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SUMMARY

The seventh (having begun in 2000) survey of people’s
perceptions of the state of the New Zealand environment
was undertaken over February-March 2013. The survey
is based on the Pressure-State-Response (PSR) model of
environmental reporting and remains the only long-running
survey of this type in the world. For the first time this survey
was undertaken only electronically and this has made it
challenging to compare results with the earlier paper-based
surveys.

New Zealanders’ perceptions of all the main resource areas
(e.g., air, freshwater, biodiversity) were tested. Statistical
analyses identified the roles of several socio-demographic
variables.

Amongst many PSR findings, some that are notable
include:

New Zealanders continue to consider the state and
management of the New Zealand environment to be
good, and better than other developed countries;

The states of air and native bush and forests were rated
highest - rivers and lakes, and marine fisheries were
perceived to be in the worst state;

Management of all components of the environment was
considered to be adequate to good, with national parks
rated the highest. Rivers and lakes, and groundwater
were judged to be the worst managed environments;

Management of farm effluent and runoff continued to
be perceived very negatively;

Farming is perceived to be one of the three main causes
of damage to freshwater by over half the respondents
and was considered an important cause of damage to
several other resources too; and

Water related issues were rated as the most important
environmental issue facing New Zealand, while
greenhouse gas emissions/climate change was the most
commonly identified global issue.

In the first national level survey to explore perceptions of the
state and management of whitebait respondents expressed
concern about whitebait conservation. Shared contributions
to habitat restoration were preferred, but with emphasis on
user pays (a whitebait licence contribution) and exacerbater
pays. Whitebait catch management is also an issue -
whitebaiters (2.7% of respondents) and non-whitebaiters
(although in significantly different proportions) favoured a
daily catch limit, shortening the season, and banning traps
in nets as preferred catch reduction methods. These insights
give policy makers an opportunity to further explore options
for whitebait management.

A second case study examined the importance and
symbolism of a range of native and introduced animal
species in New Zealand. Three broad groups of animals
were identified. The most important and symbolic of New
Zealand were native species (but also including trout). The
smaller pest species, including Canada goose, wasp and feral
cat, were judged to be of lowest importance and symbolism.
Of particular note is the status of trout, by far the most
highly regarded of the introduced species, sitting amongst
the native species, albeit at the lower end (between giant
weta and bat). The ‘big four’ game animals sit between the
native and ‘pest’ species, reflecting contemporary debate

about whether they are a pest or a resource.
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1.1 BACKGROUND

The first survey of New Zealanders’ perceptions of the
State of the Environment was performed in 2000 using a
survey questionnaire constructed around a Pressure-State-
Response model. Hughey et al. (2001) provides background,
justification of the survey approach used, and results. The
OECD (1996) and Ministry for the Environment (1997)
explain the pressure-state-response model, which is used
internationally as the basis for environmental reporting. The
model is used primarily in reporting biophysical monitoring
data — our translation of the model into the perceptions arena
means we have needed to take a broad ‘socially constructed’
interpretation of each of the key components of the model,
i.e., ‘pressure) ‘state’ and response’ For example, we consider
state to include, for some resources, both condition and
amount, either individually or in combination.

The 2000 postal survey (Hughey et al. 2001) was designed
to be undertaken biennially and subsequent surveys were
undertaken in 2002, 2004, 2006, 2008 and 2010 (Hughey et
al. 2002a, 2004, 2006, 2008, 2010). Some findings from the
2006 survey were included in the 2007 OECD Environmental
Performance Reviews — New Zealand report (OECD 2007).

Following the 2010 survey the principal researchers
reviewed the results and lessons learnt from the six prior
surveys. They found a consistent pattern of results and
thus resolved to change the survey to a triennial cycle.
This publication thus reports the results of the seventh
(formerly biennial and now triennial) environmental
survey, undertaken in 2013, and includes a comparison with
previous survey findings. As signalled in 2010, this survey
was undertaken electronically, whereas previous surveys
were administered via postal hard copy questionnaires
(although a companion electronic survey was undertaken in
2010). This change has significant implications for ongoing
trend analysis — these implications are detailed broadly in
chapter 2 and specifically as required in chapter 3.

1.2 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The main aims of the research are to measure, analyse and
monitor changes in New Zealanders’ perceptions, attitudes
and preferences towards a range of environmental issues,
ultimately contributing to improved state of the environment
reporting. Specific objectives are to:

Implement a questionnaire, operated triennially, to
measure and monitor New Zealanders’ environmental
attitudes, perceptions, and preferences;

To report triennially, via a published report and other
research publications, on findings from the research;

Provide independent commentary on environmental
issues of public concern as a contribution to public
debate and a means of alerting government and others to
these issues; and

Provide opportunities for organisations and other
researchers to derive one-off research data for individual
areas of interest, including teaching purposes.
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An electronic questionnaire based on the Pressure-State-
Response (PSR) model and previous surveys in this
series was used to gather information on New Zealanders’
perceptions of the environment and environmental
management. In 2010 an electronic survey was introduced
to complement the postal survey; in 2013 only an electronic
survey instrument was used. The electronic survey was
selected as the best method of gathering PSR information.
The large number of questions deemed a telephone survey
unsuitable and interviews would have been too expensive
and cumbersome for adequately sampling the New Zealand
population; likewise, the ongoing postal surveys were
becoming administratively burdensome and overly expensive.

There are implications from changing to the electronic
survey. The major implications are in three areas, and are
of most concern for the PSR data and analyses. First, and
perhaps of greatest concern, there appear to be differences in
attitudes to the environment of the e-survey sample compared
to those of the randomly drawn postal survey samples used in
the past, i.e., the e-survey sample appears ‘greener’ and more
pessimistic. This difference in attitude was first observed in
2010 when scores for almost all PSR Likert scale questions
were lower (albeit non-significantly) than the postal survey
responses. The second implication relates to issues around
the extent to which the demographics of the e-survey
respondents match postal survey respondent characteristics
and those of the New Zealand population generally — this
issue is addressed in detail in the final paragraph of section
2.1. The combination of these concerns raises the question
about whether or not the e-survey data can be added to the
postal survey data collected since 2000 and subjected to
the same statistical trend analyses as previously undertaken.
This is an important question — we have decided that it is
appropriate to report the trend data in descriptive form, e.g,,
graphically, but not to analyse it statistically.

2.1 THE 2013 QUESTIONNAIRE

The electronic survey contained the same core set of
questions as the earlier surveys and two new case studies (see
Appendix 1). A letter of introduction stated the purpose of
the questionnaire, introduced the questionnaire topics and
invited voluntary participation. There were 162 questions,
asked in sets.

The PSR framework guided the development of survey
questions. Two sets of questions assessed perceptions of
the state of the environment (state questions) and two sets
of questions assessed perceptions of the quality of resource
management (response questions). For all of these
measures a ‘don’t know’ option was provided. Perceived
pressures were assessed by another set of questions.

Further questions supplemented the PSR framework.

Respondents were asked what were the most important
environmental issues facing New Zealand and also the
world today and why these issues were chosen.

Participation in fifteen activities was measured to
explore relationships between environmental behaviour
and responses to the PSR questions. Twelve questions
sought demographic information. Relationships between
demographic information and concern for the environment
have been well documented (e.g., Jones and Dunlap, 1992)
and these are explored using survey responses. A question on
ethnic origin was introduced in 2002. It revealed substantial
differences between ethnic groups in responses to some
questions. The question on ethnic origin was retained in
following surveys, with an Asian ethnic origin category being
included from the 2006 survey. A question on respondent’s
place of residence was added to the 2006 survey, organised
by regional council boundaries. A further question asked
whether respondents lived in an urban area (town or city of
1,000 people or more) or rural area (countryside or a town of
less than 1,000 people). In 2008, an additional question on
respondent’s occupation was included in the survey and this
too has subsequently been retained.

Knowledge, Standard of Living and ‘Clean Green’

The survey began by asking for self-assessment of respondents’
knowledge of the environment, and their assessment of the
overall standard of living in New Zealand with the invitation:
“We would like your opinion on the following issues’ The
questions were: “Your knowledge of environmental issues
is..., The overall standard of living in New Zealand is...., The
overall state of the natural environment in New Zealand is...”
Measurements were taken on five-point scales anchored by
‘very good’ and ‘very bad’ The fourth question asked for an
assessment of how ‘clean and green’ New Zealand is. In 2002
respondents were asked if they agreed with a statement:
‘New Zealand’s environment is regarded as “clean and green”,
which was changed slightly in 2004 to read ‘New Zealand’s
environment is “clean and green”. Measurement was on a
five-point scale anchored by ‘strongly agree’” and ‘strongly
disagree’

The State of the Environment

To measure the state of the environment two sets of questions
were asked about (i) the quality or condition, and (ii) the
availability or amount of various resources. In the 2000-2004
surveys a third question set asked whether the environment
had changed over the last five years. This question set was
omitted from the 2006 questionnaire as analysis of the
previous survey data showed that results remained consistent
over the years and by 2006 sufficient perceptions data were
available from previous surveys. This change was retained for
subsequent surveys.
The first question set was preceded by the instruction:
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‘Please indicate what you think the condition of each of

the following is’ Followed by: “The condition of New
Zealand’s...” The eleven aspects were then presented with a
five-point measurement scale anchored by ‘very good” and
‘very bad.

The second set of questions regarding the state of the
environment measured perceptions of the amount or
availability of ten natural resources. These were measured
by asking: ‘Now we would like your opinion on some of
our natural resources’ The set of ten natural resources
was preceded by: ‘New Zealand’s ...’ Five-point scales
provided for measurement were anchored by ‘very high’
and ‘very low”

Adequacy of Environmental Management

Information on the adequacy of environmental management
was sought by asking two sets of questions, the first regarding
the management of six specific resources and the second
designed to measure perceptions about current management
of aspects of New Zealand’s environment.

The first set of questions asked “What do you think of
the management of the following items?’, followed by:
‘Management of New Zealand’s...” Six specific ‘management
of resource’ issues (e.g., sewage disposal) were then
presented, measured along a five-point scale anchored by
‘very good’ and ‘very bad.

The next set of questions on the current management of
aspects of New Zealand’s environment presented thirteen
items preceded by: “What do you think of the management
of each of the following?” followed by ‘Currently New
Zealand’s...” These items were each presented with a five-
point scale anchored by ‘very well managed’ and ‘extremely
poorly managed.

Pressures on the Environment

Perceived causes of damage to parts of the New Zealand
environment were measured by presenting a table
containing ten resources with fifteen potential causes of
damage. Respondents were instructed to select up to three
causes of degradation for each environmental component.
This approach was designed to ease the cognitive burden
that would have been placed on respondents if they were
required to select the single most important item from the
fifteen presented. Respondents were invited to respond with:
‘Please tell us what you think are the main causes of damage
to parts of the New Zealand environment by choosing up to
three causes on each row across the page’

Participation in Environmental Activities

Measurements were taken of respondent participation
in fifteen activities related to the environment. In 2000
respondents were asked: ‘Please indicate if in the last twelve
months you have...” followed by thirteen environmental
activities. Measurements were taken using either “Yes), ‘No’
or ‘don’t know” options. The question was modified slightly
in the 2002 survey by adding ‘Regularly’ as an option in
addition to the “Yes’ response. This has been retained through
subsequent surveys, with the addition of two activities in
2006 [‘Reduced, or limited your use of freshwater’, and ‘Made
a financial donation to a non-government environmental
organisation (e.g., Forest and Bird)’].

Environmental Issues

As in previous years, the survey asked “‘What do you think is
the most important environmental issue facing New Zealand
today? The 2006 survey added the question “‘What do you
think is the most important environmental issue facing
the world today?’ In addition, for both these questions
respondents were asked “‘Why did you choose this issue?’
This set of questions was retained in subsequent surveys.
An open space was provided at the end of the survey for
respondents to add anything further that they wished to say.

Freshwater Fish, Especially Native Fish and their
Management

In 2006 a case study was undertaken on exotic species
freshwater angling, primarily about trout and salmon. In
the 2013 survey we concentrated on native fish and fisheries,
although our first question in this set sought to identify those
respondents who fished for exotic fish species to determine
the overlap with those fishing also for native fish, and for
other relevant analyses.

The first set of native fish questions sought to determine
the proportions of respondents fishing for flounder, eels and
whitebait. Subsequent questions in this set then dealt with
whitebait fishing effort and preferred fishing regions. The
second set of questions concerned the conservation status
of whitebait stocks, key impacts on whitebait, and options for
future management of whitebait stocks including who should
pay for this management.

Importance and Symbolism of Animals in New Zealand

Fraser (2001) reported on the relative importance and
symbolism of a range of indigenous and exotic animals
in New Zealand. In this survey we included two sets of
questions that addressed similar issues: the first concerned
the relative importance for New Zealand to have healthy
numbers or populations in the wild of a wide range of
animals; respondents were then asked, for the same animals,
to consider how much of a positive symbol of New Zealand
each is.
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Demographic Information and Representativeness

Information was sought regarding gender, number of
household members, age, country of birth, ethnicity,
residential region, rural or urban residence, education,
current situation (e.g., student, retired or in paid
employment), the industry the person worked in or had last
worked in, occupation and personal income. Where possible
these were measured using categories closely corresponding
to data categories reported in the New Zealand Census. Key
demographic information for the 2013 survey is provided in
Appendix2.In the 2000,2002 and 2004 surveys, numbering of
each survey allowed identification of respondents’ residential
locations, which were subsequently categorised into three
regions: Northern, representing north of the Bombay Hills;
Central being the rest of the North Island; and Southern
being the South Island. In the 2006 survey a specific question
enabled respondents to identify which regional council area
they lived in, with subsequent tabulation allowing Northern,
Central, and Southern ‘mega’ regions to be identified. This
change was retained for subsequent surveys.

To assess representativeness of the survey sample it was
compared with currently available official statistics (Statistics
NZ 2012). The following key points can be drawn about
where the e-survey sample differs from NZ population-level
data:

Household size: the e-survey is over-represented by those
with only 1-2 in the household;

Country born in: the e-survey is over-represented by
those born in the UK (10.6% of respondents cf 6.6% of
the population);

Ethnicity: the e-survey

Under-represents Maori (6.4% of respondents cf
12.6% of population);

It over-represents NZ European (88.6% cf 75.1% of
the population);

It under-represents Pacific Islanders (2.1% cf 6.4%
of the population) and Asian respondents (2.9% cf
10.3% of the population);

Note that the Census participants can select more than
one ethnicity, hence totals can add to more than 100%.

Towns and cities: the e-survey under-represents those
from large towns or cities of more than 30,000 people
(60.9% cf 72.4% of the population);

Education: the e-survey over-represents those with
tertiary education (33.8% cf 19.7% of the population).

Some of these differences are ‘significant’ — one option was
to weight the responses to correct for the differences. We
chose not to weight as we had not done so for the previous
postal surveys and to introduce weighting now would be a
major change to data treatment. Despite the difference of
these distributions from the 2012 Statistics NZ data, the
large sample is judged to be an adequate basis for making
comment on respondents’ views about the environment.
Ongoing sampling in the same manner will provide a valid
indicator of changes in environmental perceptions for the
population represented by survey respondents.

2.2 PRE-TESTING

Pre-testing followed a cognitive interview process described
in Dillman (1998). Several individuals were interviewed
about each of the questions in the 2000 survey and were
also asked about new draft questions in subsequent surveys.
Subsequently, some minor adjustments were made to the
questionnaire. The survey instrument has been scrutinised
and approved by the Lincoln University Human Ethics
Committee.

2.3 METHODS OF ANALYSIS

Descriptive data from the survey are provided in Section
3, along with a descriptive, mainly graphical, comparison
of 2013 survey results with those from previous surveys.
Relationships between selected PSR framework components
and demographics for the 2013 survey are also presented
in Section 3. Chi-squared tests () were used to test for
variations in responses. Data aggregation was necessary
in some areas because there were too few valid responses
to enable robust tests to be applied. Due to the very large
number of relationships tested, in general only summarised
results for significant relationships (P<0.05 or greater)
are reported. Significance of differences in means and
proportions are assessed using t-tests throughout.

2.4 DISTRIBUTION

The survey was administered under contract by Horizon
Research. They maintain a database of around 7000
volunteers who are on email - the database was open for
electronic survey responses over the period 26 February-31
March 2013. All responses were recorded automatically by
Horizon Research. Anonymity was assured.
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2.5 RESPONSE 2.6 MAJOR CHANGES IN THE 2013

SURVEY
After accounting for known undeliverable surveys, effective

postal survey response rates have been: In summary the following changes and additions have been

made from the 2010 survey:

2000 6% =694 In 2013 only an electronic survey was undertaken
2002 45% N =836 _ .

Whereas the major case study in 2010 addressed fresh
2004 43% N =820 . . .

water, in 2013 it concerned native freshwater fish.
2006 46% N =880
2008 40% N=752
2010 35% N=610

There were 2477 responses to the electronic survey in 2010,
and 2200 in 2013, for which the response rates are unknown.

All surveys had maximum margins of error of 3% at the
95% confidence level.

Chionochloa
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3.1 KNOWLEDGE OF THE
ENVIRONMENT, STANDARD
OF LIVING, STATE OF THE
ENVIRONMENT AND ‘CLEAN AND
GREEN’

The 2013 Survey

This section reports findings grouped by question type, which
provides the clearest depiction of the relative evaluations of
different environments. Chapter 4 presents an overview of
all results for each environment. Appendix 3 reports data
for each of the items addressed in this chapter. Note that for
2010 both the postal and e-survey data are reported. Also

60 = 2000
= 2002
52004
= 2006
%2008
2010
2010 (e-survey)
2013 (e-survey)

50
40
30
20
10

Verygood  Good  Adequate Bad Very bad Don’t know

Percent of respondents

Figure 3.1. Knowledge of environmental issues.

60
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10 i
0 ——mt Emll.
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Percent of respondents

Figure 3.3. State of New Zealand’s natural environment.

10

note that while trend data are reported graphically there is
no statistical analysis due to the change in survey type — this
situation will of course change when the third set of e-survey
data are available.

Most people considered their environmental knowledge to
be ‘adequate’ (49.9%) or ‘good’ (32.7%, Figure 3.1). The vast
majority considered the standard of living in New Zealand
to be ‘good’ or ‘adequate’ (77.8%, Figure 3.2). The state of
the New Zealand environment is considered to be ‘adequate’
to ‘good’ (72.8%, Figure 3.3). Around 36% of respondents
either ‘strongly agreed’ or ‘agreed), or ‘strongly disagreed’
or ‘disagreed’ with the statement that New Zealand’s

environment is ‘clean and green’ (Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.2. Standard of living in New Zealand.
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Figure 3.4. New Zealand’s environment is ‘clean and green’

Percent of respondents
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3.2 THE STATE OF THE ENVIRONMENT

QUALITY OF THE NEW ZEALAND
ENVIRONMENT

The 2013 Survey

The quality of the New Zealand environment was measured on

3.2.1

five-point Likert scales ranging from ‘very good’ to ‘very bad’
Figure 3.5 shows that respondents generally rated the state
of the New Zealand environment to be ‘good’ or ‘adequate’
However, New Zealand’s natural environment was rated to be
‘good’ or ‘very good’ when compared with other developed
nations. In 2013 three specific resources (air — 55.7%, native
bush and forests — 55%, and natural environment in towns
and cities — 65.2%) scored very positively, with mean Likert
scores of 3.56, 3.54 and 3.86 respectively. Rivers and lakes
were considered to be in the worst condition (mean score =
2.80, with 41% of respondents rating them as ‘bad’ or ‘very
bad’ Wetlands, marine fisheries and groundwater received
the largest number of ‘don’t know’ responses (ranging from
around 6 to 9% of responses).

Trends 2000-2013

Figure 3.6(a-d) shows mean Likert scores for 11
environmental aspects, including nine that have been
included in all six surveys. Note there are two parts to each
of the trend lines — the 2000-2010 postal survey data (solid
lines); and the 2010-2013 e-survey data (dashed lines).
Commentary can only be provided for the 2000-2010 postal
data since there are only two e-survey data points. Most
aspects showed an improvement in perceived quality from
2000 to 2002, then a decline or a relatively static position
from 2002 to 2010.

The state of New Zealand’s environment compared to
other developed countries received the best rating each

Don’t know
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Natural environment in
towns/cities - | 13
Wetlands [ | L | 8.9
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Native land & freshwater
plants/animals - . 20
Coastal waters/beaches [ | L | 1.4
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Natural environment compared to e
other developed countries ! 36
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Figure 3.5. Perceived state of the environment.
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Figure 3.6. Trends in perceived state of the environment
(Scale: T=very bad, 2= bad, 3 = adequate, 4 = good, 5 = very good).
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year despite a small decline since 2002, with a mean value
between ‘good’ and ‘very good’ All other environmental
aspects were rated as ‘adequate’ or ‘good, with native bush
and air quality receiving slightly higher ratings, and marine
fisheries and wetlands receiving lower ratings. Rivers and
lakes, measured as a combined resource from 2004 to 2013,
received the lowest ratings.

3.2.2 RESOURCE AVAILABILITY
The 2013 Survey

Respondents’ assessments of New Zealand resource
availability are shown in Figure 3.7. The lowest availability
rating was for reserves of oil and gas (Mean Likert score
2.84), with around a quarter of respondents rating availability
as ‘very low’ or ‘low’ Area of marine reserves, area of
wetlands, and amount of freshwater in rivers and lakes also
received mean Likert scores of 3 or less with around a quarter
of respondents rating availability as ‘very low” or ‘low’. The
area of national parks had the highest rating (mean score =
3.57), with $3.2% of respondents rating it ‘high’ or ‘very high’
The availability of parks and reserves in towns and cities, the
diversity of native land and fresh water plants and animals, the
amount of native bush and forests, and the amount of fresh
water in rivers and lakes were also rated ‘high’ or ‘moderate’
Several resources received a high number of ‘don’t know’
responses, especially reserves of oil and gas (23.2%) and area
of wetlands (11.3%).

Trends 2000-2013

Figure 3.8 shows mean Likert scores for the eight natural
resources that were included in all six surveys, and the two
additional resources included only from 2004 to 2013. Note
there are two parts to each of the trend lines — the 2000—
2010 postal survey data (solid lines); and the 2010-2013
e-survey data (dashed lines). Commentary can only be
provided for the 2000-2010 postal data since there are only

Don’t know
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Reserves of oil/gas [ m 23.2
Area of marine reserves | L | 79
Area of wetlands | L | 1.3
Amount of fresh water
in rivers/lakes o a7
Quantity of marine fisheries [ L | 9.1
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for human use . . 98
Availability of parks & reserves
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Amount of native bush/forests I . 2.1
Diversity of native land &
freshwater plants/animals u . 49
Area of national parks | . 0
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Figure 3.7. Perceived availability of natural resources.

12

a. Biodiversity related: Diversity of native land and freshwater plants and animals,
Amount of native bush and forests, Area of national parks, Availability of parks

and reserves in towns and cities
3.9

Postal survey E-survey
Area of national

3.7 parks

------ Amount of native
35 ﬁ@ bush/forests
", Availability of

N ceennaniin parks & reserves
| in towns/cities

3.1

Mean Likert score

29

7
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2013

b. Marine related: Quantity of marine fisheries, Area of marine reserves
3.9

Postal survey E-survey

3.7
o
g 35
(2]
=
£ 33
é Quantity of
IS marine fisheries
231 T~ e .

2.9

7
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2013

¢. Freshwater related: Amount of freshwater in rivers and lakes, Availability of
groundwater for human use, Area of wetlands
3.9

Postal survey E-survey

3.7
3.5
3.3

Availability of
3 S e groundwater for
............ human use

29 Area of wetlands

Mean Likert score

7
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2013

d. Other: Reserves of oil and gas
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.2

3

Postal survey E-survey

. Reserves of
2.8 e oil/gas

2.6
2.4

Mean Likert score

2
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2013
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two e-survey data points. Perceptions on the reserves of oil
and gas changed appreciably between 2006 and 2010, with
an overall improvement occurring (p<0.001). Ratings of the
area of marine reserves retain a significant improving trend
(p<0.001) over that time period despite a slight decline in
2008.

The remaining natural resource ratings changed little
over the six surveys and all retained their relative positions,
despite some demonstrating considerable variation over
this time, e.g., marine fisheries. It is interesting to note the
change in spread from 2000, with 2008 and 2010 results
showing groupings of native bush, animals, and parks and
reserves at the higher availability end of the scale, marine
reserves, fisheries, rivers and lakes, groundwater and wetlands
converging to a moderate level, and with reserves of oil and
gas standing out as having the lowest availability (despite a
2010 increase).

3.3 MANAGEMENT OF THE
ENVIRONMENT

MANAGEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
ACTIVITIES

The 2013 Survey

Survey respondents were asked to evaluate the management

3.3.1

of six items on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from
‘very good’ to ‘very bad’ (Figure 3.9). A high percentage of
respondents thought that the management of farm effluent
and runoff (64.3%) was ‘bad’ or ‘very bad’ (mean Likert score
= 2.16). Only management of sewage disposal achieved a
combined ‘good’ or ‘very good’ management rating above
20% (20.9%). Hazardous chemicals use and disposal had the
largest ‘don’t know’ response (14.1%).

Trends 2000-2013

In 2008, for the first time over the survey period the mean
rating of quality of management activities rose above
adequate for two activities, namely pest and weed control,
and sewage disposal — these ratings were retained in 2010.

Don’t know
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Industrial impact on
the environment I H 5
Hazardous chemicals
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Solid waste disposal | || 73
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Figure 3.9. Perceived quality of management activities.

Note with the inclusion of the 2013 data there are two parts
to each of the trend lines — the 2000-2010 postal survey data
(solid lines); and the 2010-2013 e-survey data (dashed lines).
Commentary can only be provided for the 2000-2010 postal
data since there are only two e-survey data points. However,
Figure 3.10(a—-f) also shows continued improvement in
people’s rating of the management of solid waste disposal and
(for 2002-2010) industrial impact on the environment. The
exception was the management of farm effluent and runoff,
for which the rating was much worse in 2002 than in 2000,
but showed a slight improvement in 2004 and again in 2006,
before once again declining in 2008 and still further in 2010.

3.3.2. CURRENT MANAGEMENT OF THE
ENVIRONMENT

The 2013 Survey

The quality of management of thirteen aspects of the
environment or resources was assessed on a scale ranging from
‘very well managed’ to ‘very poorly managed’ (Figure 3.11).
In general, most environmental features were considered to
be ‘adequately managed’. However, over 20% of respondents
telt that rivers and lakes were either ‘poorly managed’ or ‘very
poorly managed’ Over half the respondents rated national
parks (62.3%) and New Zealand’s natural environment
compared to other developed countries (58.5%) as either
‘very well managed’ or ‘well managed