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Section 1: Introduction 

Purpose and scope of this document  

This document gives an overview and analysis of the submissions received during the June/July 

consultation on the proposed Wild Animal Recovery Operations (WARO) 2018 land schedules. The 

focus of this document is on general issues raised by submitters, rather than location-specific comments, 

which were considered by local DOC offices when formulating the WARO access recommendations.  

When completed, the WARO land schedule, in association with specific operating conditions, will be 

offered to WARO operators in the form of a national WARO concession to undertake certain wild animal 

control activities on public conservation land.  

Consultation focus 

Consultation focussed on the DOC draft recommendations for WARO access to public conservation 

land (the land schedules in the new national WARO concession).  

The focus for the 2018 regional land assessment recommendations was on: 

• determining WARO access for areas of new public conservation land;  

•  land that has had a change in status or is covered by a management plan which is new or 

has been revised since 2014.   

• land that was previously assessed for the 2015 WARO concession but where issues had 

arisen that may mean a change in WARO access at that place.  

Comments were sought for these areas to ensure stakeholder feedback was received and considered 

by the Department at a regional and national level prior to finalising recommendations for the WARO 

permit land schedules. 

The Department was not consulting on the national WARO permit model or its conditions or 

undertaking a general review of WARO on public conservation land.    

Consultation process 

The submission period started on 1 June and (with extensions) ended at 5.00 pm on 16 July 2018. 

The consultation process was not a formal public notification under the Conservation Act. Instead, the 

decision-maker considered (on the recommendation of the DOC Deputy Director-General, Operations) 

that targeted stakeholder engagement would help inform decisions around WARO access over public 

conservation land.  

Consultation was undertaken at a regional and district level. DOC regional staff determined which 

stakeholder groups and which methods of engagement were most appropriate for their region.  

Invitations for comment were also sent to WARO concessionaires, the national executive of New 

Zealand Deerstalkers’ Association (NZDA), the Royal Forest and Bird Protection Society of New 

Zealand Inc. (Forest & Bird), Lower North Island Red Deer Foundation (LNIRDF), Federated Mountain 

Clubs (FMC), New Zealand Professional Hunting Guides Association, NZ Bowhunters Association, the 

Game Animal Council and the NZ Pig Hunting Association. 
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Submissions overview 

Around 430 submissions were received by the extended July deadline. This number includes both 

individual and group submissions e.g. NZDA branches, Forest & Bird, and the South Island WARO 

Association. While the focus is on written submissions, verbal feedback made at meetings has also 

been considered. 

The number of submissions either supporting or opposing a topic is not the relevant determinant for 

recommendations going to the decision maker for the national WARO concessions. Rather, it is 

whether, in any given case, a submission has raised relevant issues about the WARO land schedule. 

Several common themes emerged and are described in the next section. The feedback was used to 

help inform regional land recommendations, including considerations such as access and exclusion 

dates for WARO. 
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Section 2: Key themes 

Many submitters commented on what they regard as the poor consultation process, the lack of 

adequate mapping provided, and the insufficient time allowed to submit. While DOC accepts the 

consultation process could have been done better, the Department thinks it was adequate, as 

evidenced by around 430 submissions being received. DOC responded to complaints that the initial 

timeframe for submissions was too short by extending the feedback deadline by two weeks. Maps 

showing existing WARO access and new areas of public conservation land being considered for 

WARO were available on the DOC website. Interested parties were asked via email, and the website, 

to contact the relevant DOC office if they wanted to be involved with the consultation and to find out 

more information about the land recommendations.  

Other feedback ranged from requests for no WARO over public conservation land to, by default, all 

land should be open to WARO and there were few justifications that could apply to restricting it. In 

general, most submitters saw a need for WARO.  However, recreational hunters felt there should be 

far greater restrictions for WARO.  Conversely, WARO operators felt too many restrictions would make 

WARO unviable over public conservation land.  

This section provides a summary and analysis of the key themes identified in general feedback.  

Access 

Recreational hunters consistently feel that land that could be easily reached by foot or vehicles should 

be closed to WARO, which should be restricted to more difficult terrain or less accessible areas. 

Associated with this theme are comments that no new land (new conservation areas) should be 

opened to WARO, and particularly all land that had come to DOC management via the tenure review 

process should be closed to WARO. They feel having WARO disincentivises recreational hunting. 

Some submitters consider public conservation land should be open to recreational hunters for animal 

control prior to being available to WARO, no matter where or what species of animal. Other submitters 

consider a WARO exclusion buffer along public conservation land boundaries should be established 

on all front-country faces.  

Many submitters opposed to WARO consider more Recreational Hunting Areas (RHAs) should be 

established, while some supporters of WARO consider making areas not permitted for WARO activity 

effectively establishes large, pseudo-RHAs outside the legal process to create these. 

Most WARO supporters consider most land should be open to WARO due to its wild animal control 

benefits and in consideration of the Wild Animal Control Act and deer control policy. FMC advised they 

understand the benefits WARO brings to mammalian pest control but seek to restrict WARO access 

over wilderness areas during the annual high use period of 15 December – 15 February. 

WARO operators consider further, or too many, access restrictions would make WARO unviable 

across public conservation land. They feel the current MPI pesticide declaration requirement, which 

effectively excludes WARO for a 2km buffer along public conservation land boundaries, needs to be 

revisited. This, in combination with proposed 1080 drops, very much limits the land available to hunt.  

With regard to tenure review, WARO operators submitted that DOC should not allow runholders 

whose land has come to DOC via tenure review to dictate access.  

 

Comment 

In summary, recreational hunters want less land open to WARO and WARO operators want more land 

open.  
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While DOC understands the concern of recreational hunters, DOC’s primary responsibility and 

mandate under the Wild Animal Control Act and deer control policy is to protect natural values through 

wild animal control, while taking into account any effects on other users. It is important to note, as well 

as recreational hunters, other users of public conservation land include those who value the lands’ 

indigenous values and want these protected from introduced browsing animals. 

Deer control policy, in terms of access, is that commercial and recreational hunters will generally have 

open access to public conservation land and that the overriding concern is the protection of 

indigenous biodiversity, rather than the value of deer as a recreational or commercial hunting 

resource.  

 

Regarding tenure review, most land coming under DOC management via the tenure review process 

falls under the Conservation Act until a different land status is conferred on it. Land managed by DOC 

under the Conservation Act must, as its primary purpose, be managed for conservation purposes 

(section 6). Managing the land for recreation can occur when this doesn’t detract from its conservation 

management. This means land coming to DOC via the tenure review process should be open to 

WARO and recreational hunting, unless there is a good reason for it not to be, to ensure concerted 

wild animal control effort to protect conservation values. 

 

DOC supports gazetted Recreational Hunting Areas (RHAs) where recreational hunting effort can 

keep deer numbers to levels where indigenous ecosystems and forest regeneration are maintained 

and enhanced. (Section 27 of the Wild Animal Control Act specified that even in RHAs, recreational 

hunting is not to be the exclusive means of control.) 

 

With regard to excluding access to gazetted Wilderness Areas during the Summer high use period, 

the Department’s view is that WARO access is not automatically excluded from these areas. The 

requested two-month WARO exclusion, especially over the main breeding season, is considered too 

long a closure given the purpose of the Wild Animal Control Act. The standard Christmas closure of 22 

December – 5 January currently applies. Considerably more information would be needed to apply 

any longer closure as this is beyond the scope of what has been considered during this concession 

process. It would be a major change that was not considered for WARO access. A proposed, two-

month WARO exclusion from Wilderness Areas was not part of the draft land recommendations or 

discussed at any of the consultation meetings. Any changes to the current WARO access to 

wilderness areas need to be part of the reconsideration of WARO access over all public conservation 

land. 

 

Bearing in mind comments about the introduction of a WARO exclusion buffer along public 

conservation land boundaries, MPI pesticide declaration requirements already effectively exclude 

WARO from the first 2 km of public conservation land boundaries, arguably the most accessible land 

for recreational hunters. This 2 km exclusion zone applies to all areas of public conservation land open 

to WARO where these areas are adjacent to private land, unless the neighbouring landowner supplies 

a declaration to the WARO operator that pesticides haven’t been laid within 2 km of the public 

conservation land boundary.  

 

Although operators expressed frustration about the MPI 2 km exclusion buffer, it is an MPI 

requirement and not one that can be addressed through this concession process. 

 

Monitoring data shows an increasing deer presence across public conservation land, meaning more 

hunting effort, rather than less hunting effort, is required. While excluding WARO from accessible 

areas may, to some degree, avoid adverse effects on recreational hunters, history indicates that 

recreational hunting alone is not able to reduce deer densities to low enough levels to allow 
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regeneration of palatable seedlings and saplings. It may also make WARO over public conservation 

land unviable for some operators1.  

 

Recommendation: 

Submissions that seek to exclude WARO over general areas of public conservation land to ensure 

safe, easy foot access for recreational hunters, although a valid concern, is not  a determinative 

reason as it must be weighed up against other factors that are considered to have greater weight. This 

is in recognition of the legislation, policy and wild animal control benefits of continuing WARO access. 

Term & permit model 

Submissions supporting WARO argue that concessions should be granted for the longest term 

possible to allow long-term business planning and investment in the industry, skills and knowledge to 

be built up and passed on, and to ensure maximum environmental benefit from the activity. Meat 

processors advised they want certainty of supply long-term as this is important for them when making 

processing and marketing commitments and investments. 

Opposing submissions almost consistently requested a three-year term or less, to allow for a national 

review of WARO activity to be undertaken.  

 

Comment 

In February 2018, the Deputy Director-General, Operations, advised, after taking into consideration 

stakeholder comments and changes in DOC’s operational context and industry requirements, that 

significant components of the current WARO system continue to be fit for purpose. The Deputy 

Director-General decided a full WARO review was not warranted.  

The 2008 WARO consultation process did identify, however, that in specific locations there may 

different wild animal control models, such as the Fiordland Wapiti Block model, that might allow for 

better concerted wild animal control than the current system offers in that location. Any location-

specific model different from the current one would need to be sufficiently developed and consulted on 

before it could be adopted. Experience shows these processes generally take a long time to develop 

and finalise (e.g. Ruahine Deer Management Plan, Branch/Leatham community led conservation 

project). For this reason, it is considered development of alternative, location-specific wild animal 

control models best occur outside the national WARO concession.  

WARO permits contain a condition allowing the Grantor to restrict or remove any area of public 

conservation land from the WARO land schedule (Schedule 2, clause 16), at any time for any reason. 

This clause allows for the introduction of new, location-specific wild animal control models, as does 

legislation under the Game Animal Council Act 2013 around herds of special interest, and the Wild 

Animal Control Act 1977 in the creation of Recreational Hunting Areas. 

  

Recommendation: 

Opposing submissions focussing on the need for a review of the WARO model are not accepted. In 

relation to the length of term, submissions from operators that a longer term is needed to allow 

business investment are acknowledged.  However, length of term is a matter for the decision-maker’s 

discretion. 

 
1 Policy Statement on Deer Control 2001, page 11. 
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Christmas and Roar closures 

Most submissions, whether supporting or in opposition to WARO, saw benefit in consistency, as much 

as possible, of Christmas and Roar closures.  Recreational hunters want longer closure periods, with 

many considering Christmas closures should match school holidays. They consider Roar closures 

should be from 20th March to 20th April, or 15th March to 30th April, as in the North Island. Some want 

these extended dates to give more surety that WARO wouldn't be operating in the same areas at the 

same times as ground-based hunters. 

WARO operators generally agree that the current, standard South Island WARO Roar closure of 23rd 

March – 9th April (plus Easter) doesn’t best reflect when hunters are in the bush and that these dates 

could be shifted to begin late March or early April.  

Operators and meat processors do not support longer closure periods as these would have a 

detrimental effect on meat processing plants, on WARO viability over public conservation land and on 

the environmental benefits of taking more deer from conservation land.  No WARO operators 

submitted that the standard Christmas and Roar closures needed to be reduced. 

 

Comment 

Excluding WARO for the entire Christmas school holidays nationally, and from 15 or 20 March – 20 or 

30 April across all the South Island is considered too restrictive to ensure WARO business viability 

over public conservation land and to maximise wild animal control. Recreationists have areas that are 

not permitted (red) for WARO where they can visit if they want certainty there will be no WARO, or 

locations that are ‘restricted’ (orange), such as Nelson Lakes National Park, where there is a longer 

exclusion in place.  

 

A longer Christmas holiday WARO closure period is difficult to justify for reasons of public safety – no 

accidental shootings relating to WARO are known. It would seem there is no justification to exclude 

WARO over the entire school holiday period in areas where ground hunting is still allowed as, while 

the Department must endeavour to avoid, remedy, or mitigate adverse effects, it does not have a good 

reason to favour ground hunting over WARO to the extent sought.  This is based on the historical 

information about the miniscule risk posed by WARO to the public.  

 

There is justification to better align the South Island Roar closure dates with the Roar by shifting these 

dates to 29 March – 15 April, if this move is favoured by recreational hunters.  Kahurangi National 

Park Bylaws stipulate a WARO Roar exclusion of 23 March – 9 April (plus Easter) for Tasman 

Wilderness Area, which would need to remain irrespective of the standard Roar closure for other 

locations. Views on the proposal to shift the standard South Island Roar dates should be canvassed 

during the second stakeholder engagement period. 

 

Recommendation: 

North Island: no change to the standard WARO exclusion dates for Christmas (22 December – 15 

January) and the Roar (15 March – 30 April).  

South Island: no change to the standard Christmas WARO exclusion dates of 22 December – 5 

January, the standard Roar exclusion dates are changed to 29 March – 15 April, with the exclusion of 

Kahurangi National Park, which would remain as 23 March – 9 April (plus Easter when it falls outside 

these dates. 
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Sex biasing of herds 

Another key theme in submissions from recreational hunters focussed on the benefits of restricting 

WARO to the taking of hinds only to provide greater deer control benefits and to potentially remove 

much of the conflict with recreational hunters. A similar theme was that neither stags in velvet nor 

trophy stags should be taken. 

Conversely, other submissions opposed any change to introduce a hinds-only policy for reasons such 

as: 

• selective culling increases operator costs significantly; and  

• lessons learnt from tahr culling show that the leaving of males for recreational hunters does 

not work to satisfactorily control animal numbers.  

 

A submission from a meat processor noted: 

 “Wild venison pricing does not actually incentivize the harvest of stags over hinds 

and it should be noted wild venison is worth less than farm raised venison, Velvet 

produced from deer shot in the wild is a significantly inferior product to farm raised 

velvet and thus the value of it again is not a major driver for the specific targeting 

of stags. Factual processing data shows that there is a relatively even balance 

between stags and hinds recovered by WARO and observations at the 

processing level are very few mature stags with trophy potential are actually 

harvested by WARO operators each year”. 

 

Comment 

Evidence does not support statements that wild venison pricing leads to WARO harvesting more stags 

than hinds. An informal analysis of deer control in Ruahine Forest Park, which examined deer jaws, 

identified that WARO took roughly 50% stags/50% hinds whereas the recreational hunting mix was 

60% stags/40% hinds2. This study supports the meat processor submission comment above. 

 

Managing the deer herd to enable long term, “sustainable” recreational hunting is not DOC’s role and 

is not consistent with the Department’s deer control policy3, the Wild Animal Control Act (which is 

focussed on controlling wild animals) or purpose for which the land is held.  Furthermore, the Wild 

Animal Control Act does not generally favour recreational hunting effort over WARO to reduce deer 

numbers. [deleted this sentence as it did not seem to follow as a matter of logic, bearing in 

mind the preceding 2 paras.] 

 

Mechanisms are available, such as creating a herd of special interest under the Game Animal Council 

Act 2013, or a Recreational Hunting Area (RHA) under the Wild Animal Control Act, to provide 

exclusive recreational hunting opportunities with no WARO. 

 

Recommendation: 

Submissions requiring WARO operators to take only hinds or not take stags in velvet or trophy stags 

are not accepted. 

 
2 DOC Technical Advisor Threats (Pers. Comm. July 2018) 

3 Department of Conservation Policy Statement on Deer Control 2001 
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Monitoring and data recording 

There is strong support amongst recreational hunters for more compliance monitoring of WARO, for 

stronger consequences for concession breaches and for public visibility (generally via the DOC 

website) of recent WARO activity on public conservation land, including visibility of GPS waypoints or 

flight tracking data. Submitters feel DOC should regularly review tracking data to ensure compliance 

and not simply pass it off as MPI's issue. 

Amongst those directly involved in the industry, comments range from strong opposition to supplying 

DOC with waypoint &/or flight tracking data to support for collection of waypoint and track data for all 

WARO operations.  

Those opposed to supplying DOC with data are concerned about: 

• commercial sensitivity and intellectual property ownership, 

• DOC’s ability to maintain confidentiality,  

• the actual need for this data and its proposed end use,  

•  the increased administrative burden and cost to operators of having to supply data. Several 

feel track logs should be supplied for compliance purposes only.  

 

Industry submitters who support supplying data to DOC feel further data collection will benefit DOC 

and operators by providing greater evidence that vegetation quality improves with WARO and that 

without WARO deer numbers are not adequately controlled by recreational hunting. This would 

provide greater evidence to support ongoing WARO across all public conservation land. No operators 

supported making flight tracking and kill waypoint data available to the public. 

 

Comment 

Supply of data:  

WARO is highly regulated both in terms of its MPI supply requirements and concession operating 

conditions. Kill waypoints are currently supplied only to meat processors. Existing permit conditions 

allow DOC to access kill waypoints from meat processors but obtaining access to the information is 

time-consuming and reliant on the goodwill of processing companies.  For the new national WARO 

concession, DOC would prefer to have this information also supplied directly to the Department for 

biodiversity management purposes.  

 

Recreational hunters are not required to provide kill or hunting location data for publishing on the DOC 

website and there is no good justification as to why WARO kill location and flight tracking information 

should be published.  

 

Compliance: 

DOC wants to better manage compliance across all concessions, not specifically WARO, using tools 

available within the concession contract to address concession breaches. For WARO, the concession 

contract has conditions arguably better than most concessions to allow DOC to have access to 

information for compliance purposes. 

 

Recommendation: 

No change to the supply of compliance data is required at this stage but it is recommended WARO 

concessionaires be required to supply kill locations direct to DOC for biodiversity management 

purposes. 
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Other 

Other common submission points made by recreational hunters include:  

• DOC puts the interests of ‘a handful of concessionaires’ over 100,000s of recreational hunters, 

who take far more animals; 

• Recreational hunting provides a greater contribution to the economy than WARO; 

• Recreational hunters provide consistent control effort, whereas WARO is ‘boom and bust’ and 

reliant on high deer prices; 

• Deer numbers are now under control and are managed adequately by recreational hunters; 

• WARO concessionaires should be allowed to drop off recreational hunters under their WARO 

concession; 

• Wild deer are a resource and should be treated as such. 

Submitters supporting WARO commonly mention the current high deer numbers and the need for 

more concerted effort to allow greater animal control. Some state DOC cannot legally apply a 

restriction to WARO access as this conflicts with legislation and policy. Others note that WARO 

provides deer control across vast areas of public conservation land at no cost to the tax payer.  

Across both opposing and supporting submissions, concern is expressed over DOC’s increased 1080 

programme and how this would impact on areas available to hunt. WARO operators are particularly 

concerned that 1080 operations would add further access restrictions, leading to more pressure on 

business viability and effectively exclude WARO from large areas of public conservation land. Several 

recreational hunters mention the benefits of using deer repellent in association with 1080 drops.  

There is call from both WARO operator and recreational hunter submitters for the number of WARO 

concessionaires to be restricted in some way. Many recreational hunters support designated areas for 

operators as this would reduce conflict and increase WARO business viability. One WARO operator 

submits that the threshold for the minimum number of animals recovered on a WARO permit 

(introduced in the 2015-18 national Permit and currently set at 200 animals per annum) should be 

increased to avoid the risk to the industry of “pop up” operators who only operate in boom times with 

little to lose and who, therefore, may potentially have less regard for compliance. 
 

Comment: 

Only matters specified or referred to in section 23 Wild Animal Control Act 1977 (including Part 3B of 

the Conservation Act 1987) can be considered by the Minister.  Matters, such as which activity 

contributes more to the New Zealand economy, fall outside the scope of the legislation and are therefore 

not relevant for consideration as part of this process. Similarly, other less common submission 

comments such as those below, are not able to be considered as part of this process: 

 

• The ethics of the activity. 

• Effects that allowing WARO will have on New Zealand’s reputation overseas.  

• Whether allowing the activity drives tourists away, attracts tourists or contributes more or 
less to tourism than other concession activities. 

• Whether WARO causes resentment or loss of goodwill from other users of public 
conservation land or damages DOC’s reputation. 

• The weight of public opinion – (applications must be determined according to the current 
legislation not public opinion). 

Animal welfare/cruelty allegations associated by some submitters with wild animal control (such as 

shooting hinds with fawns), are addressed by sections 30A and 30B of the Animal Welfare Act 1999. 

That Act is clear that wild animal control including WARO is lawful.i   
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With regard to recreational hunters providing more consistent effort than WARO operators, it is 

accepted the level of WARO is influenced by venison prices. Despite this, WARO provides a valuable 

contribution to deer control and the efforts of both hunting sectors are necessary to reduce deer 

numbers. For the previous 10 years, the lowest number of feral deer removed in a year by WARO was 

14,883 (2010/2011).  

Comments around putting the interests of one group ahead of another are not relevant. DOC’s 

concern is about achieving the best co-ordinated control, and the Department’s deer control policy 

does not prioritise use of one group over another as an end in itself. 

In terms of WARO concessionaires being authorised to drop off recreational hunters, this was allowed 

prior to the major WARO concession review in 2009. The ability to drop off hunters was excluded from 

the new permit (in part in response to recreational hunter requests) because allowing it left the 

national WARO concession too open to being used for activities outside the concession’s intended 

purpose, making it too broad and too hard to manage. 

The call for WARO operators to be restricted in some way is already addressed through a permit 

condition that allows the Grantor to terminate the concession if fewer than 200 animals are killed or 

taken. This condition is about ensuring that WARO concessions provide the benefit the Department 

expects. There are Commerce Act implications for introducing a model that would limit the number of 

concessionaires who are able to hold a concession.  

 

Recommendation: 

The comments above are noted but not accepted. 

i Section 30A Animal Welfare Act 1999 deals with wilful or reckless ill-treatment of wild animals or animals in wild state: 

(1) A person commits an offence if the person wilfully ill-treats a wild animal or an animal in a wild state. 

(2) A person commits an offence if the person recklessly ill-treats a wild animal or an animal in a wild state. 

(3) A defendant has a defence to a prosecution for an offence against subsection (1) or (2) if the defendant satisfies the court 

that the conduct alleged to constitute an offence is or is part of a generally accepted practice in New Zealand for the hunting or 

killing of wild animals of that type or animals in a wild state of that type. 

(4) In determining whether wilful or reckless ill-treatment of an animal has occurred, a court may treat an act or omission as 

lawful (and not subject to subsection (1) or (2)) if satisfied that— 

(a) the act or omission was done in the course of performing functions for the purposes of another Act; and 

(b) not to treat the act or omission as lawful would be contrary to the purpose and principles of that Act. 

Section 30B of the Animal Welfare Act provides: 

(1) Nothing in this Act makes it unlawful to hunt or kill— 

(a) any animal in a wild state; or 

(b) any wild animal or pest in accordance with the provisions of— 

(i) the Wildlife Act 1953; or 

(ii) the Wild Animal Control Act 1977; or 

(iii) the Conservation Act 1987; or 

(iv) the Biosecurity Act 1993; or 

(v) any other Act; or 

(c) any other wild animal or pest; or 

(d) any game animal in accordance with the provisions of the Game Animal Council Act 2013. 

 

                                                      

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM276813
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM16622
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM103609
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM314622
http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1999/0142/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM4105012

