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• Passive surveillance by members of the public can reduce 
total program costs and increase the probability of success 
in managing pests 

• It contributes to the effectiveness of active (structured) 
surveillance by allowing better targeting of search effort 

• It is activated and maintained through public awareness 
campaigns and incentive schemes 

• Little is known about the return on investment for public 
awareness campaigns 

Background







Passive Active

Ex
am

p
le

s
R

ep
o

rt
er

s
A

ct
iv

it
y First reports of 

new invasions or 
new outbreaks of 
known incursions

Members 
of the 
public

•Fire ants
•Miconia

Passive 
surveillance

Community 
groups, 

volunteers

• Weedspotters
• Bushcare

Reports of 
known 

incursions 

Citizen 
science

Agronomists, 
vets, 

laboratories

Identification 
of new and 

existing 
incursions

•Citrus canker 
•equine 
influenza

Farmers, 
orchardists

Usually specific 
to a particular 

industry

•Branched 
broom 
rape

General 
surveillance

Pest/disease 
management 

agencies

Surveillance 
for new and 

managed pests 
and diseases 

•Siam weed
•Miconia

Active 
surveillance

The surveillance continuum



Control protocol 

Surveillance

Treatment
Budget

Passive

Active

Targeted

Broad coverage

Community
engagement

• quality and quantity of media exposure
• severity of the pest 
• receptivity of public, f(age, education, income, ...)
• simplicity of reporting protocols
• availability of rewards

6

Where does passive surveillance fit in?



Control protocol 

Surveillance

Treatment
Budget

Passive

Active

Targeted

Broad coverage

Community
engagement

• quality and quantity of media exposure
• severity of the pest 
• receptivity of public, f(age, education, income, ...)
• simplicity of reporting protocols
• availability of rewards

7

Where does passive surveillance fit in?



• What is the return on investment in public awareness?

• What is the likelihood that particular types of people will 
report pests?

• What is the reliability of these reports?

• What types of public engagement activities work best?

• How can we measure the probability of detection?

• How can we use passive surveillance to delimit an 
incursion?

What we would like to know.....
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The value of passive surveillance  

passive detections 

in 2010

m

m

active detections in 

2010

Probability map based on  habitat suitability and location of known colonies
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Density of true and false positives from public 
reports



• Date of detection / report

• Location of detection (GPS coordinates, for negative 
samples as well)

• Information on the reporter (where they live, age, 
education level, occupation, motivation etc)

• A measure of the age of the incursion (size/number of 
plant, % coverage 

• Details of community engagement  activities (type, 
location, duration, workforce, cost

• ...

Which data should be collected?
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