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Executive Summary
● Coastal areas are essential in New Zealand for a range of activities such as supporting

wildlife habitat, environmental processes and recreation. The Avon-Heathcote Estuary is
an important coastal area located off the east coast of Christchurch in the South Island.

● As the Avon-Heathcote Estuary edge is accessible to the public by walkers and dogs,
birds inhabiting the estuary tend to be disturbed by dogs which reduces breeding
success.

● Working with the Avon-Heathcote Estuary Ihutai Trust and the Christchurch City Council
this report aims to determine if signage is effective to encourage responsible dog owner
behaviour to protect birdlife.

● Due to concerns from Mana Whenua, the research process had to be adapted in the
location context. This research aims to gather information from wider areas concerning
dog owners and dog walkers and apply these findings to the Avon-Heathcote Estuary.

● Dog walkers and owners around Christchurch were surveyed in person and online to
collect qualitative and quantitative data.

● Signage that was clear, concise and respectful was found to be the most effective at
encouraging responsible dog owner behaviour.

● Limitations included prestige bias, lack of diversity between participants, and research
locations.

● Future research should seek perspectives from wider demographics to increase the
reliability of findings and test other strategies such as educational activities and
advertisement campaigns.
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Introduction

Background
The Avon-Heathcote Estuary serves as an essential habitat for many native New Zealand
shorebird species. There are concerns that dog walkers are not following the bylaws in the
Avon-Heathcote Estuary. The Christchurch City Council Parks Unit is in the process of
designing signage to be used in the area in hopes of reducing dog disturbance and protecting
bird populations. Our research process was adapted away from the Avon-Heathcote Estuary
and instead conducted at parks around Christchurch to comply with concerns from Mana
Whenua.
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Figure 1.



used to determine the effectiveness of compliance and responses to dog bylaws. Surveys and
interviews explored perceptions of alternative strategies to protect birdlife from dog disturbance.

Literature Review
Literature reviews were conducted on five relevant sub-themes to assess current literature and
understanding of strategies that could target dog owner behaviour. These reviews identify key
themes and strategies to incorporate within the research process to protect the vast range of
birdlife li�e
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The second section was aimed at investigating the participants’ current understanding of bylaws
and their behaviours. These questions were worded to encourage honest answers. Section two
explored the level of understanding dog owners and walkers have about regulations and
whether regulations are effective enough to ensure compliance. The research assesses social
pressure or influence from other dog owners or walkers that could influence the participants in
compliance or non-compliance to bylaws.

The third section examined participants’ ideas on other strategies for promoting positive dog
owner behaviour which could support signage. Responses from the target audience are
important, providing information on the most effective initiatives and strategies.

The final section was aimed at asking participants' thoughts on prototype signage. The
Christchurch City Council supplied six different signs as pictured in Figure 2. This section aims
to give insights into what important elements need to be present in creating effective signage.

Figure 2. The six prototype signs that survey participants were asked to rank in order of
effectiveness.
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Figure 3. Survey output indicating what areas participants tended to walk their dogs.

Figure 4. The number of survey responses indicating how likely participants are to have seen
signage regarding dogs in the places they walk their dogs.

Prototype Posters
Regarding participants' thoughts on the prototype signs, Figure 5 showed that the most effective
sign that people would follow if seen while walking their dog was Sign C, and the least effective
being Signs E and F , as pictured in Figure 2. Participants' reasoning for their first choice include
that Sign C was ‘eye-catching, clear and concise and showed authority while also being emotive
and respectful’.
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Figure 5. The prototype signs (A to F) ranked in the level of effectiveness at changing people's
behaviour regarding dog behaviour.

The reasons for the least effective signs were that they were either anti-dog and/or
disrespectful, sometimes confusing and unclear what the message was trying to be portrayed
as. For example, participants mentioned that pictures on some signs made them look messy
and did not make participants want to read what the sign said. Other responses stated that
these signs just weren’t interesting or eye-catching.

After splitting the responses into age demographic, 50% of participants aged 18-24 chose Sign
D as the most favoured sign. This showed that the age demographic of dog walkers influenced
what signage was preferred or more likely to be followed. This demographic’s reasoning for this
choice was contradictory to the reasoning for why other age groups did not like Signs E and F,
considering Sign D was very similar in terms of pictures, colouring and text. One favourable
response said, “it shows clearly what dogs do, chasing birds for fun. Some dog owners think this
is ok because the dogs don't catch the birds. They don't realise the dog is bothering the birds.”
Whereas an unfavourable response commented, “The last 3 [D, E, F]  I put are too busy people
won’t want to stop and find the info between the graphics.”
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Figure 6. How likely the survey participants would─p
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