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With the passage into law of the Wild Animal Control Act late in 1977, a number of significant changes
in the eyes of hunters occurred.

The tile of ‘Noxious Animal’ disappeared along with the extermination policies formed under the
Noxious Animals Act 1956. Although subtle, deer, pigs, chamois etc became ‘Wild Animals’ and
control was now tempered by phrases such as “....... as determined by proper land use”

More importantly this new legislation incorporated a section headed RECREATIONAL HUNTING.
Its three sections were:

e Section 27 Declaration of recreational hunting areas
e Section 28 Management of recreational hunting areas
e Section 29 National Recreational Hunting Advisory

If we were to crystal ball gaze at what was going on around that period I'm sure we would find NZDA
lobbyists of the day such as John Henderson and Hong Tse were talking to as many politicians and
senior officials as they could. And good on them, the changes that resulted must have been seen as
significant to say the least.





[image: image2.jpg]The concept of setting aside specific areas for recreational hunting was first considered by the Labour
Caucus Committee on Noxious Animal Control and Related Matters in 1974. The 1976 National
Government adopted most of the 1974 recommendations and incorporated them into the Wild Animal
Control Act.

It is interesting to reflect on the initial areas the committee thought animal control should primarily be
left with recreational hunters:
1. Sambar deer in the Manawatu and Rotorua
Whitetail at the head of lake Wakatipu
Fallow — Kaipara, Wanganui and Blue Mountains

Rusa in the Galatea Region

o koD

Reds in North West Nelson and the Kaimanawa Ranges

In the committees opinion recreational hunting in these areas “was to be a specific objective of land
management,” interesting words.

Without spending too much time on this aspect it was indeed a significant report that changed the way
species such as deer were seen and subsequently managed in New Zealand.

The new legislative process allowed for a committee involving hunters to be established with a direct
link to the Minister. Subject to the support of the Director General, areas of interest to hunters could be
designated Recreational Hunting Areas (RHAs). Hunters also had the potential to influence future
management via input into management plans- technically called “wild animal control plans”

So what subsequently happened, you may ask?

A committee was established. Membership has included:

Three NZDA National Presidents (John Bamford and Howard Egan and lan Wright) and a number of
well recognised individuals. Names that come to mind are Don Cummings, Jack McKenzie, Karl
Schashing, David Hodder, Din Collings, Ralph Blanchard and Guy Te Kahika.

A criteria for selection of RHAs was determined.

1. Soils must be stable and the vegetation in a healthy condition as the first aim of management
is conservation of soil and water.

2. Control of wild animals to the level of maintaining soil stability and water conservation must be
possible by recreational hunting.

3. Attractiveness to the hunter because of the species or trophy qualities of the animals, and/or
the challenging nature of the terrain.

4. Accessible to large urban populations.
These areas would for most part be set aside to provide good sport hunting for those who enjoyed the

sport without interference from commercial operators. Commercial hunting could however be used to
lower animal numbers if warranted.
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Records suggest there were around 20 proposals and the committee oversaw the formal gazettal of
10 areas. Due to land tenure changes only 8 remain today:

Pureora 19,000 ha
Kaimanawa 24,000 ha
Kaweka 30,850 ha
Haurangi 19,000 ha
Lake Sumner 41,000 ha
Mt Oxford 21,985 ha
Blue Mountains 12,400 ha
Wakatipu 16,400 ha

Status over North West Nelson was revoked so too was that of the Waiotapu RHA.

Now to the management of RHAs or lack thereof and the purpose of this address.
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is a matter | first took up in early 2004.

| will start by suggesting parliament went to considerable length to set statutory obligations. Perhaps it
was their way to give confidence of participation to hunters.

Section 28(1) reads “Each recreational hunting area shall be managed under a wild animal
control plan issued by the Director-General and revised from time to time at intervals no
greater than 5 years”.

There is no discretion to go beyond the 5 year period. For most, the words are explicit.

Despite the legislative requirement the Department of Conservation has not formally reviewed one
plan since it's inception in 1987. Remember they are the Crowns agent implementing legislation
created following submissions from the likes of NZDA, its members and the wider hunting community.
Their role is to administer Government policy and specific legislation. Why so you may ask?

Well here are just some of the excuses their officers have used:

May 2004

“Legislation allows for plans under the Wild Animal Control Act to continue after they have
expired. They can continue to run until a review is carried out or they are replaced by
something else”

What a load of rubbish, when challenged the department was quick to respond with
“You are correct that the review of plans is mandatory”

Clearly the departmental official had a poor understanding of the legislation.
Another piece of correspondence reads:

November 2004
“l expect review of RHAs to be considered during this years planning round”

...... and you thought that was positive, unfortunately they proved to be hollow words to say the least.
Eight years on and still nothing.

One senior officer even wrote:

July 2004

“| agree with you plans for recreational hunting areas have long expired and could have been
reviewed. The fact is that the department has limited funding to carry out its work and has not
considered to be a high enough priority to be funded”

Further on the officer writes:

“Consequently in order to comply with the Wild Animal Control Act, it seems that the
Department has two options. The first is to divert time and staff away from higher priority work
to review an RHA wild animal control plan, and the second is to consider making a
recommendation to the Director-General to revoke the notice declaring a RHA. If that were
done, there would be no ongoing breach of section 28(1) Wild Animal Control Act”
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Now perhaps the most disgraceful piece of correspondence, this time an extract from a report seeking
the Director- General's endorsement. Several comments stand out;

February 2006

“B Insull is correct in his assertion | have not followed the requirements of the WAC
Act”

e “There is no instrument of delegation under which | have made the decision not to
review RHAs.....”

e “This is not the only instance of statutory requirements for the preparation of
management plans not being implemented”

e “Option B
You uphold my decision, despite it not complying with the legislation..........

How blunt can you be in trying to circumvent the law? The author, believe it or not was a member of
the department’s executive management team.

Despite general instructions regarding the provision of replies it took almost 7 months to secure a copy
of this paper.

While | do not wish to labor on, the Director Generals 2009 comments perhaps give some in-site into
his personal view.

“l agree with you that the legislation does require RHA management plans to be reviewed every
5 years. This has not been a priority, and due to resourcing constraints reviews have not been
done. The Department has come to the view that it would be better to review the legislation
(when an appropriate opportunity arises) to remove the requirement for individual plans. That
would then bring the legislation into line with the current practice of incorporating
management of these areas into conservation management strategy processes”

Personally | find it difficult to believe resourcing has been a problem year in and year out since
inception in 1986. If the same still holds true (resourcing constraints) perhaps hunters could offer
some form meaningful assistance e.g. prepare initial draft plans. | suggest it is highly probable that
linkage to the CMS process would likely weaken the uniqueness of RHAs in New Zealand'’s statute.
The Director —General has overlooked the fact that like you and | he must adhere to the law. He has
absolutely no legal authority to act in a manner that is inconsistent with the legislation.

....and just in case you were wondering | hold the view it is neither appropriate nor lawful to
review/manage RHAs under Conservation Management Strategies. CMS’s by the way have a 10 year
review period.

With the words “The National Recreational Hunting Advisory Committee be dissolved, and the
terms of reference for the NZ Conservation Authority and local conservation boards require
them to have regard for the interests of recreation hunters” it was all over for the committee.

In the Director General's 1988 paper entitled “Review of Conservation Quangos”, he had written:
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advisory body to represent hunters. The principle argument for such a specialist committee is that the
interests of hunters are perceived to be in conflict with other interested parties and users of the
national estate. This is true to a degree but the conflict is no greater than that which exists between
many other user groups. Provided the NZ Conservation Authority and local conservation boards have
a mandate which requires them to have regard for recreational hunting as a legitimate activity on the
national estate, the requirement to retain a formally established advisory committee is unnecessary.”

Even after the demise of the committee, departmental files show former members Bamford, Hodder
and Schashing were still doing what they loved, trying to advance sport hunting and the role hunters
could play. They even got an acknowledgement from the Minister of the day that recreational hunters
required some form of representation on or under the New Zealand Conservation Authority and
should NZCA not be willing to do so he would set something up himself. Good on you guys. But then
there were elements within the department. Despite evidence of written instructions to prepare the
necessary documentation nothing appears to have ever happened. Perhaps with a change of
government there was no incentive to follow through. Whatever the reason, hunters lost out yet again.
Notes | have seen indicate the Minister was even willing to allow “hunting rules designed to improve
herd quality or relative success” in exchange for conservation benefits.

One is left to wonder what could have been achieved if the vision politicians and others contemplated
in the 1970s had of been allowed to grow.

Looking back | firmly believe members of the now defunct National Recreational Hunting Advisory
Committee saw a positive future for RHAs.

e The committee had overseen the relocation of a number of Sambar deer from the Manawatu to
Waiotapu in the Rotorua district. Now that was ground breaking game management.

e Considered a host of potential sites.
e Overseen the gazettal of 10 areas.

o If not policy they had openly talked of the possibility that some areas could be managed for
meat and others for trophy value.

o Lobbied, yes they lobbied hard on the hunters behalf.

e Created a number of information brochures.

e Issued several News Letters

e Developed “Conditions of Use”
Personally | hold the view that there is a place for RHAs and that their success is reliant on long term
vision incorporating the wisdom of both user and land manager. A partnership might be a better way to
describe it. Equally | believe hunters should not readily give something away that those before them
fought so hard for. If for no other reason than respect for the early lobbyists you need to encourage

your executive to push the department hard on this matter.

As some of the examples | have used illustrate there are/or have been staff, some well placed, within
the Department of Conservation who have shown little interest in RHAs .
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advisory committee and was well on its way snubbing planning requirements. Evidence would also
suggest neither the NZ Conservation Authority nor local boards took up the challenge expected of
them. To put it bluntly my gut feeling is that elements within the department have for a long period
sought to abolish the recreational hunting area concept. Some would even speculate there is an
entrenched anti game attitude within DOC. Certainly there is clear evidence that the management of
RHAs has gone backwards since the departments inception.

Hunters have correctly pointed out issues also arise at conservancy level. At one point the
Tongario/Turangi Conservancy wrote “the department is considering removing the Kaimanawa RHA
designation” in a planning document.

Interestingly former Minister of Conservation Chris Carter took many by surprise when he cleared the
way for the use of deer repellent on 1080 baits to control possums, but only in respect of the 8 RHAs.
His 2005 press release in part read;

“While | do not believe there is a strong argument for permitting the use of deer repellent in all areas of
conservation land where possum control takes place, | do think it is reasonable for consideration to be
given to the use of deer repellent in those areas specifically designated as Recreational Hunting
Areas”

Minister Carter went on to say the use of repellent outside of Recreational Hunting Areas was NOT
justified.

Another positive could well be that if managed properly there is a real opportunity for both hunters
and land administrator to work together for a common good thus minimising sniping which has so
often occurred over the years. Think of what could be achieved then.

As often the case not all should be tarnished with the same brush. For those with long memories |
think you will share my view that both Ken Miers of the former NZ Forest Service and John Holloway
from DOC went to considerable lengths to build relationships with the likes of NZDA.

One final point is what impact might the much talked about Game Animal Council have?

In the absence of detall it is difficult to predict. However | believe it's correct to say that in the absence
of either repealing or modifying sections 27, 28 and 29 of the Wild Animal Control Act the designations
and statutory requirements still stand. If sympathetic the Council may be able to encourage the
department to fulfill its obligations.

In conclusion thanks for allowing me to address you. | hope this has given you an insight to the history
and management of Recreational Hunting Areas

Barry Insull

Note
Barry worked in the Head Office of the New Zealand Forest Service between 1974 and 1986 and with
the Department of Conservation from inception up until 1998.





