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Why Is community
Involvement so important?

Cape-to-City project
26,000 ha: rural and residential
* 163 properties: 1.5 - 2033 ha

 initial knock-down phase, then
maintenance control using a
network of 1460 kill-traps

Landholder participation in regional-scale control
of invasive predators: an adaptable landscape model

A. S. Glen(®+ M. C. Latham - D. Anderson - C. Leckie -
R. Niemiec - R. P. Pech - A. E. Byrom

Biol Invasions (2017) 19:329-338
DOI 10.1007/s10530-016-1282-3
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Why Is community
Involvement so important?

Cape-to-City project: scenarios

1.

Status quo: all landholders
except two large properties

Lifestyle landholders: randomly
exclude 1, 2, or 3 from 5
clusters of properties

Landholders with large
properties: randomly exclude 1,
2,3,0or4 from?7

Relocation of traps: scenario 3
with traps moved to adjacent
participating properties

* Traps
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Non-participation by owners of
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negligible effect
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Non-participation by owners of
small properties (< 25 ha) has a
negligible effect

Non-participation by owners of

large properties (> 800 ha)

reduces the efficacy of control

» offset with additional traps on
the nearest participating
properties
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Attitudes of rural landholders: Cape-to-City project

Becky Niemiec, Stanford University

Landowners’ Perspectives on Coordinated, Landscape-Level
Invasive Species Control: The Role of Social and Ecological
Context

Rebecea M. Niemiee(®' - Roger P. Pech? - Grant L. Nnrhur_y" + Andrea E. Byrnm2

Environmental Management

DOT 10.1007/s00267-016-0807-y

« Survey methods: mail-out questionnaire plus interviews

» Quantitative questions: e.g. What is your land used for? How much
of your property is currently being controlled for the following pests?
Do you agree or disagree with [statement about predators].

* Qualitative open-ended questions: e.g. What do you think is the
value, if anything, of widespread predator control efforts through
Cape to City? What are your suggestions for improving predator
control in the region?

« Sample size: 28 inside Cape-to-City, 40 outside the footprint




Attitudes: Cape-to-City project
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Attitudes: Cape-to-City project
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Likelihood of engaging in Cape-to-City
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Cape-to-City project. community survey

Pike Brown, Landcare Research

Survey methods:

Online survey; participants recruited via personal contact through local
schools

Ten schools were invited to participate and eight schools ultimately
chose to do so.

Participating schools sent invitations to complete the survey to parents
via email and newsletter.

Participation was incentivised via a $10 contribution to the fund of any
participating school.

Sample size:

994 respondents started the survey, 591 completed it.

47 respondents affiliated with schools outside the Cape-to-City footprint
and 544 affiliated with schools inside the footprint
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Biodiversity protection and habitat restoration

Are biodiversity protection and habitat restoration
important to you?
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Outlside Inslide Outlside Inslide
Bidiversity Restoration of habitat
protection for native plants and animals

Note: Outside/Inside refers to whether the respondent resides outside or inside the Cape to City footprint.

People have similar views inside and outside the C2C footprint



Actions and outcomes

Involvement in environmental activities
in the previous 12 months
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Note: Outside/Inside refers to whether the respondent resides outside or inside the Cape to City footprint.



Actions and outcomes

Involvement in environmental activities
in the previous 12 months
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People are primarily motivated by their children’s interests, their
own interests, and protecting resources for the future
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2015 Survey of Rural Decision Makers

Pike Brown, Landcare Research

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/science/portfolios/enhancing-policy-effectiveness/srdm2015

> 3,000 people from across New Zealand responded, including > 2300 commercial farm owners and farm managers

What is the primary reason for controlling pest animals on the
farm?

reduce damage to production

protect native birds and bush

other, e.g. disease control

Rural Demsnon Makers
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2015 Survey of Rural Decision Makers
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Pike Brown, Landcare Research a5

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/science/portfolios/enhancing-policy-effectiveness/srdm2015

> 3,000 people from across New Zealand responded, including > 2300 commercial farm owners and farm managers

Primary reason for controlling pests on the farm

Grazing

Sheep/Beef Dairy

Other stock Arable Veg/Flowers Kiwifruit

Wine grapes Fruit/Muts Forestry Total

_ Reduce damage to production _ Protact native birds and bush _Other

Condiflaral on conlrolling pasts, Tatal shaws unwaighbed dstibu$an,




2015 Survey of Rural Decision Makers

Pike Brown, Landcare Research

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/science/portfolios/enhancing-policy-effectiveness/srdm2015
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> 3,000 people from across New Zealand responded, including > 2300 commercial farm owners and farm managers

Primary reason for controlling pests on the farm

R

4B.E%

Auckland

Hawke's Bay

3

T2

Otago

3E4% %

H81%

Waikato

\

26.8%
.00

Bay of Plenty

t

AT.d% 50.8%

Manawatu-Wanganui

3
20.0%

1T

Southland

L

58.1%

Wellington

Reduce damage to production

Condifaral pa controlling pests, Tatal shows unweighted detibubian

184% E

Canterbury
0% %

Marlborough

Y.

S16%

T10%

EEO0%

Taranaki

ﬁ ik

E3E%

West Coast

Protect native birds and bush

45.5%
Gisborne
% 5EH

Northland

B i

Tasman/Melson

t

556%

£12%

B 0%

Total

Y A N W Al



2015 Survey of Rural Decision Makers

Pike Brown, Landcare Research

http://www.landcareresearch.co.nz/science/portfolios/enhancing-policy-effectiveness/srdm2015
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Rural Deciéion Makers
SURvY EY2015
AOF
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> 3,000 people from across New Zealand responded, including > 2300 commercial farm owners and farm managers

Primary reason for controlling pests on the farm
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Summary Ry
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Outside

Restoration of habitat
for native plants and animals

‘Value-action gap’: do people’s attitudes/values result in
effective action?

How can we increase and maintain participation in pest
control?



