that are involved in landscape
studies is to attain a holistic trans-disciplinary approach, where all fields are able to
come together, along with associated communities of a landscape, to offer greater
understanding (Tress and Tress, 2001; Fry, 2001; Naveh et al., 2007; Sevenant and
Antrop, 2010). Planning has a role to play in a trans-disciplinary approach.
Planning involves the integration of information from a vast number of fields
(Young, 2008). However, planning in theory and practice has not kept up with many
of the advancement in landscape theory. For example, landscape assessments remain
focused on visual aspects and remain the domain of ‘expert’ assessors (Dakin, 2003;
Stephenson, 2006). A focus on visual aspects became predominant in environmental
management in the 1960s (Dakin, 2003).
The concept of landscape within planning needs to be addressed in a way that
recognises that landscapes are complex and dynamic phenomenon, especially within
a framework of sustainable development that is pervasive in today’s planning and
D)L'!%!
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political arena. New Zealand is no exception to the need to reconsider how we
conceive landscape. Landscape is recognised in legislation, yet no definition or best
practice

methodology

for

assessing

landscape

is

provided

(Parliamentary

Commissioner for the Environment, 2001). The legislation has led to information
‘silos’ with assessment focused on ecological, natural, aesthetic, historical and
ecological values (Stephenson, 2006). Given the requirement of sustainable
development to involve local communities in planning, and a long-term focus, the
way landscape is currently dealt with in planning is limiting.
The current research has been carried out to further appraise Stephenson’s (2005)
Cultural Values Model. The aim is to evaluate the model as a means of
understanding the cultural values of a particular landscape, in this case Cardrona in
the central-southern part of New Zealand’s South Island. A focus on the ability of the
model to offer a holistic approach that could be utilised within a trans-disciplinary
approach has been considered. The model offers a means of understanding
interactions in landscape. That is to say, it provides an ability to easily identify
complex and dynamic aspects of the landscape. Cardrona was chosen as an
appropriate case as that landscape is deemed important through the Queenstown
Lakes District Plan (2009b), and the area is also facing development pressure.
Cardrona is located in the Otago region, in the Queenstown Lakes district. The
Cardrona River forms a valley with the Southern Alps to the West and the Pisa range
to the east. The area is part of the ‘District Wide Outstanding Natural Landscape’
category, identified through the Queenstown Lakes District Plan. The area is
recognised as a place where landscape is prominent, with many contentious
decisions for development affirming the role of landscape in planning decisions.
Cardrona is likely to experience further development pressure, with a number of
plan changes and proposals.
The research involved interviewing members of the Cardrona community to identify
the values they held for the landscape. Questions were structured around the main
components of the Cultural Values Model- practices, forms and relationships. The
information gathered provided rich contextual information on the Cardrona
landscape and identified key values placed on the landscape. Furthermore, the
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results offered an opportunity to adjust the Cultural Values Model to reflect future
landscape values that were evident in the current research.
The following section offers a more detailed account of the aims and objectives of the
research. An outline of the structure of the document is also provided.

1.2 Research outline
A research aim has been developed to guide the current project. From the aim, a
number of research objectives have been set as a means of identifying how the aim
will be addressed. The aim and objectives are provided below. Furthermore, an
outline of the chapters and the objectives to which they relate is set out.
1.2.1 Research Aim
The current research aims to:
Determine whether the Cultural Values Model provides a holistic approach
to understanding the cultural values of the Cardrona landscape for use
within planning.
To achieve the aim the research will have two components, theoretical and empirical.
The following research objectives will be pursued in order to satisfy the research aim.
1.2.2 Research Objectives
!

•

To review the literature on landscape theory in order to establish a
theoretical framework for the evaluation of the conceptualisation of
landscape provided by the Cultural Values Model.

•

To assess the Cardrona landscape using the Cultural Values Model

•

To identify the broader implications of the findings from the empirical
research to both landscape theory in planning and practices in New
Zealand.

•

To recommend ways to better understand landscape for planning.
D)L'!/!
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First, a theoretical framework is developed, via a review of current literature, to offer
an understanding of landscape in order to satisfy the first research objective. The
review is offered in Chapter Two. The interpretation of key concepts for the research,
including landscape, culture and holism is provided in section 2.2 of the chapter. The
dimensions of landscape are investigated, specifically time and space. The
importance of interactions in landscape is discussed, and means of understanding
interactions compared. Some of the challenges of including knowledge sources and
integration of information are identified. Finally the relevance of a different approach
to landscape for planning in New Zealand is presented.
!

Second, an exposition of Cardrona is given. The research is focused on the Cardrona
landscape. Therefore a brief background of Cardrona is offered in Chapter Three and
includes; a description of flora and fauna; a brief history of the area, specifically
focussing on human history; and consideration of the planning regime that operates
in Cardrona. The context is offered as a means of introduction to the research area.
Third, a description of the research processes for the current research is provided in
Chapter Four. A qualitative approach is adopted; with in-depth interviews the main
data gathering technique. The coding and analysis process for data utilised in the
processing of results is outlined. My positionality as a researcher is outlined and
limitations of the current research identified. The research process is provided as a
means of justifying the approach used in order to satisfy objective two.
Fourth, objective two is addressed. The objective is to assess the Cardrona landscape
using the Cultural Values Model. The results of the research carried out are provided
in Chapters Five and Six. The results in Chapter Five relate to values of forms,
practices and relationships that were evident in Cardrona from the research.
Furthermore, an examination of the dimension of time in the Cardrona landscape is
offered. Time is as an important aspect of the forms, practices and relationships.
Within each category past, present and most importantly future values were evident.
In Chapter Six the results in relation to the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’
category that is part of the planning regime in the Queenstown Lakes District are
provided. A strong indication of confusion and concern was expressed by most
during the research in relation to the landscape categories. Issues with the
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uncertainty of what is meant by the term were apparent and effects such as time and
cost of the planning process.
Finally, in Chapter Seven the final two research objectives are fulfilled through
reflecting on the results from the research in relation to the theoretical framework
provided in Chapter Two. Suggestions as to the relevance of the results using the
Cultural Values Model are presented. Reflection is given to the ability of the model to
reveal landscape values that are applicable to landscape dimensions, especially
spatial and temporal dimensions. The positive implications of the Cultural Values
Model are expressed. In particular, the models strength in affirming the temporal
dimensions of landscape.
A modification to the Cultural Values Model is suggested in light of the results of the
current research with a strong reflection of future landscape values were present. The
modification includes future values as a reciprocal relation to the surface values of
landscape. Furthermore, the relevance for landscape in the planning context based
on the Cultural Values Model, more specifically the New Zealand planning regime,
are acknowledged.

D)L'!C!
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A theoretical approach to
the cultural values of
landscape
2.1 Introduction
In Chapter Two the theoretical framework for the current research is presented
and in doing so addresses the first of the research objectives:
To review the literature on landscape theory in order to establish a
theoretical framework for the evaluation of the conceptualisation of
landscape provided by the Cultural Values Model.

The current research seeks to find ways for planning to identify cultural
landscape values within a holistic landscape framework. Landscape, for the
purpose of the current research is understood to be complex and dynamic.
Landscape has spatial-temporal dimensions that interact at a scale that is not
fixed. To establish a theoretical framework landscape will be investigated in
terms of scale, time, space and place. In section 2.2 an interpretation of the key
concepts of landscape, culture and a holistic approach is offered. Both
landscape and culture are complex and contested terms. The way the terms are
conceived for the current research is presented. However, to understand the
concept of cultural landscape need to further investigate dimensions of
landscape and this is done in section 2.3. The variable scales that landscape can
operate are acknowledged. More specifically the dimensions of time and space
are addressed. The dimensions are multiple; therefore, an understanding of
interactions

is

required.

Furthermore,

a

holistic

approach

recognises

interactions. Various ways of understanding interactions have been created. A
comparison of models that conceptualise landscape through interactions is
D)L'!F!

:,)83'*!BK?!
provided in section 2.4. Comparisons will be carried out in order to critically
discuss the Cultural Values Model that will be utilised in the current research.
Finally, a concept that allows a more complex and dynamic view of landscape
will be weighed up against ways of knowing, the way in which we establish
how to perceive values. More specifically this will be assessed in terms of the
way landscape is dealt with currently in New Zealand.

2.2 Key concepts for this research
In the current section interpretation of key concepts for this research is
presented. First, discussion is provided for the term landscape in section 2.2.1.
Second, the term culture is reviewed in section 2.2.2. Lastly, an exploration of
what a holistic landscape approach is will be presented. The definition of
landscape is contested with many variations offered. Additionally, many
meanings of culture are possible. For the purposes of the current research it is
not the aim to provide a decisive definition. Rather, an interpretation of terms is
offered to provide a background of the term and establish how it will be used
within the current research.
2.2.1 Landscape
Landscape as a concept has been interpreted in many different ways, through
time and between disciplines. The variation in interpretations, and the changing
connotation of landscape with time (Tress and Tress, 2001), in some ways
reflects the very nature of landscapes: they are places of constant change
(Antrop, 2006; Stephenson, 2006; Antrop, 1998; Antrop, 2005). The emergence of
the word landscape in the English language is not agreed upon. For Olwig
(2002) landscape has an origin of meaning much the same as country, although
he acknowledges that landscape has been more commonly associated with
natural scenery leading to a focus on visual aspects of landscape. The different
origins lead to two concepts of landscape according to Olwig; as place and
polity, or as space and scenery (Read, 2005; Olwig, 2002). The origin of the term
landscape in the English language has often been associated with emergence of
the term at the time of Dutch landscape painting (Schama, 1995).
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Landscape as a concept is often explained in simple terms as involving humans
and nature. However, the concept has been developed beyond a simple
dualistic concept to one that is complex. The term is both an everyday word,
and a technical term (Meinig, 1979) having links to many disciplines (Selman,
2006). Most commonly there is recognition of complexity, how the complexity is
described can vary. Examples of some concepts of landscape are provided in
Table 1 that shows three different ways of understanding landscape.
Complexity is evident in the concepts, with multiple factors included in all
examples. The way processes of these factors are conceived varies. Meinig
associates the factors as meaning, providing a way of “organising ideas we use
to make sense of what we see” (Meinig, 1979: p. 1). Palang and Fry, and Wylie,
offer interactions, rather than meanings, however, Wylie further prescribes the
interactions as tensions. All the examples provided offer a way in which to look
at landscape that acknowledges complexity.
Table 1 Examples of concepts of landscape
Author

Field

Process

Factor

Meinig
(1979)

Cultural Geography

Meaning

Nature
Habitat
Artefact
System
Problem
Wealth
Ideology
History
Place
Aesthetic

Palang
and Fry
(2003)

Landscape Ecology

Interfaces

Humanities/natural science
Culture/culture
Past/future
Time/space
Expert/lay
Preservation/use

Wylie
(2006)

Cultural Geography

Tensions

Proximity/distance
Observations/inhibition
Eye/Land
Culture/Nature
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The importance of landscape has to some extent been recognised at a political
level. The European Landscape Convention 2000 being the most prominent
example of this. The European Landscape Convention has 31 member state
signatories, and deals specifically with landscape. The European Landscape
Convention provides a definition of landscape as: “Article 1(a): “Landscape”
means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the
action and interaction of natural and/or human factors “ (Council of Europe,
2000). The convention identifies the landscape as an important as it contributes
to quality of life. Through the convention the importance of landscape is being
recognised, but it does not offer clarity of landscape as a scale. The meaning
provided remains limited to a human-nature duality.
Landscape for the purposes of the current research is considered to be complex
and dynamic. Therefore further investigations into key aspects of landscape are
provided. First, complexities are evident in landscape dimensions, in particular
the dimensions of space and time. Second, landscape offers a means of creating
a scale, yet what landscape scale is remains debated. Landscape scale is
addressed in section 2.3.1. Scale depends on the dimensions of space and time
that are inherently connected and interact: “Things change in space over time,
inseparably intertwining the representation of space and time as they relate to
our experiential world” (Peuquet, 2002: p. 1). Further discussion of time is
presented in sections 2.3.2, and space is provided in section 2.3.3. Third, current
practical approaches in planning for landscape are most frequently associated
with assessing quality of a landscape, an approach that assumes an objectivist
paradigm, where quality of the landscape is assumed as inherent (Read, 2005;
Lothian, 1999). However, landscape perception is recognised as inherently
subjective (Scott et al., 2009). The current research aims to investigate the
cultural values of landscape and therefore what is meant by culture is provided
in the following section 2.2.2.
2.2.2 Culture
Within the current research there is a focus on the cultural landscape. The
cultural landscape can also be considered ‘semiotic landscape discourse’
(Antrop, 2006). Culture is inherent in landscape, in other words: “The basic
principle is this: that all human landscape has cultural meaning, no matter how
D)L'!#=!
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ordinary that landscape may be” (emphasis in original) (Lewis, 1979: p.12).
Naveh (2007) goes further, recognising the connections and influence both
culture and landscape exert on the other:
Not only have cultural impacts shaped our landscapes but our view of
landscape is also a product of culture, and these reciprocal and mostly
cybernetic relations are in turn affecting our relation to these landscapes and
determine their fate (p.262).

The recognition that Naveh offers provides a means to understand that culture
and landscape are dynamic; there is not a static singular cultural landscape,
fitting the concept of landscape as dynamic and complex.
But what is culture? To Cosgrove (1993) it is associated with meaning: “Culture
involves all those conscious and unconscious processes whereby people dwell
in nature, giving meaning to their lives and communicate that meaning to
themselves, each other and outsiders” ( p. 6). Schein (2010) emphasise culture as
shared, reproduced aspects of groups:
a pattern of shared basic assumptions learned by a group as it solved its
problems of external adaption and internal integration, which has worked
well enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new
members as the correct way to perceive, think and feel in relation to those
problems ( p.18).

Both are relevant in a qualitative research of space when examining: “not just
what spaces matter, but to whom, and how such spatial importance is made
known or articulated” (Kuntz, 2010: p.151).
In establishing the relevance ‘to whom’ it is important to acknowledge that
there is not a single culture, but many. In investigating cultural values of
landscape, a number of interpretations of landscape may exist. In recognising
group culture, it is possible to recognise the way in which different meanings
can evolve, as each group will have “separate practice, learned experience and
their experience of other groups” (O'Toole, 2010: p. 122)
Experience is needed to reveal the meaning of landscapes, providing a means of
reading landscape. As Selman (2006) states: landscape “contain signs in them
that can be decoded by those with intimate knowledge of them” (p. 53). Causal
relationships are central to knowledge, distinguishing it from information and
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data (Rydin, 2007). Knowledge, and its role in understanding landscape, is
further addressed in section 2.6.
It is important to note that looking at cultural landscape does not exclude other
aspects of landscape, such as those that are a scientific focus of landscape
ecology, as they are all connected. Methods for incorporating cultural landscape
knowledge have not been widely applied in planning practice. Nevertheless,
planning is well positioned to enhance cultural landscape assessment and
evaluation. Rydin (2007) offers knowledge, with its link to causal relationships,
as a means to contextualise scientific knowledge for the benefit of planning. The
cultural landscape can be seen as part of knowledge, and therefore can be part
of the contextualisation to strengthen planning practices.
!

The concept of culture is one that strongly parallels landscape. The challenges
of culture in planning are similar to that of landscape. In his book ‘Reshaping
Planning with Culture’, Young reflects on many aspects that have been
discussed here regarding landscape. His description of culture offers that:
Culture is subtle and complex in nature, its concepts are fluid and abstract,
and there is a lack of understanding of suitable techniques and approaches
for assessing and incorporating detailed and qualitative knowledge in
planning (Young, 2008: p.5).

It would be easy to substitute landscape for culture within this statement and it
still be meaningful. Young does not specifically look at the landscape scale in
his research, but does see culture as a part of all scales. He offers a number of
principles for culture: plenitude, connectivity, diversity, reflexivity, creativity,
critical thinking and sustainability as heuristic tools (Young, 2008). Again,
although these are being offered in relation to culture, they are comparative to
the concepts of landscape provided in Table 1 on page 9.
Although background of key concepts has been presented, the challenge
remains to theorise landscape in a way that accounts for the inherent dynamic
and complex nature of landscapes. It is for this reason that a simple definition
cannot be provided. To produce such a definition would limit the ability to
reflect the richness of landscape. Instead, the focus will be on the dimensions of
landscape and landscape interactions.
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2.2.3 A holistic approach to landscape
A holistic view of landscape is offered in the current research. The concept of
holism is based on the idea that elements take on meaning from their context,
and that “the whole is more than the sum of its composing parts” (Antrop,
1998: p.157). The context relates to landscape spatial structure and relationships
(Antrop, 1998; MacFarlane, 2000; Naveh, 2000; Palang et al., 2000; Botequilha
Leitão et al., 2006) or interactions (Marcucci, 2000). As is shown in Figure 1, the
spatial structure and relationships of each circle is different. Both are made up
of the same elements, circles and triangles. Yet A and B are clearly different, the
position of each circle and triangle is not the same, making it unique from the
other, even though they contain the same elements. That is to say B is not
merely the sum its elements, otherwise A and B would be the same (Botequilha
Leitão et al., 2006).

Figure 1 Illustration of importance of holism (Source: B\los, 1992 cited in (Botequilha Leitão et al., 2006:
p.6).

Holism is located on a scale where it can acknowledge historical aspects, thus
being able to provide for sustainable landscapes that protect the landscapes as
they are. Or, if taking a more progressive approach, can provide a way of
directing creation of future landscapes. This is illustrated in Figure 2.
Accordingly the holistic approach offers an approach that can be utilised for
sustainable landscape planning. The current system of looking at landscape in
planning can more often be associated with a conservative, reductionist
approach. The ability to offer a future focus is identified as important to a
holistic approach, especially in relation to the current research.
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Figure 2 Polarization within society and the relation to a narrow or broad perspective on landscape
management. (Source: van Mansvelt and van der Lubbe, 1999 in (MacFarlane, 2000: p.132; Naveh, 2000:
p.24)

!

2.3 Dimensions of the landscape
Scale, time, and space are all aspects of cultural landscape considered in a
holistic way. Interactions that occur in landscape are important. However, prior
to offering interpretation of interactions of landscape, the current section offers
an investigation of dimensions of landscape that form part of landscape
interactions. In section 2.2.3 it has already been offered that a holistic approach
is beneficial for landscape. The current section will examine dimensions of
landscape, more specifically time and space as composing parts of landscape.
Time and space are inherently connected (Peuquet, 2002; Tress and Tress, 2001;
Park, 1995) and make up dimensions of landscape decision-making (Antrop,
1998; Bone and Dragićević, 2010). Scale, time and space are offered as separate
sub-sections. Nevertheless, it is acknowledged that these are all inherently
connected. The connections are what give landscape meaning through a holistic
approach. Therefore each sub-section is not considered an exclusive
explanation. Indeed many aspects of each sub-section are reliant on
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consideration of the others, for example it is hard to discuss space without
consideration of time and separating the two for discussion in itself can be
complex and interpretive.
2.3.1 Scale
Scale at its most basic is the physical dimension of things (Sayre, 2005). Defining
requires decision to be set, in this way “scale is produced rather than given a
priori” (Sayre, 2005: p. 278). Although scale can offer the setting of a discrete
area (Peuquet, 2002), the level that this is set can vary widely. Furthermore,
Sayre (2005) offers that closed systems do not exist, particularly from an
ecological point of view. Peuquet (2002) highlights the dynamic nature of our
cognitive spatial representations that we use to set geographic scale. The setting
of geographical scale can involve hierarchical categories, such as nation, state or
city. Landscape is not often represented in the hierarchy. In this way, setting a
level for landscape scale is not clearly offered in the hierarchical categories of
geographic scale. Therefore, in investigating scale, an investigation into the
representations that are constructed, is offered.
Landscape cannot be fixed to any one scale (Cosgrove, 2003). Part of the
challenge is to understand the temporal and spatial scales. Time and space are
interrelated (Tress and Tress, 2001; Peuquet, 2002), as well as being linked to
other dimensions. As with the concept of landscape, different disciplines have
created different ways of attributing scale to landscape. Although scale is not
fixed, scale remains an important, intrinsic aspect of landscape. The varying
etymology (see 2.2.1) of landscape highlights the tensions evident in landscape
scale. For example, landscape as a perception or landscape as region (Tress and
Tress, 2001). The definition linked to the German term landschaft gives a spatial
link to a region or territory connected to land use. Landscape as a perception is
linked to a scale of the observer, that is to say it is the area that can be seen at a
glance (Wylie, 2007).
Scale itself is a debated concept. Humans cannot experience all geographic
spaces at once, due to scale (Peuquet, 2002). Within the field of geography there
remains the debate of scale as an organising concept or scale as something that
exists through economic and political processes (Herod, 2009) much the same as
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space (see section 2.3.3). Herod argues that the scales of global and local are a
means of framing, rather than an actual thing and are not binary but
hierarchical. He does not provide for landscape within his discussion of scale
but offers a number of models for understanding the hierarchy where each
scale is nested within the other - local inside regional, regional inside national,
national inside global. Landscape is unable to be nested within this hierarchy as
landscapes can be transnational, national, regional, and through to local.
Landscape is most often associated with the local, but landscape also subject to
global interactions (Terkenli, 2005). Sustainability has led to challenges of scale
with global visions needing local solutions.
For disciplines such as landscape ecology there can be a setting of a spatial scale
through patterns (Bell, 1999), but these are only one approach to landscape
scale. Aspects of scale are often taken for granted. For example, the clock has
brought about a ‘time discipline’ and maps has brought about a ‘space
discipline’ (Harley, 1988), neither are inherent, rather they are widely adopted
representations of scale. It is not the aim to set a fixed landscape scale within
the current research, instead to give recognition that landscape can be
understood at varying scales. To further understand scale, investigating
dimensions of time and space is required. Therefore, time and space are
presented in the following two sections.
2.3.2 Time
Time scale is an inherent dimension of landscape. Landscapes have a past,
present and future. That is to say, landscapes are a result of prior interactions,
therefore evoking the past. Landscapes are actively studied, locating them in
the present. Furthermore, in making landscape management decisions we
consider the future of landscape. Moreover, time is not static and therefore it is
important to consider time, which includes past, present and future, to
understand landscape. Landscape as associated with a visual concept implies it
as a specific place and time (Schein, 1997). The visual focus of landscape in
planning, as is currently dominant, can be interpreted as a ‘capture’ of
landscape (Stephenson, 2005). That is, it does not provide for the temporal
dimension that are part of landscape; the past, present and future.
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History of a place is part of landscape. Consequently, landscape history is an
important aspect for a holistic assessment of landscape (Marcucci, 2000; Antrop,
2005). The history of a landscape may result in visible physical aspects, visible
signs of modification such as terracing or channelling. Stories associated with
the landscapes, such as the stories of the people who created the modifications,
can give landscape meaning. Taking the examples of terracing and channelling,
terracing could be associated with the creation of a Māori pa site, and
channelling could be from the creation of a water race for gold mining
purposes. These are all part of the landscape and are associated with the value
attached to landscapes. The landscape can offer history of a place: “ A
landscape is thus a historical document containing evidence of a long process of
interaction between society and its material environs” (Olwig, 2002: p.226). The
past plays a part in shaping and giving meaning to landscapes: “significant
continuities linking the patterns of different periods” (Watters, 1967: p.188). It is
therefore important to acknowledge these links when investigating landscapes.
However, it should be remembered that there may be a number of
interpretations or layers (Lonsdale, 2004).
Both space and time can be seen as part of the world in which the contextual
phenomenon of landscape is embedded, but ways of understanding temporal
aspects are not dealt with as well (Marcucci, 2000) or as frequently (Tress and
Tress, 2001) as the spatial. In developing her Cultural Values Model,
Stephenson (2008) identifies landscape as having a ‘time thickness’. The time
thickness is where the ‘embedded values’ of landscape are located. These
embedded values include aspects such as the stories linked to a landscape or
spiritual elements. The interactions of forms, practices and relationships are not
one dimensional, but also interact back in time to create the embedded values a
shown in Figure 3. These embedded values are part of a holistic understanding
of a landscape (Stephenson, 2010b; Stephenson, 2008; Stephenson, 2005). The
Cultural Values Model offers a means of understanding the interactions and
does not reduce aspects to individual components.
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Figure 3 Cultural Values Model (Stephenson, 2008: p.136)

Another factor of time is rate of change. The world and society are constantly
changing, and people have a role in this change (Bell, 1999). Furthermore,
landscape change is happening at a pace previously unknown (Selman, 2006;
Antrop, 2006; von Haaren, 2002; Stephenson, 2006). In other words the
globalising world is providing a new scale (von Haaren, 2002). The
developments of knowledge and technology are having an influence on both
human scope and reach (Grossmann, 2000) and are resulting in time-space
compression. Many factors can contribute to change of landscape. Antrop
(2005) offers the following factors that contribute to landscape change:
“accessibility, urbanisation and globalization, additionally an unpredictable
factor…calamity” (p. 25). Daniel (2001) states that the bio-centric and
sustainable approaches that are prevalent offer vast scalar consideration adding
to the scale complexities of landscape. The time frames for bio-centric and
sustainability offer long time frames. They deal with natural processes, or
future consideration, at scales that are beyond the more typical human life span
time frame.
Planning is inherently future focused (Stephenson, 2005; Tress and Tress, 2001;
Butula, 2003) and is concerned with anticipating the influence of current actions
on the future (Kaplan et al., 2008). An action, once carried out, becomes part of
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the historical process. That is to say, the decisions and actions that we take now
will be part of the future landscape (Marcucci, 2000).
The scale of time within planning that is most often undetermined is how far
into the future do you need to look in order to make good decisions, often
having the aim of as far as possible into the future (Sevenant and Antrop, 2010).
It is part of the role of planning to anticipate the future effects of decisions
(Kaplan et al., 2008). As far as possible into the future is set against restrictions
of a political system that has a short time scale, and policy cycles, commonly no
more than 10 years. For example, New Zealand local government has a 3-year
election cycle and long-term community plans are required to consider 10 years
into the future.
Landscape research has shown that values attributed to a landscape are
dynamic across time. The values can change, and at various time scales. For
example, the time of day, or the season (Scott et al., 2009). This can make
capturing values problematic, as they are dynamic in nature and are part of the
complexity of landscape. Yet this is what occurs when traditional landscape
assessments within planning are carried out. To understand landscape an
ability to recognise change in values over time is necessary.
Natural processes are an inherent part of landscapes. These processes happen at
a rate that is difficult to detect as they are: “subtle, slow, [and] highly variable”
(Décamps, 2000: p.107). Processes of change initiated by humans occur at the
same time as natural processes. The rates at which the human and natural
processes occur can vary, with human change process more often happening at
a rapid rate.
As mentioned above, changes through development are happening at an
increasing rate. As a result the dimension of time in landscape is broad, with an
inherent past, present and future, with changes occurring at various rates
contributing to landscape as a dynamic and complex scale. Planning is
inherently focussed on future however it must consider past and present in
order to make good decision on the future.
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2.3.3 Space
“All human spaces are produced through social processes but also, in turn,
shape those processes” (Kogl, 2008: p. 14). Space is an inescapable phenomenon
(Kogl, 2008). Landscape has a spatial aspect (Tress and Tress, 2001). That is to
say landscapes physically exist, they have a location (Meinig, 1979). Landscapes
do not have an inherent spatial scale, as each landscape is unique (Kato and
Ahern, 2008) and are ‘spatially heterogeneous’ (Blaschke, 2006). There is no rule
or guide to apply in order to define a fixed spatial dimension for landscape. It
has also been noted that units may not be universally recognised, with
individuals and groups holding different values in landscape (Vouligny et al.,
2009; Tress and Tress, 2001).
Recognition is given that landscape ecology attempts to define landscape space
through patterns (for example see (Botequilha Leitão and Ahern, 2002)). For
landscape to be understood there is a need to integrate information from
multiple fields. However, for the current research investigating cultural
landscape the focus is on a cultural interpretation, rather than a focus on
ecological interactive processes that are part of ecosystem or ecological
approaches. Therefore, space is considered in terms of the social and political,
in essence cultural aspects.
Understanding of space can vary with experience (Peuquet, 2002). A criticism of
focusing on visual aspects of landscape is that it does not recognise the ability
of different experience or interpretation depending on position: “Emphasis on
visual experience excludes other subject positions, such as subject-as-inhabitant
or subject-as-participant, from matters of landscape concern” (Read, 2005: p.
349). Spaces can be defined by boundaries constantly negotiated, filters can be
selective with different meaning and effect (Massey, 2005). One way of creating
boundaries that is of particular importance for landscape space in planning is
land use and land ownership.
Within the rapidly changing, globalising world, the association with land use
becomes more complex with rapid ever-changing land use (Eiter, 2010), that is
becoming more multi-functional (von Haaren, 2002). Human decisions
influence every piece of land (Farina, 2009). Furthermore, a landscape does not
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have a scale that is related to boundaries that are set for private ownership:
landscape will cross property boundaries and is the site of shared heritage
(Antrop, 2005). This can be a problem for landscape scale as it can be at odds
with the ideas of private land ownership (Stephenson, 2006; MacFarlane, 2000).
Landscape is a scale that can make land a public realm, yet it may be made up
of many privately owned interests. Public and private ownership can contain
conflicting ideals and this is where much of the conflict of landscape is
experienced. The conflict can be a barrier for achieving whole landscape
management (MacFarlane, 2000). The conflict between public and private can
be a challenge for planning in general, with the planners environment
institutionally determined, operating between public and private realms
(Faludi, 1987). In addition, land ownership can go beyond public-private, with
many different land tenures possible (Bergmann and Bliss, 2004). New Zealand
is no exception to this, with many highly regarded landscapes being in pastoral
lease, although tenure review has divided many pastoral leases into private
owned land and government owned conservation land.
Ownership and land use rights are enacted through a legal system. Creating
law to determine land use can create an apparently fixed use, for example
zoning. Creating limited view of landscape like this does not recognise power
relations that occur to create spaces (Martin and Scherr, 2005). The term
landschaft has origins in creation of legal framework for understanding
landscape (Olwig, 2002; Martin and Scherr, 2005).
In the past land use has been divided into urban and rural. There is no longer
clear division between the two. Landscape is often associated with rural spaces,
with openness implied as a quality of landscape. Landscape therefore, by
default, is more associated with rural places that are more likely to be open
spaces. Rural land use is changing with a move away from traditional
association with production and a move to post-productivist farming. No
longer are space exclusively attributed to production evident. One way to
understand the rural landscape is through the categories of production,
consumption and conservation estate (Swaffield, n.d.; Park, 1995). These reflect
Lefebvre’s economic functions of space of production, consumption and
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reproduction (Lefebvre, 1991; Leary, 2009; Kogl, 2008). Of particular interest
here is the idea of rural landscape as consumption space.
Consumptive rural landscape is where land is viewed as an amenity, rather
than a workplace (Walker, 2003). The amenity can be an attraction for both
short-term visitors, such as tourist, and people looking for amenity space in
which to live. Whether driven by anti-urban feelings, or a search for a rural
nostalgia, (Thompson, 2009) changes are evident in land use and rural
landscapes. Moss (2006) terms the exurban migration as ‘amenity migration’,
the movement of people to areas with perceived greater quality of environment.
Amenity migration has the ability to increase population in previously low
populated areas that can lead to physical change, thus impacting on the
environment (or landscape). When a move is motivated by the dream of the
symbolic landscape, reality can be different in turn prompting further moves
into new areas that are believed to hold the ideal (Walker, 2003). The exurban
development and the planning decisions made as part of this undoubtedly will
shape landscape (Nielsen-Pincus et al., 2010). Walker (2003) also offers that
exurbanites change the community in the areas in which they settle, creating
new ruralities with exurbanites influencing. The community influenced by
exurbanites will be different from a previous community likely to be
predominantly composed of farmers with a focus on a production landscape.
2.3.4 Place
“If space is rather a simultaneity of stories – so far, then places are collections of
those stories, articulations within the wider power-geometrices of space”
(Massey, 2005: p. 130). Massey provides the link of space to place, with
meaning, or stories, that are part of understanding space. The concept of
landscape as place links it to perceptual aspects of landscape (Hunziker et al.,
2007). Relph (1976), who has been influential in the studies of place, offers place
as a means of integration. It is noted that Relph gives little consideration to
landscape, simply associating it with the physical, visual form of place.
However, Relph’s use of place as an integration tool is useful in terms of a
holistic approach to landscape where integration is necessary.
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The concept of landscape and place have many of the same characteristics
(Stephenson, 2010b). Landscape is where ‘place’ and ‘space’ overlap (Selman,
2006). In addition, place is as an elusive a concept as landscape. Landscape as
place identifies it as a ‘lived phenomena’ (Soini, 2004). According to Bell (1999):
“[t]he sense of place or the emotions provoked by the landscape are qualities
experienced by the observer, but depend ultimately on the characteristics
possessed by the landscape “ (p.88). In support of this, sense of place is not
restricted to just residents, but can also be experienced by tourists and visitors:
“it is not the possessors of meaning that are local, but the meanings themselves”
(Williams and Stewart, 1998: p.19). As a consequence landscape planning
should concern itself with understanding the extent of change a landscape can
undergo before an identity is threatened (Antrop, 2005). Furthermore,
recognising the reciprocal relationship is important, that meaning can change
the physical as well as the physical changing the meaning: “It is crucial that we
understand the importance of meanings and how they may change in response
to physical landscape change” (Stedman, 2003: p.683).

2.4 Landscape interactions
With holism requiring elements of landscape to be considered in context, and
the context coming from relationships and interactions (see 2.2.3), a need to
determine how to understand relations and interactions of landscape exists.
That is, there is a need to go beyond understanding the dimensions as
individual aspects, and understand the way they interact. The Cultural Values
Model provides a means of conceptualising the interactions that give context to
a landscape. Other models also offer different ways of conceptualising
landscape. A comparison is offered in this section as a means of accessing the
Cultural Values Model for providing an appropriate conceptualisation of
landscape.
!

One example of a model that conceptualises landscape interactions is the
people interaction model of Tress and Tress (2001). Their model conceptualises
interactions with a focus on people and landscape interaction (see Figure 4).
They have offered five dimensions to landscape; physical reality, that is divided
into; biosphere, the flora and fauna; geosphere, that includes the physical
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aspects like rocks and water; mental entity, the noosphere. These three spheres
interact as sub- systems to the landscape system. These interactions have a
temporal element (indicated by the arrow). Further systems are evident with
the nexus of nature and culture, and complex system where reciprocal
interactions occur between people and landscape. The system approach is
hierarchical with a supra-system (Tress and Tress, 2001).

Figure 4 The people landscape interaction model (Tress and Tress, 2001: p.151)

!

The model offered by Tress and Tress considers many interactions within
landscape. The model itself is complex. For example, people are both a separate
part (indicated by the shaded ellipse on the left in Figure 4), part of the bios, as
well as being the creators of noos and culture. The model appears
comprehensive, and the inclusion of reciprocation between landscape and
people through influence and perception is considered beneficial. However, the
model has a complexity in that the hierarchy of systems are not clearly
revealed. For the purposes of conceiving landscape for planning, the need to
consider a hierarchical systems approach is considered unnecessarily
complicated. In particular, this relates to cultural values, when people are part
of multiple systems at different levels.
!

Selman (2006) conceives landscape as having a scale that consists of three
dimensions; time, spatial and modification. The scale model identifies that
landscape contain these dimensions, with each dimension having a scale, as
illustrated in Figure 5. Of note is that it contains agricultural and urbanic as part
of modification dimension. Although the modification through agriculture and
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urbanisation can affect a landscape, as has been discussed in sections 2.3.3, the
changes can occur through other processes, for example, commodification also
discussed in section 2.3.3. The model only offers scale that provides a means of
identifying that each dimension is not independent.
!

!

!

Figure 5 Selman’s landscape scale model (Selman, 2006: p.26)

!

Selman (2006) offers a further model that includes natural and cultural
landscapes, the “Form, function and meaning of the cultural rural landscape”
model (p. 9). Included are form, function and value/meaning that compare to
the form, practices and relationships offered in Stephenson’s Cultural Value
Model (see Figure 3 page 18). The inclusion of reciprocal links between form,
function and value/meaning and landscape scale planning highlights the link
that people can affect landscape, but in turn landscape can affect people and
planning can be part of the reciprocal relationship. Time is not specifically
considered within Selman’s model, but has been included in the previous scale
model. The separation of natural landscape from cultural landscape create
uncertainty about human interaction, if decision making is of influence to all
land (Farina, 2009).
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Figure 6 Selman's form, function and meaning of the cultural rural landscape (Selman, 2006: p.9)
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The Cultural Values Model was introduced in section 2.3.2, the section that
introduces the landscape dimension of time. The model could have just as
easily been introduced in the sections on space and place. The inclusion of time
as an aspect of landscape interactions is believed to strengthen the model, and
therefore was considered the most appropriate. The current research provides a
further test of the Cultural Values Model to identify whether it provides a
means to consider landscape interactions. The model offers interactions
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between forms, relationships and practices, across time. Forms are the physical
aspects of a landscape. Relationships are the people connections related to
landscape. Practices are the activities that people carry out. All interact as part
of the landscape, in the present as part of the surface values of landscape, and
in the past as part of the embedded values of landscape. These values interact
through time; therefore the embedded values can influence the surface values
(Stephenson, 2005).
Understanding interactions are important for landscape. The current section
has provided comparison between models from Selman (2006) and Tress and
Tress (2001). The models provide different examples of conceptualisation of
interactions in landscape. The Cultural Values Model is deemed beneficial in
comparison because it offers a simple model and it has time as a prominent
element. The Cultural Values Model has had limited testing, therefore the
current research aims to test the model as a means of understanding landscape
interactions.

2.5 Application of landscape scale
In the current section sustainable development and the concept of sustainable
landscapes and proposes a holistic approach to sustainable landscapes is
investigated. An explanation is given of what a holistic approach is, and the
need this holistic approach to make a trans-disciplinary approach possible.
2.5.1 Sustainability
The principle of sustainable development has become pervasive in today’s
political setting and acts as a guide to decision making. The ideas of sustainable
development were introduced with the United Nations Rio declaration and
continue to be supported by the work of the United Nations. Guiding principles
of sustainable development from the Rio declaration include: development that
equitably meet current needs without disadvantage to future generations, the
participation of all concerned citizens at the appropriate level, a precautionary
approach and principle of polluter pays (United Nations Department of
Economic and Social Affairs, 1992). These principles have guided policy and

D)L'!%F!

:,)83'*!BK?!
law globally. For example, the European Landscape Convention, as discussed
in section 2.2.1.
Sustainable development has clearly been set out as principles to guide decision
making yet the exact way in which to apply these principles remains a
challenge. Inclusion of environmental, social, and economic factors is required
for sustainable development. A concept that can to some degree be compared to
landscape (Butula, 2004). The interactions between these factors can be
conceptualised differently, and influence the decisions regards sustainable
development. For example, the traditional three-ring circus model (Figure 7) of
sustainable development compared to the Russian doll model (Figure 8)
(Levett, 1998: p.295-6). In the traditional model sustainable development occurs
when all 3 factors of environment, economy and society overlap. The Russian
doll or nested model is proposed as a much stronger model of sustainable
development, specifically because it all occurs within environmental limits
(Levett, 1998). Furthermore, it shows the inter-relatedness of all factors, that
economy relies on society, and both rely on the environment (Giddings et al.,
2002). Whichever way it is conceptualised it remains that sustainable
development “cannot be unambiguously supported by science” (Neumayer,
2003: p. 194) and is a challenge to implement.

!
!

Environment

Economy

Society

Conventional ‘three-ring circus’ model of sustainability

Figure 7 Three Ring Circus model of sustainability (Levitt, 1998: p.295)
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Environment
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Society
Economy

Russian dolls model of sustainability

Figure 8 Russian Doll model of sustainability (Levitt, 1998: p.296)

Landscape planning is increasingly connected to concepts of sustainability and
is often proposed as a beneficial scale for sustainable outcomes (von Haaren,
2002; Antrop, 2006; Selman, 2006; Botequilha Leitão et al., 2006). However,
exactly what is meant by sustainable landscape is not agreed upon (Musacchio,
2009; MacFarlane, 2000; Vileniske, 2008). Musacchio (2009) offers the “six E’s”
of landscape sustainability that create a more holistic approach: environment,
economics, equity, aesthetic, experience, and ethics. This builds on the “three
E’s” of sustainable development of environment, economics and equity
(Musacchio, 2009) to include the elements of landscape more akin to cultural
landscape; aesthetic, experience and ethics. Alternatively, Antrop (2006)
emphasises a need to differentiate between sustainable landscapes as; the
preservation of landscape, or a principle for future landscaping. Sustainability
requires a longer time frame. A longer timeframe is important when dealing
with landscape as a short term view does not show changes in the same way as
long term (Marcucci, 2000). The time frame is of particular importance when
dealing with natural processes.
2.5.2 Trans-discipline approach
“Planning is an omnibus phenomenon” (Young, 2008). Young’s statement
eloquently captures the concept that planning is not a stand-alone field, but is
made of many varying aspects. Planning requires the synthesis of a vast array
of information in order to achieve its purpose. Landscape planning in particular
sees the meeting of many varying fields of interest, as is seen in Figure 9. Forms
may be investigated through looking at vegetation or historic features.
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Relationships may be investigated through spirituality or human systems.
Practices may be understood through human activities or sense of place. All
facets are part of landscape, and therefore are important and part of the whole.
The process for integrating the information of the various facets is important if
landscape is to be successfully understood and be a beneficial scale for
planning.

Figure 9 The main facets of landscape disciplines (Stephenson, 2008: p.129)

The current way landscape is dealt with is through expert assessments (Daniel,
2001). That is; formalised documents that offer: contextual description,
landscape description, characteristics and evaluation (Peart, 2005). An
assessment is usually carried out in order to provide information on specific
sites within a landscape, often prompted by development pressures. These
expert assessments can result in information ‘silos’ (Stephenson, 2005); standalone assessments with no consideration for the integration of wider
information. These assessments are based on landscape concepts developed
within specific fields. For example Ecology has a focus on flora and fauna; or
Landscape Architecture has a focus on visual aspects and design. These
disciplines contribute information on landscape but without adequate
integration, it makes it difficult to come to a holistic understanding of the
landscape because it relies on a reductionist view of landscape (see Figure 2 pg.
14)
The integration of information from differing disciplines can be approached in
three different ways: a multi-disciplinary, trans-disciplinary and interdisciplinary approach. A multi-disciplinary approach is where separate fields
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carry out studies and then their various elements are ‘stitched’ together. An
inter-disciplinary approach is where the various disciplines work together in a
shared approach that crosses the individual subject boundaries. While a transdiscipline approach is the same as inter-discipline but also involves lay
stakeholders (Selman, 2006; Tress et al., 2007; Tress and Tress, 2001).
The multi-discipline approach can cause issues if a concept of landscape is not
shared. The inter-disciplinary approach has a shared approach but remains
expert

focused.

The

trans-discipline

approach

requires

an

accepted

understanding of landscape, but also includes community involvement so as to
be able to achieve a holistic understanding of the landscape.

Stephenson

(2010b) offers that:
Achieving a holistic understanding of the cultural values of place requires
an acceptance of manifold sources of knowledge (both communities and
“experts”) and multiple forms of knowledge (both rational and subjective)(
p.18).

This approach gives the possibility of the broadest input into a holistic
understanding of a landscape. Importantly, it does not limit the source of
knowledge to a particular area of expertise. The community has an important
part to play with their participation inherent to the approach. As affirmed by
Sevenant and Antrop “[i]t is an axiomatic truth that trans-disciplinarity
involves participation” (Sevenant and Antrop, 2010: p.374).
The trans-discipline approach is not without its share of problems.

For

example, Tress et al (2007) noted in their assessment of trans-discipline research
that issues of time demands, terminology, different academic traditions, and
agreement of common problem are frequently met. These can be affected by
project size, budget and duration (Tress et al., 2007). Correspondingly, there are
no examples of ‘communities at large’ managing ‘landscape at large’ (Selman,
2004). Projects are known to have greater success when clear goals are set (Scott
et al., 2009; Stenseke, 2009). Trans-discipline landscape research must be able to
get past different disciplines having different methodologies (Vouligny et al.,
2009). To achieve this a sound theoretical basis of landscape that all areas are
able to use is necessary that includes agreed meaning of concepts (Décamps,
2000; Antrop, 2001; Tress and Tress, 2001; Bell, 1999).
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Landscape planning is no exception in experiencing these challenges. As has
already been indicated, landscapes are complex and dynamic. They face the
same issues of: being a product of the inter-relations of the environment, time
restraints restricting the ability to process and understand comprehensive
information, and dealing with the unpredictability of the future (von Haaren,
2002).

2.6 Ways of knowing the landscape
The roles of experts and the community in providing landscape knowledge are
reflected on in this current section. First the ‘role’ of the expert and the concept
of expertise is presented. The knowledge of the community will then be
discussed and participation of the community.
To achieve a holistic understanding of landscape there is a need to integrate
information. It is not only knowledge from various fields, but also local
knowledge, that are required if a trans-disciplinary approach is to be properly
applied. Landscape Assessments carried out by the various disciplines have
traditionally been viewed as ‘expert’ information. There is a shift in the
understanding of the position of the expert and where ‘expertise’ is gained
because the validity of community knowledge and expertise is now held as a
valuable and legitimate source. The growing call for participation, especially in
planning, also promotes the importance of the role of the local community and
their ability to offer unique and valuable expertise and knowledge.
2.6.1 The expert
The ‘expert’ assessment dominates in terms of landscape planning (Daniel,
2001; Scott et al., 2009). Much value has been given to the work of the expert. In
gaining expertise you gain a different way of viewing, and can produce an
ability to understand what might be in the future, not merely the status-quo
(Kaplan et al., 2008). The influence of a number of one’s own position can have
an effect, such as: “aesthetic perception…values, assumption, knowledge-bases,
personal interests and life situations” (Soliva and Hunziker, 2009: p.284). Ones
position can also change the way a landscape is looked at, whether an expert or
not.
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The environment is ‘experienced’ in multiple ways which differ across time
and space and which are shaped by people’s identities, social and physical
backgrounds and intended actions and motivations (Scott et al., 2009).

That everyone can experience the landscape in many ways does not mean that
those who assess it are aware that they may see things differently (Stenseke,
2009; Luz, 2000). In other words, the expert identifies ‘quality inherent in
landscape’, compared to say an experiential assessment that offers ‘quality in
meaning’ (Dakin, 2003).
Research has shown inconsistencies in assessment and evaluation of landscapes
carried out by ‘experts’ in comparison to those carried out by a community
(Vouligny et al., 2009). Furthermore, inconsistencies between experts have been
observed (Bell, 1999; Daniel, 2001; Dakin, 2003; Vouligny et al., 2009). The
current expert assessment for landscape is very often focused on the visual.
They tend to have an objective tone with an emphasis on the ‘viewpoint’
(Daniel, 2001) and are often the result of short site visits. Landscapes are known
to be dynamic and can change from day to day and from season to season
(Vouligny et al., 2009) thus making an assessment based on short visits clearly
limiting. The assessor is merely an observer or outsider, directed by procedure.
In comparison, a stakeholder ‘experiences’ the landscape (Dakin, 2003). With
outsider judgement being prominent, it has also meant a focus on a
representation for benefit of outsiders (Selman, 2006).
According to Limoges (1993) the role of the expert is no longer restricted to that
of educating the public. Their role in decision-making is constantly being
challenged, for example, through extensive litigation. Yet the reliance on expert
knowledge is growing. Expert assessments, in particular for landscape, within
the Environment Court in New Zealand are a clear example of reliance on
expert assessments. A repositioning of the expert is required. This can be
achieved through considering expertise as a process, in which the public are
involved that “creates the credibility for expert performance” (Limoges, 1993:
p.425). Within such a framework an ability to create a continuous expertise in
order to efficiently communicate knowledge landscape knowledge is possible.
Décamps (2000) commends this as necessary for the success of landscape
research.
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Expertise is not only recognised in those who have a base in the westernscientific knowledge system. A growing recognition of other forms of
knowledge is emerging. Within ecology, for example, there is the recognition of
local ecological knowledge (LEK), a term for local, indigenous knowledge. This
recognises the local knowledge as expertise, rather than purely capturing the
‘lived-in’ experience. However, there is no clear methodological approach to
ascertaining the best source of this local knowledge (Davis and Wagner, 2003).
2.6.2 The community and landscape knowledge
The benefit of participation, and the inclusion of local knowledge, has been
promoted widely. The European Landscape Convention directly refers to the
benefit of community participation for landscapes. Scott et al. (2009) notes that
there has not been a change in landscape policy or assessment techniques in
response to the European Landscape Convention in the United Kingdom, and it
would be fair to say that this is likely to be true of most countries.
Participation has been used to describe a wide spectrum of situations (Stenseke,
2009). The range includes examples where local community have had very little
input beyond being asked an opinion, through to transfer of management
powers. Consultation would be a more appropriate way to understand the first
example. The problem for participation in to know who the community is, or
who is a stakeholder (Sevenant and Antrop, 2010).
It is recognised that community participation offers a way of giving contextual
information on the local situation. Historical research of landscape can be used
as a means to involve community, without confrontation. Landscape history
gives the context of the contemporary situation, can highlight beliefs and values
and help identify possible areas of conflict (Marcucci, 2000). Values are
localised, and it has been shown that values can be commonly held, whether a
long term resident or not (Matarrita-Cascante et al., 2010).
Planning has become more aware of the various ways of knowing, and the need
for participation. Sandercock has contributed with her ways of knowing
(Sandercock, 2003) that include: dialogue, experience, local knowledge, learning
to read symbolic and non-verbal evidence, learning though contemplative or
appreciative knowledge and learning by doing, or, action-planning. Following
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this Antrop states: “(his)story of a place strongly enhances the identity and the
overall

value”

(2005:

p.21)

(brackets

in

original).

Experience

is

multidimensional, dynamic and complex (Scott et al., 2009) making it hard to
‘operationalise’ the community values of landscape (Soliva and Hunziker,
2009). Once values have been found, the challenge is then to incorporate these
into policy (Scott et al., 2009), or create a way to “bridge the research-policypractice divides” (Scott et al., 2009: p.420). This is all part of the challenge of a
holistic understanding of landscape, which requires the integration of vast
amount of complex information.
The retention of landscape knowledge is a challenge yet to be satisfactorily met.
There is no central source, or way of storing or accessing landscape information
(Marcucci, 2000), for both the outcome and process (Stenseke, 2009). The
integration of rational data with qualitative or interpretive data is needed
(Stephenson, 2010b) but solutions for achieving this have been limited. It
remains a challenge to validate the subjective and qualitative information in the
science-dominated realm of environmental management (Dakin, 2003). With
the modern mobile workforce, and the challenge of retention of institutional
knowledge this produces, the input of the community offers a way to access
local contextual knowledge. Geographical Information Systems (GIS) have been
developed to contain complex spatial information that can be helpful for the
complexities of some aspects of landscape (Blaschke, 2006), but they offer
limited benefit for interpretive information. Better communication tools are
needed, not just for the benefit of different disciplines but to allow clear
communication with the ‘public at large’ (Naveh et al., 2007).
Along with many types of participation, there are many methods of obtaining
information about landscapes from stakeholders and locals. Some of these
methods include experiential, actor orientated, round tables and design
charettes. The experiential approach, for example see (Dakin, 2003), is where a
camera and notebooks are provided to community member. The ‘actor
oriented’ approach is where interviews are carried out during ‘usual’ activity in
the landscape, such as mountain biking and walking. An example of ‘actor
orientated’ approach is offered by Scott et al (Scott et al., 2009). Other methods
include community meetings involving round table discussions (for example
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see (Luz, 2000) and design charettes (for example (Valencia-Sandoval et al.,
2010).
Much of landscape research often shows that although people experience the
landscape in many ways, community viewpoints often highlighted areas of
consensus. Valencia-Sandoval et al (2010), in their research carried out in rural
Mexico, found that participatory landscape planning, involving the local
community, provided a cost-effective way of gaining valuable information
(Valencia-Sandoval et al., 2010). All these assessment methods highlight the
complexities of landscape and in particular the value given to landscape. Scott
(2009) noted that many participants, whether from community or experts often
had ‘multiple’ hats that could influence their relationship to the landscape.
2.6.2 Value and the landscape
In studying landscapes we are looking at what is valued in them. These values
are subject to change as much as the landscapes themselves (Antrop, 2005).
These values can help inform how to manage landscapes. The cultural aspects
of a landscape are harder to attribute value to than economic value (Antrop,
2006). Values can be as multifaceted as the landscapes and can be a source of
conflict: “the roots of the conflict lie in the failure to recognise and reconcile the
multiple values associated with specific places” (Stephenson, 2006: p.35).
Landscape scale in planning is often based on visual criteria but values are
shown to be broader than visual (Vouligny et al., 2009).
The human-nature relationship cannot be regulated purely by market
economies (von Haaren, 2002). Nature has been attributed economic value
through ideas of natural capital, as established by Constanza (Naveh et al.,
2007). Within the concept of sustainability there is a need to balance the various
values. It is important to look beyond an economic concept of value based on
willingness to pay:
Landscape ‘value’ is more likely to be thought of in terms of why a landscape
is important to someone, rather than what they are willing to pay to protect
it, or their preference for it relative to others (Hanley et al., 2009: p.1405).

Therefore, values beyond economic and visual need to be accounted for if
sustainable management of landscape is to be achieved.
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2.7 Outstanding natural landscape
We have become increasingly aware that landscape contributes centrally to
people’s quality of life, and thus requires a more systematic and
geographically comprehensive approach than simply preserving the
prettiest areas for those fortunate enough to gaze on them (Selman, 2006: p.
1).

Selman highlights the need to look beyond the outstanding landscape, and
include all landscape. Landscape planning has had a history of focusing and
protecting outstanding landscapes (Antrop, 2005; Stephenson, 2006) or those
‘pretty’ areas as referred to by Selman above. Current thinking on landscape,
and in particular acknowledgement of cultural landscape, calls for an
understanding that goes beyond landscapes that are regarded as having
particular aspects of beauty. Planning has started to acknowledge Cultural
Heritage Landscapes (Shipley and Feick, 2009) but only in a limited way. The
judgements of landscape have often focused on “touristic, environmental,
artistic, literary and historical legacies” (Selman, 2006: p.57). In planning
practice it is common to see the focus remain on those areas that are seen as
outstanding- and most commonly refers to their visual qualities.
The New Zealand planning system is no exception to this. The main planning
legislation, the Resource Management Act 1991, refers to ‘outstanding natural
landscapes’, and in particular that these should be protected from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development (see section six- matters of national
importance). No definition of landscape has been provided within the statute.
The direction of what is meant by landscape has been given clarification
through case law by the Courts. This does not give a definition as such, but
indicates elements that can be included when considering landscape. These are
shown in The Elements of landscape as defined by the Environment Courts in
Figure 10. The visual focus is clearly established. Emphasis on physical aspects
is encouraged through the legibility requirement of clearly displaying formative
processes.
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Elements of landscape as defined by the Environment Court:
•

Natural science factors including the geological, topographical,
ecological and dynamic components of landscape

•

Aesthetic values including the memorability and naturalness

•

Expressiveness (legibility) which is how obviously the landscape
demonstrates the formative processes leading to it

•

Transient values which includes the occasional presence of wildlife, or
its values at certain times of the day or of the year

•

Whether the values are shared and recognised

•

Value to tangata whenua

•

Historical associations

Figure 10 Elements of Landscape as defined by the Environment Court (Peart, 2005: p.5).

Planning, and in particular landscape planning, requires decisions to be made,
even though often unable to comprehend the comprehensive information,
complexity of the environment makes predicting the future speculative (von
Haaren, 2002). Therefore, within planning there is a need for landscape policies
that permit local solutions (Stenseke, 2009). In addition, ways of gathering
contextual information that allow for local landscape solutions are also
required.

2.8 Conclusion
Landscape as defined in legislation and through courts is limited in comparison
to landscape as a complex and dynamic concept. Accounting for dimensions
and allowing for recognition that different scales of time and space are part of
landscape has been presented in the current chapter. The need for landscape to
be interpreted in broader terms than is the current practice in planning has been
emphasised. The Cultural Values Model is being proposed as a means of
assessing a landscape in a way that allows for recognition of the complexities
and dynamics that are characteristics of landscape. A case study will be utilised.
In the following chapter, Chapter Three, Cardrona is introduced as the area
where the case study was carried out. In Chapter Four an outline of the research
process that directed the empirical research is presented.
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Cardrona
3.1 Location
Cardrona is located in the centre of the South Island of New Zealand in the Otago
region. Cardrona is a river valley area surrounded by mountains as shown in Figure
11 Location map of Cardrona, New Zealand. The Southern Alps are to the west and
the Pisa range to the east. The Pisa range is the western-most of the block mountain
ranges (Peat and Patrick, 1999).

  









Figure 11 Location map of Cardrona, New Zealand (Regional map source: (Department of Internal Affairs, 2010)

!

Wanaka and Queenstown are the main settlements near Cardrona. The Cardrona
Valley-Crown Range road provides a link between Wanaka and Queenstown and is
a popular tourist route. The road for the most part follows the river. The River is
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indicated in Figure 11. The main township area is where the Cardrona Hotel, and a
number of high-density accommodation units (Benbrae and Red Apartments) are
located, as well as majority of Cardrona’s residential houses. Other residential houses
and farm buildings are scattered along the valley below the main township area.
Most of the area to the lower right of the Snow Farm, Snow Park and Southern
Hemisphere Proving Ground is in the Pisa Conservation Area. The area directly
north of the township is the Mount Cardrona Station Special Zone.
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Figure 12 Aerial view of Cardrona Valley
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3.2 Flora
Endemic flora of the area includes silver and snow tussock at high altitude.
Matagouri, coprosmas and a few olearia are found in the lower regions. Kanuka and
Manuka grow to about eight hundred metres above sea level. The area is a dry area.
The eastern slopes are known locally as the sunny side of the valley and are drier
than the slopes of the east, known as the dark side.
Before human settlement the area it is believed to have included forest areas. There
is evidence that species such as Mountain Totara were present, for example, the
presence of fallen logs on the Pisa Range. Fires were frequent in the area with the
arrival of humans and is believed to have changed the vegetation cover (Wardle,
2001).
Much of the valley area is planted in exotic pasture grasses. The introduction of
pasture grasses was significantly boosted with the introduction of top-dressing.
Along with pasture grasses a number of noxious weeds have become prevalent in the
valley. Noxious weed of issue include heiracium, broom, gorse and briar rose.

3.3 Fauna
The Pisa Ranges are known for the sea birds that breed in the alpine areas,
prevalence of Australasian harrier hawks, and diverse insect life (Peat and Patrick,
1999).There is some evidence to suggest that Moa could be found in the area, before
they became extinct. Moa hunting by Māori may have been one of the reasons for
fires lit in the area prior to European settlement (Wardle, 2001).
Today, fauna in Cardrona is dominated by introduced species, in particular livestock
for farming. The main livestock are sheep, predominantly merino for wool but also
meat. Deer, cattle and goat are also farmed in the area. Introduced species that have
become a pest include possum, ferrets, and feral-cats. Most notable of the noxious
pests is the rabbit. From being introduced in the mid 1800s rabbits thrived. In the
1880s rabbits were responsible for serious erosion in the area (Angus, 1981). The need
for ongoing control of rabbit population remains in Cardrona.
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3.4 Humans in the landscape
Human habitation has undoubtedly been an influence in changes in the landscape
for New Zealand. Since human occupation the landscape has been intentionally
changed, particularly through European settlement since Cook, but also Māori
(Lewthwaite, 1967). European settlement has left a legacy of how landscape is
viewed. At the time of European settlement in New Zealand there was a
predominant belief that man was the controller of nature (Park, 1995). From the first
arrival of humans have affected the landscape. For instance, the use of fire in the
area, that is believed to have changed the vegetation cover (Wardle, 2001; Walker et
al., 2004). Fire was used first by Māori, and followed by the pastoral farmers clearing
tussock land for pastoral grasses (Peat and Patrick, 1999). The European settlers, for
the advantage of pasture for grazing, also used fire. European settlers bought with
them a degree of sentimentality for home (Star, 2003). The sentimentality saw the
introduction of a number of flora and fauna species, some of which are noxious pests
today.
The following sections provide a brief examination of human history in the Cardrona
area. First, the pathways through Cardrona that were used by the Māori are outlined.
Second, a brief review of phases of European settlement is provided from the first
Europeans in the area, the effect of gold mining and pastoral farming. Finally,
Cardrona today and the future plans that currently exist are presented.
3.4.1 Māori
Māori travelled through Cardrona as part of the pathways that linked the east and
west coast of the South Island of New Zealand (Cunningham, 2005). The collection of
pounamu and hunting bird, including Moa, brought the mainly coastal Māori to the
Central Otago area. The area was most likely not settled due to limited availability of
suitable food and water sources, and availability of other sources of food and water.
Pathways followed Orau, the Cardrona River, and the roaring Meg, known as Waikoroiko (Beattie and McAllister, 2001). The pathway was one of the routes linking
Makarora and the south, a route believed to be used by Te Puoho war-party on their
raid of Kai Tahu (Anderson, 1986). Orau has been identified as meaning to lead away
(from Lake Wanaka) (Anderson, 1986), although another interpretation of the name
refers to the many bends of the river (Holmes, 2010). Prior to European scrub
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clearance the land is believed to have been covered in matagouri and other scrub,
with tussock on the eastern slopes (Anderson, 1986).
3.4.2 European
The first European to visit the area is believed to be Nathanial Chalmers, guided by
the Māori Chief Reko. They are believed to have utilised the natural bridge at
Kawarau River before travelling to the Pisa flats and the to Clutha and Hawea Rivers
(Angus, 1981). The vegetation of the area is believed to include a prominence of
matagouri, cabbage trees and flaxes (Wardle, 2001).
There are two version of how the area came to be named Cardrona. However, both
refer to the Scottish Cardrona. One account is that surveyor J.T. Thomson named
Cardrona after the Cardona House and Forrest near the Scottish border. He was also
responsible for the naming of Mount Pisa, for the leaning rock at the summit likening
it to the leaning tower of Pisa (Hall-Jones, 2005). The other account claims Robert
Wilkin, an early pastoral farmer, to have given the name Cardrona to the area after
his Dumfries home (Angus, 1981).
3.4.3 Goldmining
One of the earliest attractions to Cardrona for European settlers was the gold rush in
the late 1880s. Gold was discovered in the area in 1862 (Hall-Jones, 2005) and a
settlement started the following year. The area was not just a destination in itself,
with it also being used by those coming from Dunedin to access Queenstown along
the trails through Cardrona, many of which were used and established by Māori.
After 1867 Chinese started mining, with about six hundred working the gold mines.
The gold rush in Cardrona ended with the 1878 flood, with extensive damage to the
area (Hall-Jones, 2005).
Shafting and tunnelling was a favoured way of mining for Cardrona gold. Successful
claims included the Gin and Raspberry, Pirate, the Homeward Bound and Try Again.
The last phase of goldmining in Cardrona saw dredging the favoured technique.
Dredging was carried on in Cardrona until the First World War. Some of the
prominent buildings that still stand from the prosperity of goldmining in Cardrona
include; La Franchi’s dredge, built 1897; the Post Office built in the1871; the Hotel
built in the 1870s; and Paddy Galvin’s cottage. In addition to the historical buildings
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physical signs of gold mining exist throughout the Cardrona landscape (Angus,
1981).
3.4.3 Pastoral farming
Cardrona Valley was originally part of Wanaka Station, a large sheep station (Angus,
1981). Land has been further sub-divided over time. A major division of land saw a
number of pastoral leases formed as part of the returned servicemen ballot after the
First World War. Most of the pastoral leases in the area have now completed tenure
review and are now either free hold titles or conservation estate.
In the early 1900s poor management of burn offs lead to erosion issues, then the
rabbits arrived making pastoral farming a challenge. Rabbits reached plague
proportions. The government assisted in eradications programmes that lead to rabbit
control becoming a viable vocation. As many as twenty men made their living from
selling rabbit they shot in the 1940s. Top dressing in the 1950s changed the approach
to farming.

3.5 Cardrona Today
Cardrona is a predominantly rural area with sparse population described as a “small
township with a rugged rural setting” (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2003:
p.5). Large portion of the land is still high country farmland, although a number or
smaller residential areas have been developed in the last ten years. In 2006 the
population of Cardrona was sixty six people (CB Richard Ellis, 2006).
Three ski-fields are located in the area; Cardrona Alpine Resort, a downhill ski area
established in the 1980s; Waiorau Snow Farm, New Zealand’s only cross-country ski
area; and Snow Park, a freestyle terrain park. Another significant business is the
Southern Hemisphere Proving Ground, a cold product car testing facility. The
Cardrona Hotel is a tourist attraction known for its heritage status. A number of
tourist businesses operate in Cardrona including horse trekking, quad biking, farm
tours and visitor accommodation. Tourism in Cardrona focuses on to the scenery,
activities and heritage association of the area.
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3.5.1 Future plans
In Cardrona there are a number of development plans. For example, the Mount
Cardrona Station development, a township development that allows for up to four
thousand people to live in the area (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2010b).
Growth predictions are uncertain due to the small number of current residents and
the existing development potential (CB Richard Ellis, 2006).Another non-residential
development proposal is for a gondola to access the Snow Park Terrain Park. The
various plans and developments are guided by the local planning regime, a
description of which is offered below.

3.6 The planning regime for Cardrona
Cardrona is in the Queenstown Lakes District, within the Otago Region. Cardrona
has a number of zones defined by the District Plan including; Rural General,
Cardrona and Waiorau Ski-area Sub-Zones, Mount Cardrona Station Special Zone,
and Rural Visitor Zone The zones allow for a range of effects, from sparse settlement
mainly relating to farming in the Rural General Zone, to a possibility of high to
medium density dwellings in the Mount Cardrona Station Special Zone
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2009b). On the higher elevations of the eastern
side of Cardrona, on the Pisa range is the Pisa Conservation area that is managed by
the Department of Conservation Mount Aspiring office.
Within the Otago Regional Policy Statement, landscape is dealt with in Section Five
‘Land’. Natural features and landscape are included in issues (for example 5.3.4 of
the Otago Regional Policy Statement), objectives (for example 5.4.3 of the Otago
Regional Policy Statement), policies (for example 5.5.6 of the Otago Regional Policy
Statement) and methods of the ‘Land’ section (Otago Regional Council, 1998). There
is a strong correlation to section six of the Resource Management Act 1991 and direct
reference is made to the need to protect from inappropriate sub-division,
development or use. The Otago Regional Council areas of responsibilities include
water quality, soil quality and vegetation cover. These are important aspects of
landscape, yet are not attributed to landscape as such. An integrated view of
landscape between the regional and district council’s is not apparent, although the
roles of each are acknowledged.
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No definition of landscape is provided in any council documents, nor is it defined in
the Resource Management Act. A recent heritage strategy from the Queenstown
Lakes Council provides some clarity on heritage landscapes:
Heritage Landscapes: Landscapes that define significant past patterns of land use,
relationships and experiences of humans with their surroundings. They may
include cultural, spiritual, historic, aesthetic, ecological and scientific values
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2010a: p.11).

Although the definition remains broad, included in further explanation of heritage
landscapes is that they are; part of land surface, areas that contain modification from
humans and acknowledges that there may be multiple layers of meaning
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2010a). Cardrona is not included in the list of
identified heritage landscape as displayed in Appendix 10 of the District Plan
(Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2009b). Landscape is recognised throughout the
District Plan, as well as the Long Term Council Community Plan (2009a) where
quality landscapes are a desired outcome. The role of the Environment Court in
protecting landscape, in conjunction with the District Plan, is recognised in the Long
Term Council Community Plan (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2009a: p.9).
Landscape has wide recognition yet provision of what is meant and strategies for
dealing with landscape remain limited. The focus remains on the landscape
categories.
3.6.1 Landscape categories
The Cardrona landscape is categorised as ‘Outstanding Natural landscape’ through
the Queenstown Lakes District Plan. The Queenstown Lakes District Council divides
landscape into three categories. First, ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’, commonly
abbreviated to ONL, identified in by the Environment Court as ‘Romantic’
landscapes (Peart, 2005). For examples the mountain ranges. Second, specific features
of value are identified as ‘Outstanding Natural Feature’ (ONF), for example a
prominent hill or peninsula. Third, ‘Visual Amenity Landscape’ (VAL), described as
the ‘Arcadian’ landscapes by Environment Court (Peart, 2005), for example, pastoral
landscapes or farmland. The landscape categories were formed after an Environment
Court case that was one of the first major landscape cases to be heard by the Court
that is now an important part of case law ("Wakatipu Environment Society
Incorporated vs Queenstown Lakes District Council", 2000). The categories allow for
different levels of protections with outstanding natural features and landscapes
receiving greater protection than visual amenity landscape. Concern over whether
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appropriate methods and approach were used in establishing boundaries has been
raised. In particular the appropriateness of councillors and staff being solely
responsible for setting boundaries (Ericksen et al., 2004).
Within the District Plan there are maps that identify the boundaries of the landscape
categories (see appendix 8A and B of the District Plan). The whole District is not
identified in these maps. These maps do not cover Cardrona; instead it is part of a
district wide Outstanding Natural Landscape category. Policies for Outstanding
Natural Landscape includes; protecting openness where it already exists, only
allowing sub-division and development in areas that can absorb change and protect
view from public roads as in section 4.2.5 -2 (d): ”To recognise and provide for the
importance of protecting the naturalness and enhancing amenity values of views
from public roads” (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2009b). The relevant policies
associated with landscape are outlined in section four of the District Plan.
Cardrona contains many open spaces, boarded by mountain ranges that area
associated with the amenity of the area. Modification of the area has occurred since
the arrival of humans. The modifications have been influenced by; fire, gold mining,
pastoral farming, introduction of noxious weeds and animals, and more recently
tourist activities and residential developments. Within the planning regime the area
is identified as part of an outstanding natural landscape. The aim of the current
research is to understand the cultural values of the Cardrona landscape. A brief
background of the physical environment and the cultural history of the area has been
provide in the current chapter as a means of giving context to the current research
results that are presented in the following two chapters, Chapter Five and Six.
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The research process
4.1 Introduction
The purpose of the current chapter is to provide an outline of the research process
that was employed for the research. A link is provided between the previous three
chapters that have set a context for the research, and the following three chapters that
outline the results of the primary research. First, the general research approach will
be addressed. A qualitative approach has been adopted. In Section 4.2 the outline of
the theoretical concepts that have influenced the research is given. Second, the way
that data has been collected will be outlined, including ethical considerations. Lastly,
the approach to data analysis is presented.

4.2 The general research approach
The current research adopts a qualitative approach. The research is interpretive, in
that it seeks to understand the value of landscape, what it means to those who live
and are connected in some way to it. Interviews were the main means of data
gathering. Open-ended questions were used as they permit the interviewee to
respond with detailed answers. Before interviews were undertaken a literature
review was carried out.
An interpretive approach places reality as an internal experience, it does not have an
external existence (Sarantakos, 1998). For the purposes of the current research the
aim was to establish what landscape, and more specifically landscape values, are for
the respondents. A social constructionist approach has been applied, based on the
theoretical understanding that knowledge is culturally located, furthermore,
“knowledge is brought into being in the process of social exchange” (King and
Horrocks, 2010: p. 23).
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In order to address the research aims and objectives, as set out in section 1.2 ‘research
outline’, a theoretical and empirical approach has been implemented allowing for a
process of deduction and abstraction taking firstly a theoretical approach,
investigating research to establish understanding of the topic area and direct the
research process, then collecting specific examples through the empirical research.
The results are then in turn generalised, thus adding to the body of theory (Miller
and Brewer, 2003).
Chapter Two, the literature, has presented a review that has been carried out in order
to provide a theoretical perspective, to consider landscape and the theory associated
with it. The literature review process enabled development of the research problem,
and has been used as a guide to the empirical research by providing a theoretical
framework and position the current research in context of existing bodies of
literature. A literature review was completed before primary research was carried
out. This has allowed an understanding of theoretical perspectives and helped frame
the research direction. Landscape has been given limited consideration in planning
literature. Therefore, a broad approach has been taken for sourcing relevant
literature, for example the fields of cultural geography and landscape ecology.
The empirical research uses a single case study. The intention has been to develop on
previous case studies that have been carried out using the Cultural Values Model
(see Stephenson, (2005; 2007; 2008; 2010a; 2010b). In doing so, the research is using
the case study for exploratory and instrumental purposes. Exploratory case study are
used to determining the feasibility of the desired research procedures (Yin, 2003). In
the current case, one purpose has been to investigate whether the Cultural Values
Model offers a means to assess a landscape in a way that in holistic, and can be
beneficial to planning for the landscape. An instrumental approach provides insight
into an issue or is implemented to redraw a generalisation (Stake, 2005). In carrying
out the empirical research, another purpose of the current research has been to
consider the theoretical implications that are revealed through the results, a way of
building theory from the case (Eisenhardt, 2002).
It is important to remember that each case area is unique, that is the context in which
it is set is inherent. The use of case study is considered appropriate in a situation
where context is inherent: “[t]he case study is the method of choice when the
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phenomenon under study is not readily distinguishable from its context” (Yin, 2003:
p.4). Therefore, the results from the current research will be implicitly related to the
context that they are gathered from, and any theoretical deductions require
acknowledgement of the embedded nature of the results. An element of intrinsic
approach to the case study, as the approach specifically investigates details of the
Cardrona landscape.
Cardrona is the case area for the current research. It has been chosen as a place where
landscape plays a dominant role in place. The sampling has been chosen on a
theoretical basis, where results are expected to extend emergent theory (Eisenhardt,
2002). The Cardrona landscape is given a high value through designation of
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ in the Queenstown Lakes District Plan. Many
planning issues in Cardrona are in relation to landscape with development pressures
evident. Chapter Three provides an introduction to the context of Cardrona,
including document analysis of central and local government documents in order to
place landscape in planning practice in the New Zealand, and more specifically in
Cardrona. The area is also a place that I am intimately familiar with, and have a
connection to. Therefore, require a reflection on my personal position as a researcher.
4.2.1 Positionality
Prior to commencing the current research I lived in Wanaka for ten years and still
have strong connections to family and friends in the area. For a period of five years
my place of employment was based in Cardrona. During this time I was involved in
the high country community in a range of capacities including assisting in
development planning and community projects. Furthermore, it is a place of
personal recreational enjoyment. The involvement that I have had in Cardrona has
lead to a strong personal connection to the land. Majority of the interviewees for the
current research were people that I had previously met. These experiences have
influenced the way I view this landscape.
It is recognised that as researcher I am unable to remove myself from my personal
position. The aim of the current research has been to understand the cultural values
as experienced by interviewees. Therefore, I ensured that I did not provide value
judgements when interviewing and questions were designed so they were not
leading (King and Horrocks, 2010). Critical self-reflection was carried out,
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particularly in data analysis stage, a “conscious reflexivity” (Lincoln and Guba, 2002:
p. 207) to ensure my own position did not overtly influence analysis. However, being
familiar with the area and the community can provide advantage. I had previously
met a number of interviewees and had an established rapport meaning interviews
were relaxed. Personal connections may enhance information gathered (Roulston,
2010). I also had a deeper contextual knowledge that allowed for better
understanding of aspects of what interviewees were discussing. Context is
particularly beneficial at the analysis stage (Rapley, 2001).

4.4 Ethical Considerations
Ethical approval has been gained to carry out the primary research for this study.
This research follows the University of Otago Policy on Ethical Practices in Research
and Training involving Human Participants. Participants have been provided
information sheets and consent forms were signed prior to the commencement of
interviews, copies of these documents are provided in Appendix B.

4.5 Collecting information
A qualitative approach that uses semi-structured in-depth interview was adopted for
the current research. Network sampling was used for identifying interviewees. Initial
investigation identified a number of key informants; appropriate respondents were
also identified through personal networks (King and Horrocks, 2010). During the
interview process the informants were asked to suggest any other people they felt
appropriate to interview. The suggestions that were made were followed up with
requests to participate. A number of people approached declined the offer to
participate, due to time restraints. Key informants were sought from the community
and resource management professions.
Nineteen semi-structured in-depth interviews were carried out. Each interview
lasted between twenty-five and seventy minutes. Examples of questions are
provided in Appendix A. Open-ended questions structure was utilised to allow
interviewees the chance to offer detailed responses. Questions were based around
the Cultural Values Model, so focused on practices, forms and relationships.
Questions were drawn from examples of questions from Stephenson (2009). PreD)L'!A#!
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prepared questions were used as a guide, allowing interviewees to freedom to
provide detailed answers in their own terms (Roulston, 2010).
On two occasions two interviewees were interviewed together at the request of the
interviewees. Both examples were couples. Although conducting joint interviews
was not favoured due to potential of one interviewee dominating and making
expression of alternative views difficult, the two occasions that it occurred for the
current research varying opinions were evident and expressed.
The number of interviews was determined by collecting data until no new themes
were evident. Interviews were in the most part carried out at personal residences in
Cardrona, a number were also undertaken at cafes in Wanaka. There were two
periods of research from the 1st of July to the 13th of July, and the 1st of August and
the 13th of August 2010. Six interviews, with eight interviewees were carried out in
the initial research period. Transcripts of the initial interviews were completed before
the second research period. The time between the two periods allowed for initial
interpretation and analysis of data that helped inform the direction and context for
subsequent interviews.
All interviews were recorded using a digital dictaphone. Supplementary notes were
taken, during and subsequent to interviews, where extra contextual information was
beneficial. Verbatim transcripts were made after interviews. I carried out this task,
giving the extra benefit of becoming more familiar with the data, offering a means of
starting initial analysis (Riessman, 2002).
The use of a dictaphone and production of verbatim transcripts is a variation to the
approach taken by Stephenson (2005) in her Akaroa and Bannockburn case studies
where she relied on note-taking during and after the interview process. The use of a
dictaphone was a personal preference and is preferable in qualitative research (King
and Horrocks, 2010). I believed that I was able to get better detail than note taking
and able to better listen and interact with interviewees without being encumbered by
necessity to write detailed notes. Being a good listener is an important part of good
interview practice (Roulston, 2010). Using a dictaphone allowed for full transcription
of interviews. Furthermore, it was determined that the variation in approach from
Stephenson would not lead to variation in results. Interpretation of results to ensure
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consistency with previous use of the model was undertaken. For those interviewees
who were not comfortable being recorded, it remained an option for the interview to
be documented through the use of note taking. Nevertheless, all participants in the
current research were accepting of interviews being digitally recorded.
4.5.1 Interviewee identification for research
Details of interviewees are provided in Table 2. Interviewees were divided into the
category of resident, farmer, property owner and resource management professional.
Residents were any interviewees who lived in Cardrona. It is noted that two
residents were only part-time residents; they did not spend their whole time in
Cardrona. Farmers were interviewees that actively owned or operated high country
farm operations in Cardrona. Property owners were interviewees that had property
in Cardrona but lived elsewhere. Resource management professionals were
interviewees that had some professional involvement in aspects of resource
management in Cardrona and included an ecologist, landscape architect, planner,
and an Environment Court expert witness. Identification of interviewees’
involvement in resource consent and Environment Court is also included due to the
relevance in results relating to ‘outstanding natural landscape’ in Chapter Six.
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Table 2 Interviewee identification for research.
Cardrona
Resident
(approx. no. of
years)
Resource
Management
Professional A

Owner of
property in
Cardrona

Resource
Management
Professional

Involvement
in Resource
Consents

Involvement in
Environment
Court

Main
involvement in
Cardrona
Expert witness

Farmer A

> 50

Farming/
Business
operator

Resident A

< 10

Resident

Resident B

< 10

Resident

Farmer B

> 50

Farming

Resident C

< 20

Business
operator

Farmer C

< 35

Farming/
Business
operator

Resource
Management
Professional B

Council Planner

Property owner
A

Property owner

Property owner
B

Property owner

Farmer D

> 50

Farming

Resident D

< 20

Business
operator/Landc
are

Property owner
C

Developer

Resident E

< 20

Resident

Resident F

<5

Resident

Resident G

<5

Resident/
Business
operator

Resource
Management
Professional C

Ecologist

Resource
Management
Professional D

Landscape
Architect

Resource
Management
Professional E

Dept of
Conservation

Resident H

< 15

Resident

Key :
Applies
Does not apply
Part time
Farm land
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4.6 Data Analysis
The primary data collected exist in various forms including audio files, verbatim
transcripts and field notes. Analysis of the data was carried out through a variety of
methods. First, verbatim transcripts were coded to identify trends in the information.
A priori codes were used with main codes established from the Cultural Values
Model and included forms, practices and relationships. The coding was used to make
sense of information in general and then look for trends. The main categories were
divided into sub-categories based on the trends found within the main code
categories. All quotations obtained from the primary data are in italics to distinguish
them from secondary data. In addition codes relating to the ‘outstanding natural
landscape’ category were established. The approach can be likened to an inductive
approach where categories that are evident from respondents have been included
(Roulston, 2010). The result summaries are provided in Chapters Five and Six. In
Chapter Five the summary of results that relate to the themes established from the
Cultural Values Model are presented. In Chapter Six the results that relate to the
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category are given.
The final part of the analysis was to consider the empirical research in comparison to
the theoretical framework established in Chapter Two in order to draw conclusions
and recommendations. The outcomes are provided in Chapter Seven, the discussion
chapter.

4.7 Limitations
Initially Māori perspectives of cultural values of Cardrona landscape were to be
included in the current research. Application was made to the Ngai Tahu Research
Consultation Committee in reflection of the University of Otago Research
Consultation with Māori Policy. A letter of support was given (see Appendix C). The
path indicated was unable to be suitably fulfilled in the time frame allowed for the
research. Therefore, Māori perspectives have not been included. Given the
importance of Māori, as tangata whenua of Te Wai Pounamu it is a limitation of the
current research that their perspective has not been included.
Time restraint was a major limitation to the current research. On reflection there was
a bias toward interviewees who had been involved in resource management
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processes. Further investigation of interviewees who had not been actively involved
in these processes could have been beneficial. In addition, tourism is important in
Cardrona, and if time had allowed the inclusion of tourist perspectives on the
cultural values of landscape would have been beneficial. Collecting tourist
perspectives is likely to require an alternative approach than the interviews utilised
in collecting key informant views.

4.8 Conclusion
In this chapter an outline the methods that have guided this research has been
presented. The current research has adopted a qualitative approach of interviews in a
case study as an appropriate means of investigation. Consideration has been given to
how positionality and a reflection of the influence my position as researcher may
have. The research followed ethical guidelines as set out by the University of Otago.
A outline of methods used to collect and analysed have been outlined and limitations
identified in order to clarify the research process that has been initiated in the current
research.

D)L'!AC!

:,)83'*!S"4'!

Practices, Forms and
Relationships
5.1 Introduction
Within the current chapter, Chapter Five, the results of the research in Cardrona is
presented. As part of the research, interviewees were asked questions relating to
landscape, and in particular the aspects of the Cardrona landscape that they valued.
The Cultural Values Model was used to guide questions. Subsequently, the following
results are divided into sections relating to the Cultural Values Model categories of
practices, forms and relationships.
In the following sections details and key findings relating to practices, forms and
relationships are provided. First, section 5.2 the results regarding practices are
presented. Practices are activities that are, or have been, carried out by people in the
landscape. The second section, 5.3 relates to forms in the Cardrona landscape. Forms
are the physical aspects of landscape including natural and human-made features,
flora and fauna. Third, section 5.4 the results for relationships, the interactions that
people have with other people through the landscape, are addressed. The sections on
practices, forms and relationships are broken into sub-sections that relate to key
themes within each category. The Cultural Values Model shows the categories of
practices, forms and relationships interacting, not simply between each category but
also across time. The interactions between practices, forms and relationships and
across time will be discussed further in Chapter Seven.
In addition, counter to expectations, it was discovered during the research that
interviewees were very aware of the landscape category of ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ (defined in 3.6.1 ‘Landscape categories’) and often used such planning
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terminology when talking about landscape. The landscape category is assigned to
Cardrona, for planning purposes, through the Queenstown Lakes District Council
District Plan. There was clear knowledge of the planning process, and in particular
those planning activities that related to Cardrona. Due to the prominence of
comments by interviewees on this latter topic, a separate results chapter has been
included that provides detail on the research results relating to planning issues and
the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category. These results are indicated in
Chapter Six.

5.2 Practices
Practices relate to the activities that people carry out in the landscape and can
include leisure and work activities. Interviewees were asked what they did in the
landscape, with reference to leisure activities being the most common response.
Practice can have a temporal aspect. Interviewees provided responses relating to
historical and current practice. Furthermore consideration was given to future
practices in Cardrona. The results from the research for practices are provided in
sections 5.2.1 Historical practices, 5.2.2 Current practices and 5.2.3. Future practices.
5.2.1 Historical practices
Within this section, the historical practices section, the activities that have been
carried out in Cardrona in the past are investigated. During the research
interviewees were questioned about the aspects of history of the area, in particular
relating to landscape. The responses to questions about history were noticeably
focused on practices that have been carried out in Cardrona, with gold mining being
the most prominent. During the research there was clear division of practices over
time, with each being considered a specific period or phase of Cardrona’s history.
First, was the use of pathways through Cardrona by Māori. Second, the period
primarily associated with gold mining, with the first rush in the late 1860s. The third
practice phase identified was pastoral farming and finally tourism; both of which are
still part of current practices in Cardrona. Information about each of these periods
was gathered as part of the interviews and research process and the results are
provided below.
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Māori pathways
Of the twenty people interviewed six directly referenced the use of pathways
through Cardrona by Māori. The pathways were a link between the east and west
coast of the South Island. It was believed that the journey was made to collect
pounamu and eel (tuna), as commented on by Resident C:
…the Māori coming through from Balclutha… and they were going through to the lakes and
fishing and eeling and onto the coast for the Pounamu. A lot of culture here and originally it was
called Orau.

The name Orau was associated with the River having many turns (Resident D). It
was acknowledged that no settlement by Māori was made in Cardrona, with cold
weather and water scarcity inferred as the reasons for this. It was noted that during
the time the path was used the Cardrona valley area was scrubland with matagouri
being dominant. Four interviewees also believed that Moa had been present in the
area, and that scrub burning by Māori may have been carried out to assist with the
hunting of Moa. Knowledge of the Māori trails was limited, with one farmer
commenting that they had only recently found out about these:
The Māoris that came through, there is a lot of them, you can see the trails, and yet my father
didn’t know, nor did I, but now I do know it all makes sense. (Farmer B)

Physical signs of pathways are still visible, with Tuohy’s Gulley through to the
Roaring Meg forming an access to the Pisa Conservation area. The main pathway
leads to the Kawarau Gorge, where there was a natural footbridge allowing easy
crossing. The footbridge has since eroded and no longer offers an easy crossing point
for the Kawarua River. The pathway through Touhy’s Gully and over to Arrowtown
was also used by early European settlers and gold miners.
Goldmining
When asked about history, all bar one interviewee referred to gold mining. Gold
mining is seen as a defining period for Cardrona, as illustrated by Resident C:
The gold mining had a big part to do with this area, and that would probably be the number one
historical event or happening, because that is pretty much what Cardrona was born from.

This was re-iterated by Resident A when commenting on the importance of the gold
mining for Cardrona, “no gold rush, no Cardrona” (Resident A). There are still visible signs
of gold mining in Cardrona. For example, water races on both the eastern and
western side of the valley and visible signs of sluicing on hillsides. The visible signs
of mining were viewed as part of the importance of the gold mining, as expressed by
Resident D when asked about particular historical events of importance:
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It would be the way we have changed it, mining has scarred many valley floors, and if you want,
people are attracted to that in some ways because it leaves us with a remembrance of how we used
to do things, horses and carts and old pipes.

And also by Resource Manager D:
It is because it is human, rugged. You get the sense of gold miners and pioneers bashing their way
through there and the rugged times it must have been. I suppose that is where the value comes
from and that is why people want to take photos of the pub. They want to look at a mining site.

In Cardrona a number of gold mining sites are protected by the Department of
Conservation. Gold mining continued on a small scale in the valley until the 1980s.
Two interviewees had been involved in mining in Cardrona. Interviewees estimated
the population of Cardrona during the gold rush to be between eight hundred and
two thousand people. The fact that Cardrona was a much more populated area at
one time was identified by a number of interviewees.
Six of the interviewees briefly mentioned the Chinese presence in Cardrona during
the gold rush. Very little detail was provided, with only general comments that there
had been Chinese settlement in the area. It is believed that up to eight hundred
Chinese resided and mined for gold in Cardrona at this time. They settled away from
the main parts of Cardrona. The Chinese settlement history was considered to add to
the interest of the area, with Farmer C commenting on enjoying dreaming of the
Chinese miners as a child. Property Owner C identified Chinese settlement as an
aspect that adds to the quality of the Cardrona landscape:
in Cardrona I found that you can experience it all. You can look up enjoy the mountains, look
down and enjoy the valley floor and the people and the history of activity. Clearly miners and
farmers and Chinese and everyone else has come through and enjoyed the landscape for many,
many years.

There was a definite trend, when asked about historic aspects of Cardrona landscape,
to refer to it in terms of human activity. Questions relating to historic aspects did not
specify whether this was to relate to a specific aspect of history. There was only the
occasional comment made in regard to non- human historic aspects, such as natural
history, and this was largely in response to questions on the ecology of the area.
Farming
Farming was also referred to, but not as prominently as gold mining. Six
interviewees commented on farming being an important historical event. Aspects of
the farming included rabbit control and top dressing as can be seen in Table 3.
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Farming was viewed as a forgotten part of Cardrona history. Property Owner C in
particular linked farming practices to landscape and highlighted the fact that it is
now a modified landscape as a result of these practices (see Table 3 below). Resident
D and Farmer C expressed similar sentiments, both interviewees mentioning
modification and change through farming practices.
Table 3: Comments on the influence of farming practices in Cardrona
Interviewee

Quotation

Property
Owner C

Farming through the landscape removed rocks from paddocks, or
removed lots of tussock to sew pasture, and the establishment of livestock
and fences, the cutting of tracks through the hills. All of those are
historic events or activities that changed the landscape. That is part of
our landscape. I think we often forget that. I think we often look through
the landscape and say what a beautiful landscape, and we actually are
looking at modification already, and we are forgetting that we are.

Resident D

Farmer C

Farming has changed the landscape, we have burnt it and fenced it and
cleared it and planted foreign grasses and that has to be a historical
feature in the landscape.

You might say, and a lot of people do, that we have modified our
landscape. We have ploughed these intensive flats, we’ve put fertiliser on
the hill, we’ve fenced it up. They call it a natural landscape but we have
modified it a lot.

In addition to gold mining and farming there was the occasional mention of
rabbiting and the ski fields. Farmers talked of rabbiting, with some remembering
shooting rabbits as children and the money that they earned from this. A number of
interviewees talked of approximately twenty men earning a living through rabbit
culling in Cardrona. The de-valuing of the rabbit by the Government was seen as
significant in contributing to rabbiting ceasing to be a distinct practice in Cardrona.
Farmers continued the battle against rabbits but as part of farm management. The
battle to control rabbit numbers continues today in Cardrona.
Another period of practice in Cardrona is tourism. The ski fields are an attraction
and the Cardrona Valley Road is a prominent tourist travel route. However, this was
not frequently offered as an important aspect of history. The creation of ski fields in
the area was only raised by a few and did not feature prominently during the
interviews. One interviewee did acknowledge that the opening of the ski fields had
turned snow into an asset, where it had previously been a liability for farmers.
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The sealing of the Cardrona Valley Road from Wanaka through to Queenstown was
considered to have contributed to change in Cardrona. As stated by Resource
Management Professional D:
If there was no road there, we probably wouldn’t be discussing that valley.

The significance of the road was also identified by Resource Management
Professional C:
The valley would be dead if you couldn’t transport over it, the through traffic is important in the
appreciation of the valley.

The sealing of the road was deemed to have changed Cardrona by at least three
interviewees. These were the interviewees who had moved to Cardrona when the
road was a gravel road and had felt that it was once a more remote, quiet place.
In conclusion, Cardrona history is known through the practices that have been
carried out in the area. These practices have included Māori using the paths through
the area to cross between the coasts, gold mining, rabbiting and farming.
Interviewees have identified these as main historical practices that have defined the
area. More recent history has seen tourism introduced to Cardrona, including the ski
field. Both farming and tourism are still practiced in Cardrona.

5.2.2 Current Practices
The current practices carried out in Cardrona are linked to farming and tourism.
Tourism includes the ski fields in Cardrona. Of those interviewed, seven are
currently involved in farming practices and seven are involved in current tourism
practices in the Cardrona.
The types of farming carried out in Cardrona include large and small-scale cattle,
merino sheep (for wool and meat), goat and deer farming. Tourism operations in
Cardrona include ski fields, horse trekking, quad biking, monster truck rides and
tourist accommodation.
During the research interviewee’s were asked what they do in the landscape, what
activities they carry out. Majority of responses related to recreational activities,
although activities associated with working on the land were offered by farmers and
a number of business owners. Walking was the most popular recreational activity
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with eight interviewees stating walking (including a number of resource
management professionals) as an activity they carried out in the Cardrona landscape.
Skiing, both down hill and cross-country, followed this, to which seven interviewees
made direct reference. With many walking tracks and the ski fields located in
Cardrona, this was an expected result. Responses about activities and what
interviewees did in the landscape were not only limited to activities associated with
recreation. Activities were also associated with practices including farming and
business practices.

Farmers or those who operated businesses in Cardrona, not

surprisingly, gave responses relating to farming or business practice. However,
comments in relation to this were not detailed.
Current practices are associated with leisure activities and to a lesser degree business
and farming practices. Those who made their living from land in Cardrona were
most likely to associate current practice to the activities that were carried out as part
of making this living. Recreational activities are also part of current practice and
include walking and skiing. Moreover, Interviewees made inference to future
practices and how these might change, or what they would most desire in regard to
their ability to carry out future practices.
5.2.3 Future practices
A feeling that Cardrona was changing was evident throughout the research process,
and this came through in comments relating to practices, in particular future
practices in Cardrona. Questions relating to future practices were not initially
included, but if informants introduced the topic, further discussion was encouraged.
Change is expected through development increasing population and dwelling
numbers in Cardrona and through change in farming practices. Some interviewees
viewed these changes favourably, while others were concerned about the effect they
would have for Cardrona, and its landscape.
Farming as it is carried out in its current form is not regarded as sustainable. A shift
from farming to tourism practices was considered likely to be more sustainable, with
better financial returns. The focus was predominantly on economic sustainability,
although environmental and social factors were also indicated, for instance water
usage.
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To ensure the sustainability of Cardrona, the need to address land management was
highlighted. Landowners, in particular farmers, were recognised as fulfilling current
land management needs.

Farmers’ role in ensuring land health, in particular

through pest and noxious weed management, was acknowledged by many. In
discussion of land management issues, Resource Management Professional D notes
that currently there is no simple mechanism to achieve land management, and the
past situation where it was in people’s interest to live and work the land is not
necessarily still the case, and without this landscapes may be threatened, unless
management is addressed:
The real problem with a lot of these landscapes around New Zealand is a land management
problem, and the RMA doesn’t really help with that. There have been times in the past where it
has been advantageous for someone to live on them, and run them as a farm, currently that is not
really the case. So, there are great areas of land in New Zealand. DoC has the same problem as
well. Often it is the most valuable land as far as landscape quality goes, that we have no
management answer for, they are just, in the absence of a management regime, they are only going
to degrade. So in some ways, I can’t see any way around the fact that we have to find some
management regime for this land that will allow someone to make a living. I guess use them in
some way. If they are not used they will degrade. It will be rabbits; it will be whatever it will be. It
will be something that will degrade it. It is something of an overall conundrum.

Recognition of the need for management, but management that can adapt with
changes that are evident in the landscape, was mentioned by Farmer D:
we always need some form of management…because it changes…there is just too many things
that change, that can change for various reason.

The rigidity of current aspects of planning was perceived as being detrimental to
landscape. It was considered that without land management that the landscape could
change in a way that was not favourable to the condition of the land, or those who
lived in Cardrona. For land management to be sustainable it was viewed that this
required people to live in the area, this is further discussed in future human made
forms in section 5.3.1.
Practices were extensively commented on during the research. A strong recognition
of phases of historical practice was recognised. The current practices were associated
predominantly with leisure activities, although farmers and business owners in the
area were likely to associate activities with their work association with the landscape.
In addition to elements of past and present practices, focus was given to future
practices as an area of concern for Cardrona.
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5.3 Forms
As is provided in the Cultural Values Model, forms can be either natural or humanmade. Questions relating to forms were included in order to identify if there were
human-made buildings, structures or features of value in the landscape. Ecology,
including flora and fauna, are included in the category of forms. Responses relating
to forms were also made when informants were asked general question about what
aspects of the Cardrona landscape are valued. The results relating to forms have been
divided into sub-sections of human-made and natural forms. Human-made forms
include buildings and aspects of farming. In Section 5.3.1 details of the results on
human-made forms are presented. The natural forms include the mountains, river
and ecology. Responses to these natural forms are outlined in section 5.3.2.
5.3.1 Human-made forms
A number of human-made forms are valued in the Cardrona landscape, the details of
the human-forms of value, as identified in the research, are presented in the current
section. Interviewees were asked to identify and comment on what human-made
building, forms or features they valued. A number of buildings were offered as
valuable, most prominently the Cardrona Hotel, the community buildings and for
two interviewees, their own personal property. In addition to specific buildings,
comments were made about human-made forms through farming practices. Humanmade forms that were considered inappropriate or not in keeping with the Cardrona
landscape, including a power line up grade and high-density accommodation units,
were identified by interviewees. A future focus was prominent in response to
human-made forms, with population growth expected in Cardrona. Interviewees
offered thoughts on appropriate future human-made forms.
Cardrona Hotel
The most common response to what human-made buildings, structures or features
were of value was the Cardrona Hotel, also referred to as the Cardrona Pub. The
building is indicated as important because of its heritage and on a number of
occasions was referred to as ‘iconic’. Responses included the belief that this was a
building that was appropriate to the landscape, fitting in with its surroundings. For
example Resident B offered:
Cardrona Hotel is the only thing that comes to my mind, because it is man-made and it is
important for Cardrona and it fits to the landscape.

D)L'!CA!

:,)83'*!S"4'!
The Hotel was perceived as a central part of Cardrona, and something to protect and
preserve. However, not all interviewees agreed that the hotel was significant, for
example, Resident D commented:
The only [original] part is the front wall. The rest has all changed so I don’t think there is a lot of
significance in that.

Farmer A valued the history associated with the Hotel and associated this value with
the stories that it related to, rather than the building itself. Only three of those
interviewed made no mention of the hotel. Five interviewees mentioned the hotel,
but not in reference to human-made forms rather as part of the wider discussion of
the Cardrona landscape.
Other buildings
In addition to the hotel, a number of interviewees identified the community
buildings that include the Hall, Church and Public Toilets located approximately a
kilometre away from the Cardrona Hotel. It is believed that the Church was built as
an annexe to the All Nations Hotel in 1869. It was then used as a Catholic Church for
Cardrona, moved to Wanaka in the 1940s before being returned to Cardrona in 1987.
The Cardrona Hall was the original School that was opened in 1878. The School
operated until 1954 (Curtis, pers. comm., 2010). These facilities were valued by those
interviewed for their historical connections, which were considered favourable for
the landscape, but also for the role of a meeting place for the community.
Two interviewees strongly identified their own house or farm buildings as being of
value to them, as it was their direct connection to Cardrona. This was not necessarily
connected to landscape value, with one acknowledging that although they valued
their own house, it did not mean that it added to the quality of the landscape. They
valued openness and little visible development in a landscape. With openness
considered a valuable feature, a limit to numbers and density of buildings was
deemed important to retain the openness.
Farming Forms
Two interviewees responded that a human-made feature of value is the visible
aspects of farming, given that farming had influenced change in the Cardrona
landscape visibly and economically. Property Owner C commented on the
importance of farming in terms of the landscape:
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I think what is important in a farming landscape, the manmade structures such as woolshed and
sheds, animal shelter and fences and those sorts of things, they are natural things that people
expect to see in that landscape. The landscape is already modified by having the animals in the
paddock. So, in a sense, to have those sorts of structures I would totally expect (Property Owner
C).

The discussion of farming often included reference to forms, and the modification of
these forms. Farming practices were seen to play a significant part in modifying
landscape forms in Cardrona. The quotes set out in discussion of farming practices
are equally as relevant in considering farming forms and can be seen in Table 3:
Comments on the influence of farming practices in Cardrona on page 61, and
includes turning tussock land into pasture through ploughing and fertilising, and
establishing farm fences. The influence of farm practice to ensure retention of tussock
land that may be threatened by noxious weeds or rabbits if farmers did not carry out
control measures was also important, and part of land management issues in
Cardrona.
Ski fields
The ski fields and associated buildings were mentioned in two interviews in
response to human-made forms of value. Located in Cardrona is Cardrona Alpine
Resort (downhill field) on the western side, and Snow Farm (Cross Country Ski
Field) and Snow Park (Freestyle Terrain Park) on the eastern side. The main features
of the ski fields that are visible from the valley floor are the access roads. From some
areas of Cardrona valley the buildings of Cardrona Alpine Resort can be seen. None
of the buildings associated with the Snow Farm or Snow Park are visible from the
valley. Although the ski fields are mentioned, the lack of prominence, or visibility
was noted, as Resource Management Professional A states:
You can’t really see the ski field building much, unless you go up to them, they have some value in
terms of recreation and the local economy.

The ski fields were mentioned as collective, not as individual sites, although each has
very different terrain and are located on opposite sides of the valley.
No mention was made of the Southern Hemisphere Proving Ground, the southern
hemispheres only cold product car testing facility (SHPG, 2005). The facilities are
located next to the Snow Farm and Snow Park fields and operate during the winter
season attracting many of the large overseas car companies.
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Inappropriate development
Another response with regard to human-made forms of value was to highlight the
buildings that were not regarded as appropriate to the landscape. Four interviewees
mentioned two developments that have been completed in the last five years. First,
Benbrae is a high-density short-term visitor accommodation development. The
twenty-three buildings that make up this development are single and two storey
grey weatherboard units. Second, the collection of six, two storey semi-detached
apartments that have red cladding are referred to as ‘the red apartments’. Both
developments fall within the Rural Visitor Zone for Cardrona. The opinions in
relation to these developments are that they are poorly designed and inappropriate
for their location, in particular the building density. Resident C commented on this in
considering future development:
If they are developing it has to be tasteful. ... I don’t think I like seeing the Benbrae’s and I don’t
think I like seeing the red ones beside it. Benbrae would look great with one of those little houses in
a paddock, but not en mass the way it is.

Resident B also made a similar comment as to what future development density
would be appropriate, negatively referring to Benbrae:
keep the openness, not being like Benbrae. That is a very bad example, the houses and the units are
okay, um, but, it’s too cramped, that is the thing.

Overall there is awareness that the valley is likely to see more development in the
future and there is a desire to see that this development does not change Cardrona.
Power lines
Responses regards inappropriate human-made forms were not restricted to
buildings. A number of comments were made in reference to a recent power line
upgrade. New power poles are located closer to the Cardrona Valley Road than the
old poles and are visibly taller with an approximate height of ten and a half meters.
The upgrade spans approximately twenty kilometres of line beside the Cardrona
Valley Road from the Riverbank Road intersection. It offers an electricity capacity
upgrade. Table 4 lists the responses to the power line upgrade from the research.
Comments are made about the negative effect on landscape as a result of the new
powerlines. For example, see Farmer A’s quotation in Table 4 that implies a sizable
impact. The process involved was seen as flawed, as noted by Property Owner A.

D)L'!C9!

:,)83'*!S"4'!

Table 4: Power line up-grade comments
Interviewee

Quotation

Farmer A

They are making a bigger impact than anyone. They are the main impact
on the landscape. I don’t particularly like that. I don’t know if it was ever
looked at doing it underground.

Resident B

For example, it is possible to put overhead powerlines through the whole
valley, close to the road and destroys so much of the beauty of the valley,
because its like a 25 km of powerlines, and they stick really out, and they
destroy the beauty of the unspoilt views that appear normally. So, that’s
not really dealt with properly.

Property
Owner A

I think there is a bloody great intrusive power line at the moment that is
probably the single most intrusive feature that has ever gone into the
Cardrona Valley since the road…it happened without any discussion,
anything.

Resident E

They are awful. They are a lot bigger than they ever were. So long as
they don’t continue them in that fashion, move them off to the paddocks a
bit that would be all right.

An article in the local newspaper outlined safety concerns for location of new poles
near Cardrona Valley Road. The article, headlined “power poles a ‘deathtrap’resident”, outlines the reason for a section of the new line being straightened as
provided by Aurora Energy (upgrade company) chief executive. The power line had
previously kinked to avoid trees. These trees are no longer there, therefore allowing
the line to be straightened (Anon., 2010). Consent was sought for the upgrade and is
a controlled activity through the Queenstown Lakes District Plan. One respondent
felt that in time the poles may weather and lead to them becoming less prominent,
but this may take some years. The lack of consultation about the poles was
considered an issue.
Two interviewees also felt there was a negative impact of plastic water tanks in the
landscape. The plastic tanks are used for domestic water storage on properties. The
plastic tanks were viewed as visually unappealing, and it was felt that there were
better water storage solutions such as sub-surface concrete tanks, although the extra
expense of this was acknowledged.
The value of human-made forms was most often associated with historical buildings,
with these being considered most suitable in the landscape. A few informants
identified forms created through farming. The human-made forms that were not
valued were acknowledged, in particular the recent power pole upgrade and
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inappropriate developments. This consideration of what interviewees would not like
to see led to many discussing the future of Cardrona and how they would like to see
building and human-made structures and forms dealt with.
Future human-made forms
Many respondents considered the future and how future human-made forms could
be appropriately dealt with in the landscape. For example, Resource Management
Professional C commented on a form, which does not exist as yet when asked of
human-made buildings, forms or features: “there is going to be one soon, called the gondola”.
The gondola is a consented structure that will go from the valley floor to the Snow
Park on the Waiorau property. No construction has started or is planned in the
immediate future for the gondola. Two other interviewees also commented that the
gondola could be a human-made form of importance to Cardrona. The Chairman of
Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society stated at the 2010 Annual General
Meeting that the proposed gondola will be:
…a good incentive for people to stop, for people to live and for people to share and enjoy the
wonders of this landscape.

A focus on the need for things to attract people to Cardrona, such as the gondola was
a common theme, not only at the Annual General Meeting but also with a number
those interviewed.
Another human-made form that does not exist, but is considered likely, is water
dams. With water supply a current issue for Cardrona, there is consideration being
given to dams being constructed for water storage as a means of assisting with water
management. The Cardrona Landcare Group are currently working on community
water management planning of the Cardrona River. There are no fixed plans for
dams but several people interviewed commented that dams and water storage was
likely to be considered in the future, especially with predicted growth of population
in Cardrona. For example, Farmer D, views water access as potentially restricting to
future growth of Cardrona:
The biggest issue Cardrona has got is the water issue, but there are ways and means of getting
through that as you have adequate growth, storage is the obvious one.

The construction of water dams was considered necessary to support population
growth in Cardrona.
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The attraction of more people to Cardrona was identified as necessary to sustaining
the community and creating Cardrona as a tourism destination. Farmer A suggested
that a population of up to five hundred people was necessary for a sustainable
future. Farmer D emphasised the need for activities, referring to Cardrona as an
activities area, and a need for this to be developed and encouraged with a belief that:
…if you haven’t got things to be actively involved in an area, you don’t stay there

A view also shared by Farmer B:
People need to live in this country and if people want to live in the country area, they need things
to do.

Resident C also felt that there needed to be people living in Cardrona, stating:
the place has to be lived in to work.

An increase in population would also come with an increase in houses and services,
which appeared to be accepted by interviewees. Appropriate design and
consideration of landscape were viewed as necessary to ensure that development
could happen without compromising the valued aspects of the landscape.
In conclusion, the human-made forms considered of most value for the landscape
were historical buildings. The most prominent human-made form to be valued was
the Cardrona Hotel. Other buildings, such as the hall were noted but the value of
these was not as clear as with the Cardrona Hotel. Human-made forms that were
considered inappropriate in the landscape were identified, including the power line
upgrade and high-density accommodation development. Interviewees presented
views as to what might be appropriate, or of value, in the future for Cardrona and
the landscape. There was an acknowledgement that development is likely and that
there is a wish to see this done so that Cardrona can be sustained.
5.3.2 ‘Natural’ Forms
The most common response, when interviewees were asked about what they value
in the landscape, related to natural forms. Natural forms are physical aspects of the
land and include the geology, flora and fauna. In the research, responses that related
to natural forms were for the most part general and did not reference specific
locations or features. Farmer C, who only refers to the landscape’s complexity,
provides an example of a very general comment:
The whole Cardrona valley landscape is important to me…we have quite a complicated landscape
and I love it...its a complex valley and that is what makes Cardrona, I think. (Farmer C)
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Farmer C made no further comments about specific examples of what made up the
complexity of the landscape. Such a general statement was a more extreme example
of a general approach. Most interviewees provided some detail of what typified that
landscape for them, such as reference to mountains. There were two exceptions to a
general approach to natural forms. Two interviewees referred to a specific natural
form in the landscape, this being the Crown Rock. Reference to the Cardrona River
was also made by a number of interviewees, with water and the river both
considered of high value. The following sub-sections outline the responses to natural
forms. The sub-sections relate to the main themes that emerged; mountains, crown
rock, and the Cardrona River emerging in terms of geological features. The flora is
divided into tussock and noxious weeds and fauna is divided into rabbits, wild and
domestic animals.
Mountains
Mountains were commonly mentioned when asked about aspects of Cardrona
landscape that were valued. Fifteen of the interviewees made comments about the
mountains of Cardrona, often commenting on aspects such as size. For example,
Resource Management Professional B comments of scale “The majestic scale, sheer scale of the
surroundings”.

Cardrona is a valley surrounded by high peaks, with the Southern Alps

to the west and the Pisa Range to the east. The valley was not viewed as enclosed
with the openness of Cardrona commented on by three interviewees (Resident A,
Resident B, and Resident G). Two comments, both by farmers, were made about the
mountaintops, or the skyline being of importance. Farmer A stated: “the real treasure of
the landscape is the skyline, that is very important”.

No specific mountains were referred to,

instead comments related to the general landscape, this being mountain ranges with
a river valley. Not all respondents associated their response directly to Cardrona,
such as Farmer D whose response was not location specific:
Landscapes that are important to me are the ones that rise to the horizon, mountainous landscape.

Interviewees tended to refer to Cardrona when asked what landscapes were
important to them. Those who had spent the least time in Cardrona, or were not
residents were more likely to refer to other landscapes.
Crown Rock
Two interviewees (Farmer A and Resident C) referred directly to the Crown Rock.
The Crown Rock was the only specific geological feature of the landscape mentioned.
D)L'!F%!

:,)83'*!S"4'!
The rock sits atop the peak of the Crown Range overlooking Arrowtown and
Cardrona. Resident C thought this feature to be of great importance:
The most important piece of landscape in the Cardrona is the Crown Rock. That is when I know I
am home, and I don’t think that would ever not be there but by the same token that is Cardrona,
castle on the ridge.

Farmer A, who also valued the Crown Rock, noted surprise that during the Urban
Design Forum that was held in Cardrona this was not identified by others during
questions about features of importance.
Water and the Cardrona River
Another feature that was commented on was water, and more specifically the
Cardrona River (Orau). Value was associated with the quality of water, its use on the
land for irrigation and its recreational value. Three interviewees commented on the
quality of the water for drinking. The river was valued for its use for recreation,
including walking of dogs beside the river. The Cardrona River is a spawning river
for trout.
Flora
Interviewees were asked to provide information they knew about the ecology, plants
and animals of the area. In response to flora, two main categories of flora were
mentioned, the endemic species and the noxious weeds. Changes in the flora of the
area were commented on with widely held knowledge of the valley previously being
scrubland, with matagouri being dominant. Tussock was acknowledged as a main
flora type of Cardrona, with it being an identity of Cardrona. Interviewees were
aware that vegetation coverage in Cardrona had changed over time.

The sub-

sections below give detail about specific aspects of flora in Cardrona.
Tussock
Cardrona is identified as a tussock area. Interviewees saw tussock as a more natural
part of the landscape (Property Owner B). Being amongst the tussock was enjoyed,
for example, “you hit the tops, the tussock, its just magnificent walking through there”(Resident G).
Issues around managing the tussock were expressed by the longer-term farmers.
Examples of the comments made are shown in Table 5. Tussock appealed, but to
retain the tussock weeds and scrub need to be managed or else the scrub may take
over and change Cardrona from a brown valley to a green valley (see Farmer A’s
quotation in Table 5). Management of stock numbers, and continuation of grazing
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was a part of the preferred management, with concern over de-stocked areas such as
Department of Conservation land, although over-stocking was identified as a cause
of past damage (see Farmer D’s quotation in Table 5). The de-stocked areas were not
always regarded as offering the best conditions for tussock to grow.
Table 5: Comments on tussock and the need for management
Interviewee

Quotation

Farmer A

I would like to preserve the tussock grassland, else it would be taken over
by scrub, …native scrub and then the broom gets among it and takes over,
and then I don’t think it will be the valley that I like so much now.

Farmer B

To turn around and see the nice tussock and the healthy ground, to me I
really enjoy that, and I think most people do, but what people don’t realise
to keep it like that what you have to do. Sooner or later a fire or something
is going to destroy it. If you get a fire or something at the wrong time year
then it burns the ridge right out and then that’s not what anybody wants
to see, so there is a balance.

Farmer D

as time passed by silver tussock did recover very well and so it is part of
the silver tussock natural landscape. That is what I call the natural
landscape, so when you modify the landscape with intensive grazing you
took it away. Fortunately we are back to the tussock-covered landscape
here now, you do not see those lines of intensive grazing in the landscape,
as we do.

Noxious weeds
The research established that there is concern over the effect of noxious weeds in
Cardrona. Species that are of particular concern are broom, briar, and to a leaser
extent willows, that have been choking the Cardrona River. Extensive control work
has recently been completed by the Otago Regional Council to remove a large
number of willows from along the banks of the Cardrona River. Most interviewees,
whether they worked with the land or not, were aware of the issues with these
noxious plants. Those who had more direct involvement in land management
expressed concern over hieracium (common name: hawkweed). There was concern
that if noxious weeds were not controlled it could change Cardrona, as expressed by
Farmer A:
…it’s going to change, the vegetation is going to change, the biggest worry that I have got is the
noxious weeds, like broom, if that took over it would become a green valley, I don’t think it would
appeal the same, its more a brown valley that I value.

Noxious weeds are identified as a threat to the tussock, which is the main plant that
contributes to the brown hues that Cardrona is known for.
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Fauna
For the current research, comments on the fauna in Cardrona were not given in detail
by those interviewed. The animal that was prominent was the rabbit. Animals were
recognised as part of farming practices. Wild animals such as deer and pigs are
found in Cardrona, and were valued as game for hunting. Native birds and lizards
were commented on, although more attention was given to introduced species.
Resident G commented on animals in Cardrona as being problematic, with most
being pests:
As far as animals are concerned most things on the ground are noxious except sheep and cattle.

Resource Management Professional C deemed sheep as an important aspect of the
landscape for being a part of the farming practices of Cardrona and having a role in
land management:
Landscape requires sheep, you come to expect sheep to be there, sheep maintain the grassland as it
is. Sheep are part of that landscape, and to keep sheep there, farmers have to make money, it cant
happen if they are over run with rabbits or weeds, so there has to be controls on these things. Sheep
are part of the cultural landscape.

The rabbit was most prominent with all interviewees mentioning rabbits in
Cardrona.
Rabbits
When asked about animals in Cardrona, the animal most mentioned by interviewees
was the rabbit. This introduced species has had an impact on the area, including
changing the land through clearing vegetation that in turn can lead to erosion
problems. A number of interviewees talked of the damaged caused by rabbits in the
past. For example, “In the past, the rabbits absolutely devastated that valley” (Resource
Management Professional C) and “that land was devastated by rabbits, so the landscape was way
different then to it is today”

(Farmer D). The control of rabbits was seen as allowing for the

intensification of farming, as identified by Farmer D: “Everything changed; it went from rabbit
ridden non-profit country to revenue generating landscape”.

Control measures, include poisoning

and aerial shooting, to eradicate rabbits continue in Cardrona. As expressed by one
farmer, there was concern that the rabbits are taking over again, and this required
thousands of dollars to be spent. Rabbits are not only an issue for farmers but also
those with smaller residential properties. These issues included cost of control,
damage to land and a change in attitudes towards control measures. It was noted
that one property owner spent $15,000 to poison a seven-hectare area of land.
Resident F commented:
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When I first moved here I thought that there is not way I could kill a rabbit and I didn’t like the
idea of the poisoning, but since we have been here, they are an absolute pest.

The quotation shows that feeling towards rabbits, and the control of them, can
change with time spent in Cardrona. During the research it became apparent that
rabbits continue to pose a threat to Cardrona and its landscape, and ongoing
eradication and management of rabbit populations are viewed as necessary for the
health of the land.
In conclusion, natural forms were regarded as valuable in the Cardrona landscape.
The natural forms were considered in general terms, with mountains, rather than
specific locations being considered as a valuable part of the landscape. The tussock
was considered an important aspect of Cardrona. There was a concern that tussock
might be threatened by noxious plants and animals. There was recognition that a
wide range of flora and fauna had been introduced to Cardrona. Interviewees
associated mountains as important forms in Cardrona. The Crown Rock and the
Cardrona River were the only specific natural forms identified in the research. The
ecology of Cardrona is viewed as dynamic, with interviewees aware of changes in
vegetation over time. The possibility of future changes was identified and frequently
associated with management of noxious weeds and rabbits. Forms can be either
natural or human-made. The Cardrona Hotel was the human-made form that was
considered of most value and sympathetic to the landscape. Farming forms and
inappropriate development was also discussed in response to human-made forms.
What might be appropriate in the future in the way of human-made forms was given
consideration, in particular the potential gondola, water storage dams and future
development for Cardrona.

5.4 Relationships
As part of the research a number of questions were asked to ascertain relationships
that are part of the landscape in Cardrona. The questions related to the links that
people had to other people through the landscape, family connections and any
feelings of spiritual or cultural connection to the land. Responses to these questions
were not as detailed as was expected, and in particular the response to identification
of spiritual or cultural connection through the landscape were limited. The following
sub-sections detail responses describing relationships.
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5.4.1 Family
A number of the interviewees had lived their entire life in Cardrona. The farmers
were all at least the second generation of their family to run a property in Cardrona.
One interviewee was the fourth generation and shared management of the farm with
his son. One response to strong family links was to associate this with belonging: “the
valley to me is a sense of belonging”

(Farmer A). Those who had these family connections

offered information on stories that they had been told by the previous generation
regards aspects of Cardrona history, most notably about the state of the land with
issues surrounding noxious weeds and rabbits. As was evident in most aspects of
responses during the research, interviewees were forward-looking in relation to
family, in particular amongst those with farmland in Cardrona. Concerns were
raised about succession of properties, especially larger farms that were not
considered sustainable through current farming practices. Restrictions imposed by
resource management processes contributed to the challenges of succession,
although there was a general acknowledgement that high country farming was
financially challenging at present. One farmer stated:
We could not get a succession model to work because of landscape issues and people focus on the
landscape issues kept us out (Farmer D).

A sentiment also shared by Farmer B:
Farming, or traditional farming as the way we knew it, the costs have got too high, we can’t make
it happen. So family progression really just can’t happen, mainly due to the costs. We are virtually
finished now, so that is really sad.

The ability for families’ and the community to remain in Cardrona was believed
important as part of sustaining the area.
5.4.2 Community
A number of those interviewed had moved to Cardrona and had no family links. A
number of respondents were of international descent. Interviewees were asked about
the people links they had through the landscape, not just family links. In response to
this some interviewees commented on active involvement and a positive feeling
towards the Cardrona community. The community group, the Cardrona Valley
Residents and Ratepayers Society was identified as an important part of the
community. Community activities were identified, such as the Annual General
Meeting and the yearly vintage fair that is run to celebrate the heritage of the area
and raise funds for local projects. Even the most recent residents were aware of the
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activities of the Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society, and viewed it as
a positive aspect of the Cardrona community.
5.4.3 Spiritual/Cultural connection
Responses in regard to spiritual or cultural connection to Cardrona landscape were
guarded. Responses were short and there was a general wish for this aspect not to be
emphasised. In was noted that the those who had lived the least amount of time in
the valley were likely to offer that they did not have any spiritual connection,
although this was also accompanied by a belief that with longer time spent in
Cardrona, a connection was expected to develop as expressed by Resident F:
I don’t feel it yet. Perhaps when I have been here quite a few years, perhaps I will get that. I’m sure
it will come. But I do love the walking, the countryside, the trees and the mountains.

With ‘spiritual’ being a very personal concept, and culture being a much debated
term, this may have led to a level of discomfort in responding to questions. One
interviewee rhetorically posed the question: ‘what is culture?’ (Resident G). Feelings
of enjoyment of time spent in the landscape were noted, with comments made about
the enjoyment of walking on the hills, watching sunrises or generally being in the
landscape. For example, Resident A:
The space and quietness, stillness and peace is good for your sanity, so I would say it is really
quite important spiritually.

A number of interviewees had no spiritual or cultural association and had no
comments to make regards spiritual or cultural aspects of the landscape.
Overall relationships were not discussed extensively during interviews. The
relationships of family and community were identified and viewed as important, but
limited detail was provided. As was common during the research, a future focus was
given in regard to relationships, family in particular. Although interviewees valued
Cardrona, there was a reluctance to associate the landscape with spiritual or cultural
connections.

5.5 Conclusion
In summary, within this chapter the results from primary data collected for this
research have been provided. Information was gathered regards the forms, practices
and relationship of the Cardrona landscape. Interviewees imparted rich information
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on the Cardrona landscape, and the aspects of this that they valued. The history of
the valley was recognised through the practices of each period with the Māori
pathways, gold mining, farming and tourism defining periods in Cardrona’s history.
The prominent forms of Cardrona were the general mountain scapes, but also
included the river. The tussock was regarded highly. In addition, concern was
expressed over noxious weeds and animals as these have the potential to change the
form of the landscape. Community and family were acknowledged briefly, and the
need to ensure the continuation of both family and community in Cardrona was
valued. Interviewees provided information on the past and present. Furthermore,
they considered the future and how landscape might be managed to ensure a
sustainable future for Cardrona, its residents and its landscape. The involvement of
the community in planning processes and their knowledge of the Queenstown Lakes
District Council landscape categories was evident. The results relating to landscape
categories and planning processes will be discussed in Chapter Six.
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The Cardrona
‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’
6.1 Introduction
In Chapter Six the second part of the results of the research are presented. These are
in addition to the results structured by the Cultural Values Model covered in the
previous chapter, Chapter Five. The research revealed information on the
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category and planning processes. Questions
relating to the landscape category or planning processes initially were not included
in the research. Early in the interview process it was noted that many comments and
discussions were made relating to landscape categories and planning, in particular
relating to the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category for Cardrona indicating
that the issue was one that was important in investigating the Cardrona landscape.
Consequently, questions were included that sought comments and discussion
relating to this. It was apparent that interviewees were aware of the landscape
categories and wished to share views regarding the effects this had. It was common
for interviewees when talking about landscape to use the term ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ or ONL. During later interviews comments were directly sought in
relation to the landscape categories, in particular the category of ‘Outstanding
Natural Landscape’ that is applied to Cardrona. Although comments varied towards
the value of the landscape category, a level of uncertainty as to what is actually
meant by the terms of ‘outstanding’ and ‘natural’ was evident. The current result
chapter gives the key findings and details of responses and discussion about
planning processes and landscape categories that interviewees provided during the
research.
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:,)83'*!@"I!

6.2 Uncertainty in the meaning of ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’
Interviewees provided direct comment on the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’
category, the landscape category pertaining to Cardrona, as set out in the
Queenstown Lakes District Plan 2009.

The majority expressed confusion or

uncertainty as to what was meant by the term, or how it was applied. A number of
interviewees questioned what outstanding and natural actually meant, and
wondered why this was applied to Cardrona. This is clearly expressed by Resident
D:
Outstanding to who (sic), natural to what?...I don’t think it is a clear judgement of the Cardrona
landscape.

Cardrona was recognised as a modified landscape, and it was questioned whether
the use of the term natural was appropriate in a modified landscape.
The fact that no definition of the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category exists,
what it is, or what it means, was highlighted. All bar one interviewee, who had
resided in Cardrona the least time, was aware of the existence the categories. The
lack of clarification was reflected upon by Farmer D with the comment; “What is
outstanding and what is natural?”.

Resident D and Resident E provided similar responses,

with Resident E questioning: “outstanding to who (sic) and natural to what?”. Questioning the
meaning or purpose of the term ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ was
predominantly by those that had spent longer periods of time in the area and were
aware of the many changes that the valley has been through, such as change in
vegetation due to rabbit infestation and erosion, or top dressing of pasture. There
appears to be an awareness that the land has changed throughout time, with change
in practice being a main contributor to this. The use of the term ‘natural’ was on
occasion regarded as inappropriate in light of the area being highly modified by
humans. There was no apparent suggestion that this modification made the
Cardrona landscape of less value. Everyone who was interviewed commented
favourably about some aspect of Cardrona, areas that they enjoyed or valued and
would like retained, or protected.

6.3 The ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category
A number of interviewees viewed the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category
negatively with feelings that the category was being misused. Quotations on the
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issues of the landscape category are provided in Table 6. Concern was expressed
with a belief that people were using the category to make it difficult to do things
(Resident C, Table 6), stop development (Resident G, Table 6), or generate money
(Farmer B, Table 6). The application of the term, in comparison to decisions made
also caused concern. For example, the comment made by Resident H on the level of
development that will be permitted in an area (in reference to Plan Change 18) that is
deemed outstanding and natural. Although Resident H expresses the opinion that
development was not inherently positive, a situation that led to no development was
believed to be negative for Cardrona, a view that was shared by many of the
interviewees. It was apparent there is potential for landscape to be dealt with better.

Table 6 Quotations on issues of ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ categories
Interviewee

Quotation

Farmer B

This outstanding natural landscape, Christ that is just another way of
making money.

Resident C

I understand why they have got them, but it makes it really hard to do
anything
I just think that they should be reasonable with it, and I don’t think they
are being reasonable. They use it too make it hard. They don’t use it for
the right purpose

Property
Owner A

Do I think they are necessary? No, I think people are miss- using them so
they should be cancelled in that light. Are there place where you do not
want high-density housing, I think that is very fair and I think society
has the right to say that we don’t want houses dotted over this sort of an
area. I think the planning process is fraught with difficulties
In the end, when you look at a hill, any hill is uniquely beautiful and you
can say that anywhere is ONL. So the way the term is being bandied
about is political hocus-pocus. And what does that mean, that somebody
is seeking power over someone else, and that is the problem that
landscape is currently being grossly misused in power terms.

Resident G

people need a reason to stop here, zoning of ONL is really just a reason
to stop people from doing anything here, slow down development

Resident H

I actually think it is a bit of a joke because they are now going to put a
township down here that can potentially hold 4000 people. I am not sure
of the point of an outstanding natural landscape designation is when
they just do that, so that is what I think. It would be a good idea if it
worked. By the same token I think, we need to be able to do tings in the
landscape. I think it is great that well John Lee has put access to both
Mountain Ranges, I think that is fantastic, the road, the edges grow over
so its not really a scar, so long as it goes with the contours, so, I think a
gondola would be good as well. Now days they make you regenerate
around them. Once they are built and after a couple of years it will look
good.
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It was noted by at least two interviewees that when the landscape categories were
established the boundaries were not clearly defined, with a number of Environment
Court cases surrounding the issue of landscape category boundaries. The comments
by Resource Management Professionals in relation to the ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ categories are provided in Table 7. The need for clarification of areas and
methods of assessment was an issue raised by the professionals. Resource
Management Professional A viewed the introduction of the landscape categories as
positive, proclaiming the categories as “ground-breaking”, although acknowledging that
improvements could still be made. The fact that Queenstown Lakes District Council
was the first to instigate these categories is identified by Resource Management
Professional A. Furthermore, Resource Management Professional D offered that
there is still an element of “learning our way through”. Within Cardrona there had been
debate as to whether the valley area should have been considered a Visual Amenity
Landscape, a less restrictive category (for full detail of category see section 3.6 ‘the
planning regime for Cardrona’). The community was consulted on this but in the end
a blanket ‘District Wide Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category was given. A
number of interviewees expressed the view that the category was a ‘default’ rather
than appropriately applied category. Some boundaries in the Wanaka area are still
not clearly defined as identified by Resource Management Professional B (see Table
7), with Council and Environment Court not always in agreement on the boundaries
and category status.
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Table 7 Resource Management Professionals quotations on the landscape categories
Interviewee

Quotation

Resource
Management
Professional
A

The Queenstown Lakes District Council were ground breaking in putting
those categories in. They were ground breaking decisions to interpret the
Resource Management Act in this way. They are very useful as a starting
point. You can have development that is well hidden in ONL, that can
have less effect than poorly developed VAL, and development of VAL can
spoil the view and feel if ONL, and the other way round in some aspects.
All the landscape architects agree that landscape is a continuum; there are
no lines in the ground.

Resource
Management
Professional
B

I think the District Plan is a very blunt instrument when it comes to
protecting landscape categories and I think one of the other difficulties is
that the environment court has very much been the body that has been
used to define what is and what isn’t a ONL and the …On Queenstown
side it has very much been defined by the Court, what is and what isn’t.
As a planner it’s a lot easier to deal with, but on the Wanaka side we are
still dealing with dotted lines, is it, or isn’t it, in an ONL and we tend to
go on an conservative side and say that something is a VAL and then if it
is kind of close to an ONL we err on the side of caution in terms of
protection. With more and more development it is getting harder and
harder to say that this is an ONL ‘no, this is too much’. We have also had
a couple of Environment Court decisions where we have put a stake in the
ground and said that ‘No this is not an ONL, this isn’t appropriate’ and
then the court has come in and said ‘well actually, its an ONL but does it
really matter’. So that has eroded how far we can judge things.

Resource
Management
Professional
C

I think it is because we are learning our way through all these things. It
would be nice to think that ultimately the grey areas will become a lot less
grey, we will eventual get a strong definition of ONL, and exactly how
outstanding you have to be to qualify, how natural you have to be to
qualify, and robust methods of measuring all this stuff, sort of best practice
way of assessing all this stuff that sets it all out as consistently as it
possibly can be. It’s going to be a long time working towards that. There is
no way to short- circuit it. It is a slow and hard thing to get agreement on.

The predominance of the Environment Court in dealing with ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ decisions was identified as an area of concern to some. Property Owner
C felt that the category was not applicable to all areas of Cardrona, and led to
expensive Environment Court proceedings. Property Owner C also identified the
need for clarity of meaning and the rules that applied to the landscape category was
needed:
The classification I think are really good, but what has been very unreasonable has been the lack of
clarity around where the boundaries are and where the classifications of the landscape. It’s not fair
that they can throw a blanket over the Cardrona Valley and say that it is an ONL, and we...
Clearly sub components of it are not, they are modified or they are landscape areas that can absorb
change. But the only way to determine that is to go through a very expensive court process. That
is, why didn’t they think of doing some well-structured or better rules, or create a forum or
pathway or delegated committee or someone that can access and decide on things rather than
spend a quarter of a million dollars to go to the environment court.

Resource Management Professional B suggests the District Plan is a “blunt instrument”
for dealing with landscape (see Table 7), and that it is often left to the court to decide.
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The Environment Court was not viewed negatively, rather the process and the way
landscape was dealt with had potential to be improved, thus limiting the need for
intervention by the Environment Court. Property Owner C expressed concern over
the court creating barriers to enabling people to live in the area:
that on one hand we have a landscape and we should protect it and a wonderful big asset but we
are people and it is all about enabling people to live in an environment. So how can we? It is
totally unreasonable to turn around and affect someone’s investment, um, based on some obscure
test or rules, or have to go to court every time to set another president on particular facts and
circumstances. It’s just too hard.

The predominance of the court’s involvement was of concern to some, with cost and
uncertainty associated with this.

6.4 Involvement in planning process
Along with clear knowledge of the landscape category, interviewees were all aware of planning processes. It was
realised subsequent to the research being carried out that majority of the interviewees had themselves had
personal involvement in planning processes. The most common involvement was through Resource Consent
processes.

Table 8 shows the type of involvement interviewees have had in planning processes.
Six interviewees were directly involved in Environment Court proceedings.
Interviewees that had not had direct involvement had some form of indirect
involvement in planning processes. One of the interviewees who had no direct
planning process involvement is a Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society
committee member, and therefore has taken part in submissions to the Queenstown
Lakes District Council. Another of the interviewees who had no direct involvement
had sought appropriate mitigation measures from a proposal going through
consenting processes they deemed had the potential to adversely affect their
property. In addition to direct involvement, it was evident that the Cardrona
community has been involved in many planning processes and community planning
initiatives.
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Table 8 Planning process involvement
Type of
involvement

Resource Consent (RC)

Environment Court (EC)

No direct
involvement

Professional

Resource Management
Professional A, B, C and
D

Resource Management
Professional A, B, C
and D

Resource
Management
Professional E

Personal

Farmer A, Farmer B,
Farmer D, Resident A,
Resident B, Resident C,
Resident D, Resident G,
Resident E, Property
Owner A, Property
Owner B and Property
Owner C

Farmer A, Property
Owner A, Property
Owner B, Property
Owner C and Resident
H

Farmer C,
Resident E
and Resident
F

It should be noted that such prominent involvement in Resource Management
processes was not deliberately sought for this research. The high level of direct
involvement may be a result of living in a rural area that is classified as ‘Outstanding
Natural Landscape’. The property owners, none of whom were residents in
Cardrona, were all seeking permission for new buildings in the area. In seeking
permission the proposals had been subject to Environment Court proceedings. A
number of other informants were sought to take part in the research, some of whom
were known not to have direct involvement in Resource Management processes.
Unfortunately they were unable to be interviewed due to time restraints.
6.4.1 Community planning
Cardrona has an active community group. The Cardrona Valley Residents and
Ratepayers Society is a group that advocates for Cardrona, on behalf of the
community. An area of concern for the Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers
Society is land use issues, as well as monitoring decision by the local council relating
to Cardrona. As part of role, the Society submits yearly on the Annual Plan to the
Queenstown Lakes District Council in particular on matters relating to funding for
projects in Cardrona. The council are not mandated to consult with the Residents and
Ratepayers Society but are known to consult with them. It was expressed by one
interviewee that this was selective consultation, with council only approaching the
Society sporadically, and not on all issues relating to Cardrona. The 2010 Annual
General Meeting of the Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society was
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attended as part of the research carried out in Cardrona. In addition to the annual
plan, in the past year the Society has also provided submissions on three plan
changes (Plan Change 18, 28 and 30) and the Council’s rural areas review (AGM
minutes).
The Cardrona community has been involved in a number of community planning
initiatives in the last decade. For example, the Urban Design Forum held in April
2003, carried out by the community and the southern branch of the New Zealand
Institute of Landscape Architects. The Forum was initially in conjunction with the
Queenstown Lakes District Council, but the Council withdrew from the process due
unease surrounding the landscape categories that were still being finalised through
the Environment Court (Cardrona Urban Design Forum, 2003). The Forum report
identifies similar themes as those used in this research. These include a focus on
historic aspects of Cardrona, a desire to see activities promoted in the area and
concern over noxious weeds and animals. In the same year the Council created the
Cardrona Community Plan after a community workshop, with sixty community
members in attendance (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2003). Currently a
scoping exercise is being carried out for Plan Change 17 to alter the provision in the
Rural Zone so that it is more in line with the outcomes of the Cardrona Community
Plan (Queenstown Lakes District Council, 2010b). In Cardrona a number of District
Plan changes have been undertaken in recent years including the Mount Cardrona
Station Special Zone, created through Plan Change 18, final decision was released in
June 2010. The Zone allows for up to four thousand people in Cardrona.

The

decision was a focus of the Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society
Annual General Meeting and many interviewees were aware of Plan Change 18 due
to involvement in the process over the past five years.
The community appears to be well informed and aware of processes involved in
planning. With a high level of community planning activity, the level of knowledge
of the community is not surprising. Interviewees voiced feeling of frustration, feeling
that some of these processes were repeated and that actual change or results from
these processes had not materialized. One interviewee, commenting on work of the
Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society commented:
We seem to go around in circles, and , once again we have been asked what we would like for the
next 5 years, for the 10 year plan, that was all finished years ago…and we are dishing out the
same stuff.
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The repetition of process and lack of tangible outcomes appears to be contributing to
levels of frustration.
In addition to land use issues the Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society
has involved itself in a number of community projects. These have included an
initiative to retain the history of the area through the creation of a digital repository
and establishment of a footpath between the Cardrona Hotel and the Cardrona Hall.
The digital repository was in conjunction with the University of Otago and has been
used as a case study for community knowledge management (see (Shaw and
McGregor, 2010)).
Another group that operates in Cardrona, and is run by community members, is the
Cardrona Landcare Group. The Landscare group is concerned with issues of water,
noxious weed and pest management in the area. The group reported at the Annual
General Meeting of Cardrona Valley Residents and Ratepayers Society. Favourable
comments were made by interviewees’ regards the Cardrona Landcare group.
Resident F offered a positive response to the open communication of the Landcare
group, commending them for their openness:
explaining to the community what they do to protect the land. Like the river business, it’s all out
in the open.

The Landcare group is currently looking at community management of the Cardrona
River and working in conjunction with Otago Regional Council.
Cardrona appears to have a strong, organised community. With the Cardrona Valley
Residents and Ratepayers Society and the Cardrona Landcare group it has
established community groups that actively participate in local government
processes regarding Cardrona, in particular relating to land use issues. It is also
apparent that the wider community is familiar with many planning processes,
having participated in a number of community planning exercises. During the
research interviewees either offered, or were asked their opinions regarding the
planning process for Cardrona. A level of discontent seemed evident from questions
about the planning process in Cardrona.
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6.4.2 Issues with the planning process
It was observed during the research that there was implication that planning
processes were not considered to be working well in Cardrona. A few interviewees
commented as to the high cost and length of time for planning issues to resolve in
Cardrona, with resource consents costing in the high tens of thousands of dollars,
and taking up to eight months for decision to be released. The level of frustration
appeared to be high. One property owner thought the planning process was “a farce
and a disaster”,

again sighting time and cost as main concerns, although it was conceded

that planning was “fraught with difficulties”. One resident stated that they wished to
“scream because it is frustrating”

when talking of their experience with resource consents

and planning processes.
A level of uncertainty about planning processes was evident from the research.
Along with lack of clarity over the meaning of ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’
category, how rules and guidelines should be applied was believed to lead to
uncertainty. One interviewee noted that to obtain clarity often required going to
court, and involving a number of expert opinions, again a costly and long process.
Resident A reflected that clarity is necessary to reduce cost and time, and that clarity
would be beneficial for those involved, as well as the landscape, as is shown in the
following response about planning in Cardrona:
Inconsistent, certainly inconsistent, and not strict enough. Not clear enough, rather than strict
enough. The planning process could be clearer. I know from the QLDC, the Structure Plan here in
Cardrona, that they put in a lot of guidelines. People need, in my opinion, people need really clear
yes or no’s and then they can deal with it. This would be really beneficial for the landscape, but
also for the people. This process would be a lot faster, not that much room for interpretation.
Planning in general, with the council, it just takes too long, it takes years and years and years to
get something through, which is a very tiring process and it is then too theoretical to be able to be
applied properly.

Resident A identifies the need for rules or guidelines that are easy to apply. Farmer B
recommends applicable guidelines as beneficial, believing there is a need for
practical, or commonsense rules or guidelines to be established. Property Owner C
also made remarks in relation to guidelines and rules. Overall, lack of clarity,
certainty and high cost and time delays were apparent issues associated with
planning in Cardrona.
The uncertainty that the category creates through the lack of clarity was associated
with restrictions to development, along with the issues of expense and time. It was
clear that a number of interviewees saw the current planning regulations as too
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restrictive and detrimental to development of Cardrona. As has been discussed in the
previous chapter in regard to future human-made forms, a number of interviewees
shared the view that there needs to be people living in Cardrona, and that there
needs to be an ability for activities to be carried out in the landscape. Resident G
recognised the need for development, but associated restrictions with this as a result
of the landscape category:
If people are going to start a business here, which is going to bring people to the place, it should be
allowed. This zoning of ONL is going to stop that.

The inability to create succession models for farmers was also linked to the
uncertainty and expense that has been experienced with the ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ category in Cardrona.
Although a number of interviewees favoured development of some level in
Cardrona, this was not a view shared by all. A number of interviewees remained
neutral, neither supporting nor objecting to development in Cardrona, as expressed
by Resident C:
We can’t really be too selfish about why we are here. I’m not really pro-development but I am not
really anti either. So, like I wanted to be here, I found somewhere that is appealing. As long as
whatever is being done is tasteful, and people that come have the same kind of man about the place,
I think I would be fairly happy.

The call for need for appropriate design was common. The balance between
development and protection was identified:
there is always that gentle balance, have to be really careful with it. (Resident G)

A balance between preserving landscape and allowing development was indicated
as ideal. The challenges of reaching a balance was recognised with a number of
interviewees noting both supportive and negative views towards development in
Cardrona. Landscape was valued, but so was an ability to be able to carry out
activities, including business activities that may require development of the area. The
restrictions to development were often seen as coming from outside, and not in
consideration of the community.
It was observed during interviews that a number of respondents were quick to
remark that the Cardrona landscape was ‘nothing special’. It may have been the
remark that there was ‘nothing special’ about Cardrona was a defensive statement
associated with potential planning complications. There was inference that if aspects
of the area, whether it be plants, fauna or landforms, were considered unique or
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special this may lead to further restrictions. The area being ‘nothing special’ did not
mean that these interviewees did not value the landscape, but expressed a level of
concern that if an ‘outside’ opinion was formed that regarded something as special,
this may lead to further restrictions or complications in being able to develop
Cardrona.
Along with the defensive remarks of Cardrona as ‘nothing special’, some
interviewee’s showed concern over ‘outside’ influence on decisions regards the
landscape. The inclusion of ‘outside’ influence was generally deemed unfavourable,
for example, Property Owner A:
I think that most totally artificial thing that has happened in Cardrona, is that people from the
outside of the Cardrona have tried to lock it up for themselves and I feel very strongly that a lot of
their arguments are that it impairs the visual amenity but they won’t acknowledge that amenity
needs an observer, and there a whole lot of observers loving and living in that valley.

In addition to the view that ‘outside’ people are restricting the people who live in
Cardrona, Property Owner A remarked that an appreciation of the area increased
with the length of time you were associated with it:
I love the Cardrona Valley to drive through, and that is a learned love because when you drive
through it as a stranger you don’t understand anything about it. But the more you know about it
the more you take an interest in it. So I think the Cardrona Valley is a wonderful Valley for the
people who live there, and understand what is happening, and who it doing what with what bits of
land.

Apprehension for a high level of outside influence was evident. The outside
influence appeared to have negative associations and be considered in contrast to
what were regarded as ‘inside’ community views.
During the research in Cardrona it was observed that a number of properties were
on the market including farms, sections and residential properties. As Resident H
noted: “nobody wants to live here. Everyone is selling their homes”. Three of the interviewees had
definite plans to leave Cardrona, and a further two made comments that if it got too
busy or developed that they would leave the area. A number of interviewees
expressed feelings that growth of the area was unlikely as not many people stayed in
the area long term. With a high number of properties on the market, the need for
developments that allow for up to four thousand people, as in the Mount Cardrona
Station Special Zone, were not presumed viable. There was an indication that the
planning process that had been carried out were not justified, with the level of
interest in living in the area believed to be low. For example, Resident C:
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everybody is fighting over it but nobody really wants to live here.

The need to retain people in the area, as well as attracting more people to Cardrona
was emphasised as necessary if the area was to sustain itself. However, a number of
interviewees expressed a level of doubt over the eventuation of a large amount of
development in Cardrona. Change was expected, and for the most past accepted, but
the implication was the scale of planned development in comparison to existing
demand was not in balance.

6.5 Conclusion
Through the analysis of the interviews that were carried out in Cardrona, it is
apparent that there is an awareness of the landscape categories and planning
processes in Cardrona. Concern was shown with regard the lack of clarity of
definition or purpose of the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category, and the
effects that this had for Cardrona. Issues over cost, time and misuse of the landscape
category were evident. The community was active in planning processes, with
interviewees having direct involvement in resource management processes and
active community groups involved in planning processes. The need for balance
between protection of landscape and ability to develop was identified, with concern
that the category currently is a barrier to this balance. These results display the
complex relationship that exists with the landscape and the way planning processes
can be of influence.

D)L'!H%!

:,)83'*!@'4'6!

Discussion
7.1 Introduction
In the current chapter the theoretical and empirical research is drawn together. The
principal findings from the empirical research, as described in the previous two
chapters, Chapters Five and Six, and the framework and theoretical themes,
established in Chapter Two, is synthesised. In doing this, the third and fourth
research objectives will be addressed:
To identify the broader implications of the findings from the empirical research
to both landscape theory in planning and practices in New Zealand.
To recommend ways to better understand landscape for planning.

First, the meaning of the results from the research will be compared to the literature
on landscape as presented in Chapter Two. In particular, a comparison between the
results of the current research and theoretical understanding of dimensions of
landscape, including time and space, will be provided. Second, an evaluation of the
Cultural Values Models as a means of understanding the cultural values of a
particular landscape is given. Furthermore, a modification of the model will be
suggested for assessment of landscape in planning, more specifically in areas of high
modification such as Cardrona. Finally, the implications of the research in relation to
planning practice in New Zealand, and more specifically for Cardrona, are
presented.

7.2 Dimensions of landscape
Landscapes are complex and dynamic, having multiple dimensions, with no intrinsic
scale. With complexities part of landscapes, it remains a challenge to conceptualise
and understand landscape. The challenge is especially relevant for planning when
dealing with landscape. Planning, and landscape planning, has an inherent focus on
the future. The current research has sought to understand the complexities and
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dimensions of the Cardrona landscape, including the challenge of time dynamics.
The Cultural Values Model was used as it offers time as an important component of
landscape, with embedded values interacting with surface values, giving a time
thickness.
Using the Cultural Values Model as a means of gathering and analysing information,
the current research has established an understanding of the Cardrona landscape
that has been presented in Chapters Five and Six. Part of what makes landscapes
dynamic and complex is the scale and multiple dimensions that are evident. The
following sections offers a reflection of the results in light of theories of landscape,
and more specifically scale and dimensions of landscape. Landscape has dimensions
of space and time. For the purpose of this discussion, space and time will be
presented separately, for the benefit of clarity. The two dimensions are inherently
connected and therefore should not be considered distinct from each other. The scale
of landscape, and its dimensions, is undefined therefore contributing to landscape
complexity. For this reason, landscape scale is an important aspect of landscape to
investigate.
7.2.1 Scale
As established in the literature review in Chapter Two, landscape scale has no fixed
measurement. The current study did not focus specifically on understanding or
setting of landscape scale; instead it has sought to understand the complexities and
dynamics of landscape. No defining scale was set for the Cardrona landscape; rather
the focus was on understanding the dynamics of landscape. The questions used
allowed for interviewees to apply a scale that they identified with landscape for
Cardorna. In the results no apparent fixed spatial scale associated with distances was
revealed, whether mapped boundaries or measured distances. Instead reference was
given to general areas, such as the mountains, as well as specific points, such as the
Crown Rock and the Cardrona River. In addition, no fixed temporal scale was
offered. In the current research historical, present and future time was recognised. It
is not deemed necessary to set a defining scale for landscape; rather there is benefit in
recognising that landscape can exist at various scales, through various dimensional
definitions. Indeed, allowing various scales to be recognised is part of a holistic
approach to landscape.
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If scale is perceived as a framing concept, as suggested by Herod (2009), when
proposing a scale of landscape there is a tendency to imply spatial scale. In current
research a number of variable spatial scales were evident for landscape. For example,
the Queenstown Lakes District Council landscape categories where application of the
term landscape is used for a district wide setting, through to specific sites identified
as landscape features.
Further discussions of spatial aspects are offered in the following section. To explore
scale of landscape, an investigation of what provides the framing or meaning
requires explanation through landscape dimensions. The following two sections offer
a reflection of the dimensions of space and time. In essence, these are also discussions
of scale.
7.2.2 Space
Spatial aspects have been a focus of landscape theory and practice in the past. With
expert assessment there has been an objectivist position that attributes a more
discrete view of space. In the current research an approach has not used but still
acknowledges the value associated with measurements that allow for spatial
definition. Offering definite space is an explicit interpretation of space within
phenomenological contexts, as suggested by Peuquet (2002). There is a spatial aspect
of landscape, but landscape is understood as more than merely a defined area. For
example, is the way boundaries can be socially constructed and their application may
vary acknowledging that bounded space can be created through lived experience
(Leary, 2009; Lefebvre, 1991; Swaffield and Primdahl, 2006). As Massey (2005)
implies of boundaries, they are selective and ever changing filtering systems. For
example, cultural values may vary the spatial scale applied to a landscape.
Within the current section a reflection of landscape space is presented. More
specifically it reflects specific spatial aspects, the socially constructed boundaries, of
Cardrona. In the current research a number of spatial phenomena were observed.
These include the local government imposed boundaries, changing land-use
boundaries, and factors contributing to the change.
As established in section 7.2.1 a discrete area for the Cardrona landscape was not
established for the current research. No maps that specified areas of inclusion or
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exclusion were offered. No defined area was established with the wish to allow any
definition or creation of landscape boundaries to be identified by interviewees.
During the research there was no direct reference to discrete measured boundaries
associated to areas being discussed or questioning the extent of the area that
comments were sought on. Nevertheless, a number of more social set boundaries
were apparent, many of which were deemed problematic in Cardrona. First, the
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category was identified as a concern. Cardrona
does not have specific landscape boundaries indicated in the Queenstown Lakes
District Council District Plan; instead it is part of a district wide category of
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’. The blanket category was not believed to reflect
the differences apparent within Cardrona. For example, the valley area was believed
to be different from the mountaintops. Second, the different planning zones in
Cardrona were evident. In Cardrona there are a number of different zones that
include rural, and township zones allowing for sparse settlement to high-density
settlement. Both examples demonstrate that a number of different boundaries can be
included within a landscape.
Previously there has been a focus on planning for either rural or urban areas. Dealing
with areas in this dualistic way is becoming less accepted. With changing land-use
patterns and demands for settlement, the lines between rural and urban are likely to
become less clear, with more multi-functional landscapes (von Haaren, 2002). Landuse in Cardrona is changing with a move away from farming towards tourism
expected. In addition, changes are anticipated with increased demand for settlement
in more open areas, influenced by processes such as amenity migration, where
people are moving for the perceived ‘quality of life’ of more open areas. Through the
results of the current research there is an indication that this is likely be an issue for
Cardrona in the future. Further housing development is planned and there is a
suggestion that tourism is expected to be an important economic activity in the
future.
In Cardrona change in land-use patterns are evident, and with planned development
further changes are likely. As identified by Read, the intention of effects-based
planning of the Resource Management Act in New Zealand, as part of a neo-liberal
agenda, has had the unintended effect of “increased control of activities on privately
owned rural land in many parts of the country” (Read, 2005: p.356). In the current
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research the farmers often referred to restrictions that they experienced that they felt
negatively impacted their land-use. The changes in productive land use have been
identified as leading to change in the landscape.
Swafffield (n.d.) has presented a way of understanding the changes in land use
where rural land use can be categorised as rural production, rural consumption or
rural conservation spaces. Increase in tourism and amenity migrants can attributed
to land use associated with viewing the land as consumption space. A focus on
tourism and further settlement being a more prominent part of Cardrona in the
future was evident in the current research. If landscape values are to be retained, the
predominance of commodified land use, and the changes that may be associated
with this, will need to be explored. It is proposed that using the Cultural Values
Model offers a better means of achieving such an investigation with values offering a
broader scope than current assessment methods that tend to be more static.
Farmers associated activities they carried out in the landscape to farming practice,
relating landscape with production space. The non-farmers tended to associate
activities in the landscape with recreation activities, associating landscape with
consumption. Increase in tourism and amenity migrants is likely to further
emphasise land use associated with consumption rather than production. A focus on
tourism and further settlement being a probable part of Cardrona’s future, rather
than farming, was recognised by farmers and non-farmers alike. It is possible that
Cardrona is displaying a ‘new rurality’ as suggested by Walker (2003), where
introduction of urbanites can create a de-valuing of production landscapes and
influence the social order.
Landscape change has been evident with the change in land use. The changes are
evident not only for distinct changes in practices, such as from gold mining to
farming, but also from changes within practices such as intensity of farming.
Practices have changed with a move to post-productivist farming. The changes in
practice are reflected in the landscape. For example, reduction of intensity of farming
in Cardrona has created change in vegetation cover. Furthermore, change was
expected to continue with a move away from farming, into tourism practices. With
practices interrelated to forms and relationships, change is implied in broader terms
than purely change in land-use. The changes that occur within landscape, are
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demonstrated, and will continue to occur. Planning, to successfully protect
landscape, needs to recognise the changes.
In the current research a number of interviewees indicated that the economic future
of the area would most likely involve capitalising on the landscape through tourism.
This can be theorised as a commodificaion of the landscape for economic benefit. The
expansion of urban areas is also likely to impact on the landscape. The challenge
faced is that increased development, which may be driven by amenity migration,
will create a change. Moss (2006) notes that amenity migration is often associated
with impermanence, with many amenity migrants continually searching for ‘greener
fields’. A number of interviewees commented that they would move from Cardrona
if aspects of the values they held for the area were changed. For example, if too many
houses were in the area, then a move to a less settled area could add an extra
complexity for successful planning in the area. The settlement and possible or
perceived degradation of an area, may lead to issues of out migration requiring
planning for an uncertain and dynamic population. Outmigration by amenity
migrants is identified as a problem by Walker (2003), who suggested that exurbanites
are attracted by amenity of landscape, but reality may not be the as perceived,
leading to movement away from the area.
When dealing with spatial scale of landscape, issues can be present for planning in
an area that may contain public and private land. Spatial boundaries created through
social and political processes such as private land ownership. Private land can be
associated with different values from values associated with public spaces.
Landscape frequently has a scale that goes beyond private ownership boundaries.
For example, restrictions can be implemented in landscape that is privately owned;
such is the case in Cardrona. In New Zealand there is a long standing tradition of
‘special’ areas being vested in public ownership with a long history of National Parks
(Park, 1995; Star, 2003). Extending restrictions into privately owned land might lead
to tension with actual and perceived property rights (MacFarlane, 2000). In
identifying areas of specialness on private land, it can be perceived as allowing an
usufruct landscape. In contrast, the ability to control access and what happens on
personal property is often given primacy over public access. Examples of both views
were evident with values associated with public lands applied to private lands and
vice-versa. However, recognition of balance between personal property rights and
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retaining values of the wider landscape areas was also recognised perhaps indicating
a move to a ‘new rurality’ as suggested by Walker (2003).
A large portion of the land in Cardrona has been through tenure review in the past
twenty years, with pastoral leases being split into Conservation land and freehold
titles. Access to Conservation land, in particular the Pisa Conservation area, is
required through many areas of freehold title in Cardrona. Many of those
interviewed would have been involved in aspects of this process, leading to greater
understanding of tensions that may exist between private and public property rights.
Space is a dimension of landscape that has been a focus of landscape assessment.
With no set physical boundary set for the current research, results relating to space
predominantly relate to creation of boundaries through various mechanisms
including politically set boundaries, such as planning zones; land use boundaries
through change in practices and perceptions of use for productive or commodified
gain. Space is not a stand-alone dimension, therefore investigation into the relevance
of time is now offered.
7.2.3 Time
Time is an aspect of landscape, with landscape having a past, present and future. A
challenge that exists when assessing landscapes temporal dimension is to avoid
‘capture’ (Stephenson, 2008), a static view that does not illuminate the dynamic and
complex aspects of nature. The Cultural Values Model offers embedded values as
part of past landscape that interact with the present landscape. Through the
interactions between the surface and embedded values there is a time thickness,
which has been demonstrated in research by Stephenson (2005) and further
supported in the results from the current research. A clear connection and
knowledge of the past was evident among the interviewees in the current research,
with an awareness of how this connected to the current landscape supporting the
conceptualisation of interaction between surface and embedded values in the
Cultural Values Model. Using the model offered a method that revealed temporal
dimensions of landscape. In addition to surface and embedded values, the results of
the current research identified forethought for the future of Cardrona landscape,
extending the time scale of past and present of the Cultural Values Model to include
future values.
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Strong connections between landscape and historical practices in Cardrona have
been elucidated in the current research. Interviewees identified historical eras
through the practices that were carried out (see section 5.2.1 ‘historical practices’).
Practices were identified as contributing to landscape form. For example, water
races, a form resulting from gold mining practices. Goldmining and the Cardrona
Hotel were believed to be part of the identity of Cardrona, with the practices creating
forms that still exist today and evoke the past.
Contemporary identification of landscape was demonstrated in the current research.
Interviewees acknowledged contemporary values of landscape with activities they
carried out, linked to both recreational and farming activities (see section 5.2.2
‘current practices’). Ecology was often viewed in contemporary terms, for example
the value placed on tussock. Links between current landscape and the past are
clearly evident. Distinguishing purely contemporary values is difficult. Tussock, for
example, was valued but the changes in tussock cover were identified. One
influencing factor was the change in farming practices, with less intensive farming
currently practiced. A further factor is the threat to tussock from noxious weeds and
rabbits, a threat associated both historically and contemporarily. Furthermore,
scrubland was identified as a more ‘natural’ form of vegetation because scrub was
more dominant in the valley before European settlement. Tussock was valued but
not associated as the most ‘natural’ vegetation. A time-thickness is evident in the
examples provided, and many more could be demonstrated, such as the Hall and
Church having values as a contemporary meeting place for the community, in
addition to the historical associations they have (see section 5.3.1 ‘human-made
forms’).
An evaluation of the Cardrona landscape that accommodates temporal interactions
between the past and present has been possible using the Cultural Values Model.
The model has offered a way to indentify interactions between present time, surface
values of landscape, and the past, creating embedded values of landscape. The
results of the current research include dynamic temporal information of landscape
with no static ‘capture’ evident. Included in the temporal information is a clear
future aspect of landscape. With a main challenge of most approaches to landscape
being the limited provision of temporal dimension, the Cultural Values Model allows
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temporal aspects of landscape to easily be relvealed. Further investigation into future
values is necessary, especially given the focus on planning in the current research.
7.2.4 Future values of the landscape
Within current landscape literature a link between cultural values and landscape in
its more tangible form is identified. That is a link between the more socially
constructed aspects of landscape and the physical landscape. The link between the
physical landscape and the social landscape is reciprocal (Naveh et al., 2007). The
way we understand landscape is recognised as having the ability to influence the
landscape in the future (Marcucci, 2000). A link further emphasised by Martin and
Scherr (2005) in their discussion of the way legal definitions of landscape can create
spatial influence. Landscape, when a focus of planning, needs to be conceived in a
way that acknowledges the reciprocal relationship. MacFarlane (2000) and Naveh
(2000) distinguish a holistic view of landscape with a future look as progressive (see
Figure 2 on page 14).
The Future is part of planning. The current research identified a strong future focus
within the landscape values of interviewees. The future focus may be a result of
interviewee involvement in planning processes. An understanding of planning
process, along with awareness that the research was being undertaken as part of a
planning qualification, may have resulted in a stronger forward focus than appears
to be evident in the previous study using the Cultural Values Model.
The current study revealed strong feelings in Cardrona relating to the ‘Outstanding
Natural Landscape’ category. Values of the landscape were influenced by aspects of
planning, with interviewees’ expressing values in relation to the Cardrona landscape
category and planning processes as outlined in Chapter Six. Therefore, when dealing
with landscape in planning, awareness that current and actions have the ability to
shape landscape values would be beneficial. A modification of the Cultural Values
Model is given in section 7.3.1 ‘the cultural values model modified’ that reflects the
reciprocal relationship.
7.2.5 Landscape interactions
The strength of Cultural Values Model is that it accounts for space and time and
acknowledges interactions. The inclusion of interactions allow for other dimensions,
such as modification, in a way that highlights the interconnectedness of space and
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time in landscape. The results of the primary research, using the Cultural Values
Model, demonstrated the dynamics of the Cardrona landscape. Interactions were
evident between forms, practices and relationships, as well as across time. Any
number of examples could be provided for interactions in the Cardrona landscape,
two examples are provided to illustrate interactions that were apparent in the current
research.
A strong example of interactions in the Cardrona landscape involves the practice of
farming. Farming has been part of the practices of Cardrona since European
settlement in the area, and is still part of current practices. Farming has influenced
many of the forms of the area, with fences, grazing and top dressing changing the
visual appearance and ecology. For example, top dressing creates green pastures in
the valley area and this has reduced the presence of scrub, in particular large
amounts of matagouri previously in the area. Farming practices were identified as
changing, as discussed earlier in section 7.2.2 ‘space’. Interactions between farming
practices and relationships were apparent in Cardrona. The farmers who were
involved in the research were at least the second generation of their family to farm
the area. The change in the viability of the current farming model was viewed as a
threat to the ability of families to retain farming practices in Cardrona,
demonstrating a connection between the current relationships and current practices
in the landscape. Farming provides an example where interactions between practices
and forms and practices and relationships are evident. A strong awareness of the
changes as a result of past practices was evident, with recognition of the effect that
practices have had on the land. Moreover, how changes in practices may lead to
changes in relationships in the future was demonstrated.
A further example of interaction relates to rabbits. Rabbits are noxious pests for
Cardrona. All interviewees all commented about the prominence of rabbits. The
effect they have through vegetation destruction, that in turn can lead to erosion is
recognised as having the ability to change the form of the Cardrona landscape.
Farmers in particular identified with rabbitin. One example is historical practice of
rabbit culling that lead to the ability for farming to become viable in the valley in the
1940s (see section 5.2.1 ‘historical practices- farming’). The management of rabbits is
now predominantly carried out by farmers and has been since the devaluing by the
government in the 1980s. Residents who had recently moved to Cardrona
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acknowledged that their views towards culling of rabbits had changed, with a
realisation that it was a necessary part of land management in the area. If farming
practices that included rabbit control are not continued into the future, then control
of rabbits would still be required if current land forms are to be retained. The
question would then be who will carry out this practice. Rabbits provide an example
of strong interactions between forms and practices, as well as a temporal link. The
temporal was demonstrated through the identification of historical practices, current
control works and the questioning of dealing with rabbits in the future as rabbits will
remain an influencing form in the landscape until they are eradicated.
In Chapter Two it has been established through review of current literature that
landscapes are dynamic, involving complex interactions at an undefined scale.
Landscapes include dimensions of time and space. The current research, using the
Cultural Values Model, demonstrated spatial-temporal values of the Cardrona
landscape. Time thickness was evident with examples of past, present and future
values. Acknowledging space, in particular spatial boundaries, demonstrated
changes in relations to land-use in Cardrona that are a dynamic aspects of the
landscape. The model offered a way to understand interactions between aspects of
the landscape that contributed to a rich holistic view. In the following sections the
Cultural Values Model as a tool for understanding landscape complexity and
dynamics if further discussed.

7.3 Cultural Values Model as an evaluation tool
The results of the current research support the use of the Cultural Values Model to
conceptualise landscape, and as a tool for evaluating a landscape. The aim of this
research was not primarily to produce an assessment of the Cardrona landscape
through the model. However, the results provide rich information about the
Cardrona landscape and offer a means of understanding the landscape in terms of
place. That is, it enabled interpretation of the socially established boundaries relating
to space and time. It allows assessment of a landscape that demonstrates dynamicspatial-temporal interactions (Stephenson 2010). Interactions between practices,
forms and relationships were evident, as well as time thickness. However, in the
current research there was a clear focus on future landscape that has not been
prominent in previous research using the Cultural Values Model.
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The Cultural Values Model has proven useful in the current research for guiding the
questions and analysing the information gathered through the in-depth interviews.
Information from a variety of sources could be integrated. Information from resource
managers, who are usually called upon to provide expert assessment of landscapes,
and famers, residents and land owners, who provide a more ‘lived’ experience of
landscape, was able to be integrated in the results. Using the model offers a possible
way to ‘operationalise’ community values, a challenge often faced when dealing with
community values, as identified by Scott (2009).
In the current research the Resource Management Professional were not required to
produce expert assessment, rather they were asked the same questions as other
interviewees. The importance of specialist fields is still acknowledged, however, the
aim was not to professionally engage the specialist fields. The differences in expert
assessments have previously been established. For the purposes of the current
research there was a desire to see whether the specialty fields would offer similar
values. No clear differences between the values of the Resource Management
Professionals and the other interviewees were exposed, although on occasion the
level of detail was somewhat reduced in the answers provided by the professionals.
Although not part of the aim of the current research, it is deemed possible to
synthesise information gathered through the Cultural Values Model with technical
information. Stephenson (2005) carried out comparison of technical landscape
assessments in her research in Akaroa. The model allowed an integrated view of
landscape that provided a means of gaining a broader understanding of landscape
that is hard to achieve through stand-alone assessments. Within the time frame
available for the current research and due to landscape assessments generally being
part of specific development proposals on distinct sites in Cardrona, the integration
of technical assessments was not pursued.
As was expected with a non-technical focus the current results did not result in
information ‘silos’, a common issue with current landscape assessment as
acknowledged by Stephenson (2005). The model does not rely on technical terms, an
issue identified by Tress et al. (2007) for landscape research. The model therefore has
potential integrate various landscape research within a trans-disciplinary approach.
Further investigation into the integration of technical landscape assessment
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information would be beneficial in testing the suitability of the Cultural Values
Model in theoretical terms, particularly within a holistic approach that should ideally
be trans-disciplinary and for its application in planning practice.
Stephenson (2005) has used the Cultural Values Model in order to reveal Māori
cultural values, for example in Akaroa. She argues that the model provides a means
to account for varying cultural perspectives. Māori have values and relationships to
landscape that differ from European values and relationships, in particular through
the belief that nature and people inseparable (Park, 1995). The current research has
not included Māori cultural values, with the available time not permitting
appropriate engagement. However, the current study has identified shifting values.
An implication of this is the possibility that the Cultural Values Model offers a way
of understanding changing or differing values, as well as shared values. The model
therefore appears to support an interpretation of landscape that is dynamic and
integrated, conditions indispensable for a holistic view of landscape. Further testing
of the model somewhere other than New Zealand, where different cultural values
may be evident, would also be beneficial.
Within much of the landscape literature there exist a call for an approach to
landscape that offers a holistic view that can integrate broad information, including
community views, for a trans-disciplinary approach. The conceptualisation of
landscape through the Cultural Values Model enables a trans-discipline approach.
The inclusion of community knowledge is possible. Community participation an
important requirement of trans-disciple approach identified by Sevenant and Antrop
(2010). A focus on values appears to lead to easy identification of shared
understanding of landscape. The results of the current research identified shared
values of landscape, with common themes evident. Although a number of
interviewees were known to have differing views of what might be appropriate in
the landscape, such as level of development, common values were still evident.
Interviewees were also known to have spent varying time in Cardrona. Again,
commonalities between the values were evident with interviewees who had lived a
year, and those who had lived all their lives, sharing some values. This finding
corroborates the research of Matarrita-Cascante et al.(2010) demonstrating that length
of residence did not overly influence the values held, an important observation given
the current focus on outside views.
D)L'!#=A!

:,)83'*!@'4'6!
Participation of communities in planning at the appropriate level, the most localised
level for the situation, has become a goal that has been promoted by global
governance ideas such as Agenda Twenty One. Participation has challenges that
continue to be addressed in planning theory and practice. The current research
highlighted participation issues for the community, for example, repetition of
processes such as submissions for annual plans leading to a high level of frustration.
Views of processes that interviewees had been involved in were often negative. The
negative views could be result of lack of clear goals associated with the process, an
issue also identified by Scott et al. (2009) and Stenseke (2009). In relation to the
submissions for annual plan, the community aspirations were set out with no actual
outcomes guaranteed as part of the process.
The current research has investigated landscape for planning. In her research
Stephenson carried out case studies as part of developing the Cultural Values Model.
Her research was not as strongly planning focused as the current research, but rather
directed towards a theoretical understanding of landscape. The current research has
taken the theoretical approach provided in the Cultural Values Model and
investigated the use of it for the benefit of planning. With a stronger focus on
planning this may have resulted in greater emphasis on the future; given planning
characteristically has a future focus. In addition, the interviewees’ high degree of
involvement in planning process may also have been an influencing factor. For this
reason, the strong focus on future within the results maybe due to greater emphasis
on planning in the current research.
7.3.1 The Cultural Values Model modified
Within the context of planning, and in acknowledgement of the results of the current
research, the addition of future in the temporal aspects of the Cultural Values Model
is proposed. Future values have been identified and a connection between future
values and surface values are evident in the current research. Therefore, the addition
of future values in the Cultural Values Model better expresses a modified and highly
planned landscape such as Cardrona.
A modification of the Culural Values is now offered. The modified version is a
conceptualisation that includes future values, in addition to embedded and surface
values. The proposed modified model is provided in Figure 13. Interaction between
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surface values and future values are reciprocal within this model. The surface values
are linked to the embedded values as has been demonstrated in Stephenson’s
research (Stephenson, 2005; Stephenson, 2006; Stephenson, 2007; Stephenson, 2008;
Stephenson, 2010b) and corroborated in the current research as set out in section 7.2.5
‘landscape interactions’.
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Figure 13 Future Values Model

In the Future Values Model future values can interact with surface values, but as
future values are not fixed there will always remain the opportunity for future values
to change, this in turn would create further change to surface values. The
modification highlights the dynamic nature of landscape, and more importantly it
emphasises the way that actions now are part of the future landscape. The addition
of future values provides a means to move beyond a static view of landscape as is
currently common when dealing with landscape in planning.
The modified model retains the simplicity of the Cultural Values Model that has been
deemed beneficial as a landscape assessment tool in the current research. The
interaction between the surface and embedded values remain. The addition of future
values ensures a full assessment of the temporal dimension, including future,
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present, and past values. The results from the current study revealed a strong
identification with future landscape for Cardrona that prompted the inclusion of
future values in the proposed model.
The benefit of the modification being proposed is believed to be from the future
focus it offers. The future focus is important for planning, given planning is
inherently future focused. Furthermore, with sustainable development a desired
approach regard for future generations is essential. The modified model provides a
future temporal dimension that is not typically included in landscape models. The
model offers a means of reflection that can demonstrate that different time scales
may lead to different outcomes. For examples, as far into the future as possible,
compared to short term politically established time frames as highlighted by
Sevenant and Antrop (2010).
The current research supports the use of the Cultural Values Model as a means of
identifying the complex and dynamic aspects of the landscape. In light of the strong
future focus that is evident in the current research, a modification to the model that
includes future values is offered. The inclusion of the future values is sees as
particularly relevant within planning and sustainable development approaches.
However, the relevance to the New Zealand planning regime still needs to be
regarded, and is therefore offered in the next section.

7.4 Outstanding Natural Landscape
Within the New Zealand planning regime it is common practice to identify ‘special’
landscapes for protection. The Resource Management Act 1991, through section six
in particular, establishes the protection of outstanding natural landscape from
“inappropriate subdivision, use and development” . The Environment Court has
provided some guidance as to what criteria a landscape needs to meet to be deemed
outstanding and natural. However, the criteria and the way in which to assess
landscapes remain unclear. The Queenstown Lakes District Council have adopted an
approach to landscape that is based around identifying ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’, with Cardrona being identified within the ‘District Wide Outstanding
Natural Landscape’ category. Through the current research it was apparent that the
designation of Cardrona as an ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ was not understood
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with questioning of the landscape being outstanding to whom, and doubt for the
appropriateness of a modified landscape being deemed natural. The questioning of
criteria for ‘special-ness’ for whom, as identified as an issue in the current research,
corroborates the work of Selman (2006) also deems establishing the ‘specialness’ for
whom as important in landscape planning.
The Environment Court has been influential in the use of landscape categories and
identifying what constitutes ‘outstanding natural landscape’ as provided for in the
Resource Management Act 1991. The clarification provided by the Court is not
reaching the community, as confusion about what was meant and supposed to be
achieved was clearly evident in the current research. High levels of involvement in
Environment Court processes did not offer advantage to understanding the
landscape categories. An issue contributing to the lack of clarity is time frames
involved in district plans. The time frames do not allow for reflection of more recent
directives from Environment Court. Furthermore, one could question the process
where a court is playing a prominent role, when good planning suggests ‘ground-up’
approaches. Within the Queenstown Lakes District Council the Long Term
Community Council Plan highlights the role of court and the District Plan. Given
that the appropriateness of the process in which the landscape categories were
assigned has been questioned, both by interviewees in the current research and
(Ericksen et al., 2004) the continuation of reliance on the District Plan and
Environment Court does not appear to offer best planning practices. Review of the
Queenstown District Plan, and better indication of desired outcomes for landscape in
the district is recommended.
7.4.1 Beyond protection of ‘special’ landscape
Protecting and identifying purely exceptional landscapes can be problematic.
Landscapes that are part of the everyday can also be of value, including areas that
are linked to people’s livelihoods. The current scope of landscape within New
Zealand appears to be limited to a focus on ‘special-ness’ and visual factors. Visual
often the focus of landscape, yet the importance has of socio-economic and cultural
aspects over visual demonstrated by Soliva and Hunziker (2009) in their landscape
research on future scenarios. The creation of the privileged ‘picturesque’ landscape
emphasises an outside perspective of subject-as-observer, without acknowledging
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perspectives of subject-as-participant or subject-as-inhabitant (Read, 2005). The view
of subject-as-observer is often provided through expert opinion.
Change in land-use patterns is likely, especially in Cardrona. How land management
deals with changes in land use will be important for an area like Cardrona. Land-use
is part of the practices of the area, and the clear links between practices, relationships
and forms have been established in the current research. Landscape planning needs
to ensure that regard is not just given to whether a development in an area should or
should not go ahead, as is currently a focus for landscape within the New Zealand
planning system. Landscape management should ensure the landscape is retained in
a favourable way. For example, in the case of Cardrona, it is likely to need the
inclusion of control measures for noxious weeds and animals. If landscapes are not
part of land management, and attention is limited to evaluation of proposed
development as appropriate or not, the aspects of the landscape that are valued may
be threatened. The interactions that are evident in the Cardrona landscape
demonstrate the importance of practices. That is not to say that the landscape, as it is
today, should be protected through ensuring only current practices are retained. The
ability to ‘capture’ a landscape like this is not possible, with other factors and
interactions present, such as natural processes. There are a number of natural
processes that are part of the dynamics of landscape. Instead, recognition of the
dynamics of landscape, and ensuring the possibility of adaptive processes is an
important aspect of successful landscape planning.
A limitation of the current research has been that tourist values of the landscape have
not been included. The view of tourists is prominent in current approaches to
landscape in the New Zealand planning regime, with emphasis on visual aspects, in
particular views from roads. The Queenstown Lakes District landscape policy
emphasises protection of views from public roads. The current research has
emphasised values of the community over tourist values. However, the intention has
not been to exclude tourist values, but they have not been investigated in the current
research. Tourist values are yet to be included in research that utilises the Cultural
Values Model (Stephenson, 2005).
Furthermore, using the Cultural Values Model supports protection of values, rather
than preservation of environment. Preservation has long history in New Zealand
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with long association with national parks. The areas that are preserved often involve
public land. The Resource Management Act states to protect, interpreting this as
retaining status-quo, specifically of the physical form of land is problematic
(Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment, 2001), especially as change in
landscapes is inherent. There remains a challenge to apply notions of preservation
that have emerged from application to public land, to areas that include privately
owned lands. Protection of values, within a model of landscape as provided by the
Cultural Values Model, may in fact allow for aspects of a landscape to be preserved,
but goes beyond just physical features. Including factors beyond physical relates
better

to

concepts

of

sustainability,

with

sustainability

acknowledging

environmental, social and economic factors. Using values enables a broader concept
of landscape that aligns with a sustainable approach.
Expertise is associated with an ability see the ‘big picture’, and acknowledges a
different way of seeing. As Kaplan identifies “expertise thus enables one to grasp
future implications rather than merely the situation at hand” (Kaplan et al., 2008: p.
48). In the current research, the community can be seen as displaying a level of
expertise with an ability to see the big picture. An ability to look beyond the current
situation was clearly demonstrated by interviewees. Although the focus on future
may be a result of direct involvement in planning and resource management, this in
itself may be due to the influence of the ‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category,
and the way that greater control of rural areas has resulted from effects based
planning.
7.4.2 Sustainable landscape
The current focus of landscape in planning is predominantly on visual and
environmental factors. The strong sustainability model shows that society and
economy are nested inside environment; in contrast to the weak model where each is
separate with only a small central overlap (see section 2.5.1 ‘sustainability’). The
current research shows that there was concern for the Cardrona landscape if
economics are not included in planning for the area. Awareness that you cannot
assess economics in isolation was demonstrated. For example, economic change was
expected with a move towards tourism. Changes that the physical form of the
landscape may face with changes in economy have been recognised. The clear
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interactions evident through using the Cultural Values Model support the concept of
strong sustainable development.
7.4.3 Community Participation
Community participation in planning processes is acknowledged as best practice
within global and local politics. Community involvement is appropriate for planning
and landscape. The results reveal a level of frustration with involvement in planning
processes. One example was the acknowledgement of time taken for planning
processes. In Cardrona, a number of plan changes have been underway for many
years. For example, Plan Change 17 that started over five years ago and a final
decision being released only in July this year. The effects of these processes were
evident with interviewees expressing frustration. Planning has occurred, but as yet
there are limited visible changes as a result of the planned development. The
planning process has affected the community and it is likely to further affect those
living in Cardrona when the physical reality of proposed developments eventuate. A
level of development is expected, indeed it is recognised by many as required for
Cardrona to be sustainable. The community has been experiencing an effect before
any actual physical development has occurred. Cardrona is an area where an
approach that allows planning for ‘landscape-at-large’ may offer a better outcome. A
focus is still required, but a larger scale approach could offer a means of reducing
repetition of process, a concern that was voiced during the current research. Again,
the review of the Queenstown Lakes District Plan and its approach to landscape is
suggested as necessary for better planning outcomes in Cardrona.
The effect that future plans can have for a community has been demonstrated in the
current research, supporting the addition of future values as a reciprocal relation to
the Cultural Values Model. The Cardrona landscape is complex. Changes occur that
can impact on the landscape in many ways. Retaining a visual focus for landscape
does not allow for a holistic. Further challenges are likely through cumulative effects.
The area has a large amount of proposed development that has been consented, yet
has not been started. This in itself will be a challenge when deciding on appropriate
management of the landscape.
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7.5 Conclusion
The current research revealed the Cultural Values Model to be a valuable way to
reveal landscape interactions including spatial-temporal interactions. Using the
Model as a tool for organising and understanding these interactions proved helpful.
However, the temporal interactions in the current research included a strong focus
on future, in addition to past and present. For this reason a modification to the
Cultural Values Model, that includes a reciprocal interaction with future values, has
been proposed. The modified model will require further testing to be validated
beyond application in the Cardrona landscape.
The New Zealand planning regime offers limited guidance on landscape at present.
Within the current research issues with the application of ‘Outstanding Natural
Landscape’ category were evident. The landscape categories applied by the
Queenstown Lakes District Council have limitations. The categories, in particular the
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category for Cardrona, are not widely understood
and are not assessed as offering a positive way of dealing with landscape for
planning purposes. Applying the Cultural Values Model, where landscape is
recognised as complex and dynamic, offers a way to better understand landscape.
The inclusion of community values is possible meaning it meets the requirement of
trans-discipline approach. Moreover, landscape as conceived through the model can
work within a sustainable development approach that includes environment, society
and economic factors.
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Conclusion
Landscape is a term with complex meaning that has been widely studied. However,
planning, in theory and practice, has given little recognition to landscape. Within the
New Zealand planning system there is no definition of landscape. Outstanding
natural landscapes although not defined, are recognised through New Zealand
legislation. Visual aspects of the landscape are often a main focus in discussion of
outstanding natural landscapes. Current theoretical understanding of landscape
shows it to be a dynamic and complex concept, affected not only by natural
processes, but also cultural processes. Janet Stephenson’s Cultural Values Model has
been used as a theoretical starting point for the current research. The model
represents landscape as the interaction of forms, relationship, and practice, with
interactions over both time and space. The research sought to further test the model,
using a case study of Cardrona. The whole of Cardrona has a classification of
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ through the Queenstown Lakes District Plan
(2009). Cardrona is a dynamic area with a history of varied land use. Visual aspects
were regarded as important, such as the mountain skyline, but were not exclusively
valued. Value was also given to human practices in the land, for example gold
mining and farming. Concern was raised for the ability to maintain the Cardrona
landscape. A reason given for this was pressure on the ability to carry out existing
practices due to resource decisions based on current concepts of landscape. The
results emphasise the need for planning to reconsider the way it deals with
landscape, in particular to understand landscape as being more than a visual
consideration. The Cultural Values Model provides a means to assess a landscape
and the complex interactions that occur, to better consider landscape for planning.
The current research established the aim of determining whether the Cultural Values
Model provides a holistic approach to understanding the cultural values of the
Cardrona landscape for use within planning. To achieve the aim the research
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consisted of two components, theoretical and empirical. Research objectives were
established in order to satisfy the research aims. First, the inclusions of a review of
literature on landscape theory in order to establish a theoretical framework for the
evaluation of the conceptualisation of the Cultural Values Model. Second, to assess
the Cardrona landscape using the Cultural Values Model and then to identify the
broader implications of the findings from the empirical research to both landscape
theory in planning and practices in New Zealand. These were carried out in order to
recommend ways to better understand landscape for planning.
To establish meaning and position the relevance of the Cultural Values Model within
landscape theory a review of current landscape literature was offered in Chapter
Two. An introduction to Cardrona was presented, including a brief history and its
planning regime, in particular in relation to landscape. The research process was
outlined in Chapter Four reflecting on the approach as an appropriate means of
understanding the cultural values of landscape. The results of the research have been
presented. First, results pertaining to the forms, practice and relationships of the
Cardrona landscape were revealed. The strong temporal aspect of the results has
been elucidated. Due to the implication of issues surrounding Cardrona’s
‘Outstanding Natural Landscape’ category during the research, a second results
section has been given. The lack of clarification of the meaning and intention of the
landscape categories of the Queenstown Lakes District were exposed. Finally as
discussion has been presented that considers the results of the current research in
relation to the current theoretical approaches to landscape that was provided in
chapter two. In response to the strong future focus that was evident, a modification
of the Cultural Value Model has been offered in Chapter Seven.
The Cultual Values Model offered a method that resulted in rich information on
Cardrona landscape. Interviewees offered in depth details of the forms, practices and
relationships. A clear temporal aspect existed, as indicated by embedded values
conceptualised in the Cultural Values Model. However, a strong focus on future
aspects of the landscape was indicated in the current research that was not provided
for in the model. Therefore a modification to the Cultural Values Model has been
offered that includes future values as a reciprocal relation to the surface values and
embedded values. Using the model also allowed for identification of changing values
within Cardrona, in particular relating to views associated with land use. Tourism is
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expected to be a more prominent part of the future economy of the area. Values
associated with tourism relate to viewing landscape as a commodity, where as the
more traditional farming relates to landscape as productive space. Tourism, in
conjunction with residential development pressure, shifting landscape values more
associated with commodification will require a recognition that new approaches to
landscape that focus on values is likely to be beneficial.
Planning is inherently focused on the future. Including acknowledgement of the role
of future values allows for a conceptualisation of landscape that fits well with the
future focus of planning. Therefore the modified Cultural Values Model is believed
to offer an appropriate conceptualisation and assessment tool for landscape. Further
testing of the modified model is required to assess whether the inclusion of future
values should be applied in all cases, or if it is a peculiarity of a more modified
landscapes such as Cardrona.
The research had limitations. Time restrictions did not allow for a broader range of
input, in particular an assessment of the model in relation to tourist and Māori
values was unable to be included. The inclusion of such views in future research
would be beneficial. So too would the assessment of the model to integrate technical
landscape information.
The information from the current research can be used to develop targeted
interventions aimed at improving the way that landscape, in particular the Cardrona
landscape, is dealt with in planning. The research has identified that issues exist with
the current approach and that there is opportunity for an approach that better
reflects the complex and dynamic nature of landscape. The acknowledgement of
cultural values, instead of a visual focus, is expected to give an opportunity to offer
better planning outcomes.
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Examples of questions for interviews
•

What brings you here? What is your connection to Cardrona?

•

How long have you lived/been coming/worked in Cardrona?

•

What aspects of (this) landscape do you value?

•

What do you do here?

•

In general, what landscapes are important to you?

•

Can you describe any other important qualities of the landscape that you
perceive using your senses (visual, smell, sound, taste)?

•

What activities do you personally carry out in this landscape?

•

Do you have any family/people links with this landscape? What are
these?

•

Are there any (other) man-made buildings, structures or features that
you think are important? Can you describe them?

•

Can you tell me about anything special about the ecology, plants or
animals of the area?

•

Can you describe any ecological processes or natural functions that occur
in this landscape that you think are important?

•

Are there any particular historical events you can tell me about that you
think are important in this landscape?

•

Can you describe any traditional activities that were carried out in this
landscape that you think are important?

•

Can you tell me about any stories or myths that are based in this
landscape?

•

Does this landscape have any spiritual or cultural significance for you?
Can you tell me about this?

•

Do you have any other things you’d like to tell me about this landscape?
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Cultural Values of landscape
INFORMATION SHEET FOR PARTICIPANTS

Thank you for showing interest in this project. Please read this information sheet
carefully before deciding whether or not to participate. If you decide to participate we
thank you. If you decide not to take part there will be no disadvantage to you of any
kind and we thank you for considering our request.
What is the Aim of the Project?
This project is being undertaken as part of the Master of Planning programme. The
primary aim of the project is to investigate landscape values and how these can be better
accounted for in the planning process.
To achieve the aim the following research questions have been created:
1. What landscape values do people hold for Cardrona?
2. What physical aspects of the landscape are valued?
3. What activities does the landscape play a part in?
4. What relationships have a connection to the landscape?
What types of participants are being sought?
Members of the local community, local runanga, local business operators, planning
practitioners, and visitors to the area.
What will participants be asked to do?
Should you agree to take part in this project, you will be asked to participate in a semistructured interview that will last up to 40 minutes. The interview will involve a series
of open ended questions covering the topic of landscape, including related values,
policy, and effects of marine farms. Any such information will be used in an aggregated
form only and no individual will be identifiable in the published data. Please be aware
that you may decide not to take part in the project without any disadvantage to yourself
of any kind.
Can Participants change their mind and withdraw from the project?
You may withdraw from participation in the project at any time and without any
disadvantage to yourself of any kind. The researcher will provide a contact phone
number and email address so that participants can contact the researcher if they wish to
obtain further information and/or copy of the results as well as add or retract any
information they may have given at a previous time. The researcher understands that
some topics may be sensitive, therefore if at any time you do not feel comfortable
answering a particular questions or discussing certain topic there will be no pressure
placed upon you to answer. You may withdraw from participating in the project at any
time and without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind.
What data or information will be collected and what use will be made of it?
The data that will be collected will focus upon landscape and the values relating to
landscape. Information collected will cover general characteristics and personal
opinions. The data will take the form of notes taken during the interview and audio
recording if permitted. This project involves an open-question technique where the
precise nature of the questions which will be asked have not been determined in
advance, but will depend on the way in which the interview develops. Consequently,
although the Geography Department is aware of the general areas to be explored in the
interview, the Department has not been able to review the precise questions to be used.
In the event that the line of questioning does develop in such a way that you feel
TM!
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hesitant or uncomfortable you are reminded of your right to decline to answer any
particular question(s) and also that you may withdraw from the project at any stage
without any disadvantage to yourself of any kind. This information gathered will be
used in writing of a thesis as part of the Master of Planning programme and only the
named researcher and the researcher’s supervisor will have access to the raw data.
The results of the project may be published but every attempt will be made to preserve
your anonymity. You are most welcome to request a copy of the results of the project
should you wish.
The data collected will be securely stored in such a way that only the named researchers
will be able to gain access to it. At the end of the project any personal information will
be destroyed immediately except that, as required by the University’s research policy,
any raw data on which the results of the project depend will be retained in secure
storage for five years, after which it will be destroyed.
Reasonable precautions will be taken to protect and destroy data gathered by email.
However, the security of electronically transmitted information cannot be guaranteed.
Caution is advised in the electronic transmission of sensitive material.
What if the Participants have any Questions?
If you have any questions about our project, either now or in the future, please feel free
to contact either: Sarah Picard
Department of Geography
University Telephone No.: 03 479 4218
Cell ph: 021 189 4447
Email: picsa824@student.otago.ac.nz
or
Associate Professor Michelle Thompson-Fawcett
Department of Geography
University Telephone No.: 03 479 8762
Email: mtf@geography.otago.ac.nz
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This project has been reviewed and approved by the Department of Geography,
University of Otago
Cultural Values of Landscape
CONSENT FORM FOR
PARTICIPANTS
I have read the Information Sheet concerning this project and understand what it is about. All my
questions have been answered to my satisfaction. I understand that I am free to request information at any
stage.
I know that: -

1. My participation in the project is entirely voluntary;
2. I am free to withdraw from the project at any time without any disadvantage;
3. Personal identifying information [notes/audio-files] will be destroyed at the
conclusion of the project but any raw data on which the results of the project
depend will be retained in secure storage for five years, after which it will be
destroyed;
4. This project involves an open-ended questioning technique where the precise
nature of the questions which will be asked have not been determined in
advance, but will depend on the way in which the interview develops and that in
the event that the line of questioning develops in a way that I feel hesitant or
uncomfortable I may decline to answer any particular question(s) and/or may
withdraw from the project without any disadvantage of any kind.
5. The researcher understands that some material may be sensitive, therefore if at
any time I do not feel comfortable answering a particular question or discussing
a certain topic there will be no pressure placed upon me to answer. Instead, I
may choose to either discuss the next topic or stop the interview if necessary. I
may withdraw from participating in the project at any time and without any
disadvantage to myself of any kind.
6. The results of the project may be published but every attempt will be made to
preserve my anonymity.

I agree to take part in this project

…………………………………………………………………………………………….
Signature
(Date)
!

MT!

!

Appendix C:
Correspondence

MTT!

Appendix C

!
!
!

!

MTTT!

Appendix C

!

!

!
!

T]!

