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CHAPTER 2

ME THODOLOGY

METHODOLOGY

This research is an integration of random
sample and informal sampling methods

(Table 2.1). Because there are no pre-
existing New Zealand studies of this nature
on recreational hunters the surveys were
structured to enable sections of each survey
to lend verification and validity to the
others. This is particularly evident in

the considerable similarity between 'current
active rifle owners' (Sample III) and
'permit hunters' (Sample II).

While the researchers have attempted to keep
the research on hunters as broad as
possible, the study has its specific focus
on the Lake Sumner Forest Park region. To
this end, Forest Park users were surveyed
both for management information, and to
measure the relationships between recreational
hunting and other forest uses. While
budgeting and physical constraints have led
to two 'peak time' Forest Park user samples,
it has been possible to separate user opinion
on variables such as years of experience,
number of trips to the Park, and similar
areas of interest to this survey.

Throughout the research, hunters and user
groups were asked whether they would be
prepared to make themselves available for
interview. Although well supported it was
not necessary to use this option because of
the understandingsgained through field
contacts and questionnaire comments.

The number of completed questionnaires
returned in the general Forest Park user
sample seemed rather disappointing at 55
percent but it has been established that
all but two groups of users returned at
least one questionnaire. It is therefore
suggested that the information as reported



TABLE 2.1

: Methodological Framework.
(Questionnaires presented as Appendices I-IV)

Sample Group Methodology Sample Total Number Estimated
Response of Respondent
Rate Cases Error (at
(usable 95%
response) Confidence)
% % %
I Current Forest 1. Site gquestionnaire
Park Users (Anzac/Easter) 100 55.6 174 N.A.
2. Personal contact(a)
II Current 1. Postal gqguestionnaire
Hunters (permittees last +
(permits) 18 months) 20 75.3 362 2.8
(63.6)
2, Informal personal
contact
III Rifle Owners 1. Post questionnaire 3.3 67.3 483 + 2.0
(48.0)

(a) Informal discussions were held with 87 users either in the Park or at Loch Katrine.

Sample Da

tes: (1) Easter (4-7 April) and Anzac (25-27 April) weekends 1980.
(2) Posted 10 June 1980;
(3) Posted 24 July 1980;

. i

reminder sent 21 June 1980.

reminder sent 31 July 1980.



is representative, within acceptable margins
of error, of Forest Park users, during this
period. For the other samples the authors
believe that the generally high response and
the consistency and representativeness of
evidence among duplicate samples has led to
a solid data base.

DEFINITIONS

Forest Park User: This analysis encompasses
all sampled Forest Park Users (viz:
trampers, campers, hunters, fishermen)
during the Easter and Anzac samples
(Sample I).

Tramper: Relates to that 60 percent of the
'User' sample that listed tramping as
their first choice of activity
(Sample I).

Hunter: The principal sample of hunters from
the random permit sample. Unless
otherwise specified, all references to
'hunters' come from this sample. This
sample also appears as 'permit
acquiring hunters' (Sample ITI).

(Current) Active Rifle Owners: That
proportion of the "Rifle Owners'
Survey who regard themselves as
current hunters (Sample III). This
term is used to distinguish this
group from the larger 'hunter' sample.

Non-Active Rifle Owners: Forms the second
part of the TRifle Owners' Survey
ahd encompasses those rifle owners
who have never hunted, or have
subsequently given up the sport
(Sample IITI).
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CHAPTER 3

THE 'GENERAL FOREST PARK USER'

INTRODUCING THE USER

Origins

Eighty percent of Park users are city
people and when small towns are included,
90 percent overall could be described as
'urban'. The remaining 10 percent are
from rural areas.

Information: How Did They Hear About the
Park?

'Word of mouth' was the means by which the
majority heard about the Park and thus the
information base on which they decided to
make the trip. ©Nine percent read about it
in New Zealand Forest Service or other
publications.

Transport

Private vehicles were the most common means
of transport (cars - 60%, four wheel drive -
18.5%). Commercial buses were used by 11
percent and the remainder travelled by foot
or motor cycle.

Entry Point

The two key entry points, the Hope River
(52.5%) and the Lake Sumner Road (40.5%) are
the most used access ways. Some users
crossed over Harper's Pass from the Taramakau
(3.5%) and a similar number of users were
encountered who had entered from other points.

Destination

Destinations of users have been grouped in
general geographic terms which also suggest
relative amounts of effort (and possibly
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experience) required to achieve these. Hence
'fringe users' (50%) do not penetrate far
into the Park. They drive to Loch Katrine
and Lake Sumner or No. 2 Hut in the Hurunui
Valley. These places are their principal
destination and act as bases for their
other activities., This group includes a-
significant number of people (20%) who fish
the Hope River near the access points or who
walk a relatively short distance into the
Park.

The second group are 'Valley Trampers' (39%)
whose destinations are middle distance huts
or generally well known tracks and facilities
such as the Hope Kiwi hut, or Lake Mason. (1)

The balance (11%) may be thought of as 'back-
country' users. They penetrate deeper into
the Park, traverse upper river valleys or
passes and generally undertake more demanding
trips.

Party Size and Composition

Parties in the Park tend to be relatively
large. Thirty-eight percent of users were in
groups of seven or more. Seventeen percent
travelled as a party of two, and there were
very few 'loners'. The breakdown of figures
is:

TABLE 3.1 : Party Size.

Party Size % Response
1 person only 1.7
2 people in party 17.5
3 - 4 people in party 29.2
- 6 people in party 13.5
7 - 10 people in party 24.0
> 10 people in party 14.1

(1) while it is appreciated that Loch Katrine,
Lake Mason, or Lake Sumner, are not part
of the Forest Park, the use of these places
does not take place without some effect
on the Park,
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Friendship groups (31.8%) and groups made
up of families and families and friends
(29.5%) were the strongest groupings,
followed by clubs (18.5%). Other groupings
include husband and wife couples (9.2%) and
school groups (4.0%).

Males accounted for 77 percent of

users in this survey and female users 23
percent (see also 3.1.3).

Costs

Costs per person ranged from less than
$5.00 to more than $30.00. The average
cost was $18.22 per trip.

Summary and Discussion

The modal picture which emerges from this
information is one of urban people driving
to the Park for a long weekend with friends
and family. They tend to stay close to the
'fringes' of the Park near tracks or in

the main river valleys.

There is nevertheless a smaller but
significant group who are very active. They
cover considerable distances and avoid the
more crowded tracks and developed areas
which draw the majority of users.

Statements like this summary often give

rise to the remark of "I could have predicted

that, it's just common sense. We don't need
a survey to tell us!" This raises two
issues. The first is that until someone
provides the evidence to support 'common
sense', management is based on guess work,
albeit 'good' or 'informed', common sense
or guess work. The second issue is that,
over time, patterns of use change in many
different ways. We know little about

these changes and the forces which cause
them. How and why does a 'fringe' user
become a 'back-country' user or vice-versa.
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The highly experienced mountaineer who
potters happily on a red beech terrace
near the road end with a young family,

or walks with them to a handy hut,
demonstrates in part the nature of this
change. When the children become older,
or independent, are they going to remain
'fringe' or valley users? But what
happens then if one or two of their friends
with little or no tramping experience want
to go for a trip? Are they propelled into
the back-country or are they 'broken in'
on a valley tramp? And what in the mean-
time has happened to their parents'
outdoor interests? Do they pick up where
they left off before having young children
or do they modify their activities?

It is our belief that insights to these
kinds of issues must be expected from the
data. As a more comprehensive picture
emerges, so too does the range and quality
of recreational experiences sought suggest
various choices for management policy. To
take any dimension by itself is likely to
be misleading. Hence the 'profile' of

the recreationist builds up over
subsequent sections.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF F.P. USERS

Introduction

Socio-economic data were requested for the
standard variables of age, sex, education
occupation, etc., and where appropriate

has been compared with New Zealand census
data and figures from Arthur's Pass National
Park and/or Tongariro National Park back-
country users.

(1) The Tongariro data (Devlin, 1976)
separate 'facilities' users and hut
(back-country) users. The latter
group is considered more comparable
with Lake Sumner Forest Park users
but as a generalisation.
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31,2 Age
TABLE 3.2 : Age
Age Lake Sumner New Zealand(a) Arthur's Pass Tongariro
Forest Park National National
Park Park
% % % %
<14 0 2947 16.7 9:6
15-19 23.6 9.6 164 7 28.9
20-24 18.4 8.3 19.4 26.7
25=29 16.1 8.0 20.3 iiyv2
30%39 12.6 12.%
17.0 (30-44) 26.4 1349
40-49 17.2 101
27.6 (45+) 1732 9
50-59 5.2 9.5
60+ 1249
(a) Throughout this report all references to

New Zealand data are obtained from 1976
New Zealand census data (1980 yearbook).

Lake Sumner users are relatively evenly spread
throughout the various age classes. The bulge
in the highly active 15 to 19 year group and
the decline in the less active group of 50
plus are predictable. Compared with Arthur's
Pass, Lake Sumner Forest Park users are a

more youthful population.

Differences in these results add substantially
to the evidence supporting the importance of
life cycle influences in recreational choice.
Access to Tongariro back-country is comparable
with Lake Sumner Forest Park and, to a lesser
extent, Arthur's Pass. Youthful users
dominate (sub-24 age groups) and taper off.
Overall, Lake Sumner users appear closer to
Tongariro . than Arthur's Pass, as are the
physical constraints of entry.
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Children (less than 15 years) were not
asked to fill in guestionnaires and do
not appear on the table above. Reference
to children will be made later in this
section,

3.1.3 Sex Ratio

TABLE 3.3 : Sex Ratios.

Sex Lake Sumner Arthur's Pass Tongariro Mt Cook

Forest Park National Park Back-Country

$ Male 77.4 63.0 65.0 63.0
% Pemale 22.6 37.0 35.0 37.0
Observations made at the two entrance
points confirm the sex ratio indicated
by the questionnaire returns.
Number of males and females in parties:
TABLE 3.4 : Number of Males and Females in Parties.
Sex 0 1 2 3 4 5-6 7-8 9-10 10+
$ Male 1.7 11.0 20.8 24.9 13.9 9.8 11.0 0.6

% Female 25.0 30.2 18.6 5.8 4.7 11.0 -

(<]

Females are numerically more dominant than

is apparent from Table 3.4, being represented

in 75 percent of all groups. Fifty percent
of groups have one or two females and 20
percent (approx.) have three to six
females.

Twenty percent of groups have two males and
25 percent have three. Otherwise,
distribution of males is fairly even.
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3.1.4 Marital Status

TABLE 3.5 : Marital Status.

Marital Lake Sumner Arthur's Pass Tongariro New

Status Forest Park National Park Back- Zealand(a)
Country

$ Single 49.4 47.5  66.8 23.4

$ Married 41.1 46.8 26.2 66.5

$ Other 9.5 5.6 7.0 10.1

(a) For persons aged 16 years and over.

3.1.5 Home Situations

TABLE 3.6 : Home Situations.

Home Situation(a) % Response
All adults household, e.g. flat 21.6
Living with parents 33.3
Couple, no children 16.0
Couple and pre-school children 3.7
Couple and primary school children 6.8
" " secondary school children 4.9
" " working/student children 9.9
" " children no longer at home 3.7

(a) Comparable New Zealand data are
currently unobtainable for these
figures. Nevertheless, the authors
believe such a presentation to be
particularly important to an under-
standing of back-country use and the
data are offered here for comparison
with hunter data.
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Overall, the home situation of users is one
which allows a high degree of flexibility.
For the 15 percent of couples with school
age children there is likely to be some
effect on flexibility or mobility within
the Park. It has been assumed that the
greatest constraint will be the youngest
children. This can work in two ways,
either to deter families from coming to
the Park in the first place, or to limit
their movements while in the Park.

Children on the Trip

TABLE 3.7 : Children on the Trip.

Category % Response
Parents alone 12,1
Parents and children under

8 yrs
Parents and children 8-15 yrs 8.0
One parent with children

8-15 yrs 2.3
Parents and children over

15 yrs 5.2
One parent with children

over 15 years 2.9

No Response = 66.1%

The ways in which children influence the
activities of families is best 1llustrated
in the above table, Of those groups with children, 21
percent were 'complete families', i.e. both
parents and children. Fifty percent
however, were made up of one parent only
plus children. The fact that numbers of
families in one or other of these
combinations do visit the Park, leads to

the speculation that this type of use will
increase as 'part families' return to show
the Park to the others (i.e. those that
stayed home) once the constraining
circumstances change.



3.1.7 Education

TABLE 3.8 : Educational Qualifications.

15

Qualification Lake Arthur's Tongariro New
Sumner Pass National Zea-
Forest National Park land
Park Park
% % % 2
Some schooling 14.2
School Certificate 17.6 6.9
University Entrance 10.8 28,1 32.1 78.6
7th Form 10.8
Trade Qualifications 11.5 9.4 3.2
Tertiary Professional 13.5 16.4 14.6
e.g. nursing/teaching 57.7
Degree or Part Degree 21.6 46.1 6.2

Compared with the New Zealand figures, Lake
Sumner users have had more education.
Relatively, however, they have had less
education at the higher levels than

either Arthur's Pass or Tongariro ‘'back-
country' users. Data from the other two
parts of this survey are expected to
contribute to the further understanding

of this variable.

Numbers still at educational institutions:

Thirty-six percent of respondents are still
at an educational institution.
number includes those at universities or
other tertiary educational institutions.

This



3.1.8 Occupations

TABLE 3.9 : Occupations.

Occupations Lake Sumner New (a)
Forest Park Zealand
% %
Professional/Technical 23.6 8.1
Administration/Managerial 1.9 1.8
Clerical 6.2 9.4
Sales 6.2 5.7
Service 3.1 4.3
Agricultural 7.5 5.9
Production, Transport/Labour 18.6 21.3
Non-classified/student/ 32.9 43.5
housewi fe

(a) Relates to those over 15 years of age.

3.1.9 Summary and Discussion

Questionnaire data which provide socio-economic
information on park visitors should be used
with caution. As presented above, the data
provide aggregates of information about
individual park visitors without telling
anything very much about the ways in which
_these socio-economic factors might operate
together to influence the activities and
behaviours of the users.

The data suggest that LSFP users show patterns
of difference from the overall New Zealand
population which are similar to those found in
other user surveys previously quoted, or which
feature in the reference list.

The differences, such as they are, are more
indicative of the current dynamics of outdoor
recreation and the relative recency of LSFP

as a recreation area rather than indicative of
significant differences in LSFP's user
population.



Exceptions to this may be inferred by the large
numbers of fishermen and hunters who use this
park. Overseas literature suggests that these
user groups tend to be more cross-sectional of
a total population than is the case with
trampers, climbers and nature oriented users.
Hence the data show LSFP users to be in higher
occupational groupings and to have higher
educational qualifications than the New Zealand
population overall, but this is less marked than
is the case with either Tongariro, or Arthur's
Pass user groups. It is again emphasised

that these surveys were undertaken at different
times of the year and while comparisons are
interesting, it is important to confine use

of the data within the survey itself.

In these terms, it is of interest to note

the relative youthfulness of a large group

of users and the fact that many groups include
a 'family' component, i.e. a parent and some
children. Noteworthy also is the large

number of groups overall which have some
female members. The likelihood of this
increasing is considerable.

A final observation concerns the relatively
lower numbers of those in the student/housewife
category. As LSFP becomes known as a part of a
'through route' from the Nelson Lakes area to
Arthur's Pass via the new St James Walkway,

it must be assumed that any overall increase

in visitation may well include disproportionate
numbers from this highly mobile user group.

Overall, the socio-economic data show LSFP
users to be over-represented within those
categories of New Zealand Society which are
growth areas. Thus, the growing independence
and mobility of youth, longer periods of time
being spent at all levels of education,
continuing emancipation of women in areas
which have been traditionally male dominated
and increased publicity on family-type
recreational activities - all suggest that
growth of recreational use of LSFP is likely
to accelerate at an increasing, rather than
at a constant rate.
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MOTIVATIONS AND ENJOYMENT OF F.P. USERS

Introduction

Whereas the previous sections described the
users and their destinations, this section
looks at their reasons, or motivations,
for going. These may be at two levels.
The first level includes their physical
activities, or goals such as picnicking,
hunting, climbing, fishing, etc., which
are verifiable, or obvious to other
observers. The second group includes less
tangible motivations such as 'to get away
from the hurley-burley of everyday city
life', or to 'get into the hills and the
beauty of nature'. These motives are
highly important because the satisfactions
of users will relate to the extent these
are fulfilled. Yet this class of motives
is relatively inscrutable, the only guide
being what individuals themselves say,

or write, or do.

To enable comparisons to be made with
other research, a standard set of
categories will be used to describe
motivations.

Activities While in the Park

Respondents were asked to list in rank
order of importance the three activities
they undertook during these trips. These
were subsequently grouped into four
categories.

i. Active-recreational (hunting,
fishing, tramping)

ii. Nature-oriented (sightseeing,
birdwatching, other nature study)

iii. Skill-oriented (camping,
photography)

1v. Passive-recreational (picnicking).



TABLE 3.10 : Activity Preferences.

Activities

1st 2nd 3rd Group
Choice Choice Choice | Total
$ % % %
Active-recreational
Tramping 60.5 11.3 4.2 25.3
Fishing 16.3 9.3 6.7 10.8
Hunting 14.0 8.0 4.2 8.7
Nature-oriented
Sightseeing 1.2 33.3 27.7 20.7
Other nature study - 6.0 8.4 4.8
Birdwatching - 2.7 4.2 2.3
Skill-oriented
Camping 5.8 18.0 13.4 12.4
Photography - 7.3 21.0 9.4
Passive-recreational
Picnicking 0.6 2.0 4.2 2.3
Others 1.7 2.0 5.9 3.2
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The fact that many of these activities
interact is appreciated. For example,
camping and photography tend to integrate
many of the others. The fisherman camps
near his lake or stream to facilitate

his fishing and many people carry cameras
and record various aspects of their'trlp.
For some users however, their trip is
dominated by the craft skills of camping
or has been organised principally for
photography. Where this is the case they
have been evaluated as a separate category.

The dominant activity of tramping is
followed by hunting and fishing as the

'big three' pursuits within the Park.

The most important second ranked activity
of sightseeing is a corollary of all three
activities but particularly tramping, where
the "view or vista" may become the goal

as opposed to a big game animal, or a fish.

Other important second ranked activities
such as camping and tramping may be seen
as 'service' activities in that they
facilitate a first ranked pursuit. For
third ranked activities, sightseeing is
again dominant and camping is important.
Nature related activities are less
significant if isolated from 'bird
watching' and sightseeing. It is

probably more useful to consider these
three aspects of the natural environment

as inter-related when trying to build up

a picture of their overall importance.

In this context they represent 42 percent
of the second ranked choices and 40 percent
of the third. The question of how important
the forest and scenic qualities are for
other Park activities is thus more easily
considered and related.



Motivations for Going on the Trip

Respondents were asked to list the four
most important reasons (motivations) for
doing their trip. The following is a
summary of the preceding table.

1. The most important first motive was
to get away from the city or town
(exit-civilisation).

2., The most consistently high-ranked
overall reason was activity related,
indicating a marked goal orientation
of these Park users.

3. The third most mentioned motive was
for philosophical reasons
(aesthetic-religious).

4. The fourth motive was social, i.e. to
“be with one's close friends in the
more intense social settings which
develop in park-type places.

A motive which suggests a wish to explore
a new area is an interesting reason that
can be ranked fourth in the first choice
list, It suggests a mobile section of
users who already have some experience in
outdoor recreation, and are adding Lake
Sumner Forest Park to their list of achieve-
ments. This, plus the consistently high
ranking accorded to 'activity' motives,
supports the notion of a numerically large
group of goal-oriented users particularly
evident among hunters and fishermen. It
suggests that the activity itself is more
important than the particular area,
although it will be noted below that while
the activity may be the most important
motive for going, it may not be the main
source of satisfaction.



TABLE 3.11 : Park User Motivations.

The four most important reasons for visiting Lake Sumner Forest Park,
and satisfactions.

Motivation Category Motive Motive Motive Motive Satisfaction Satisfaction
1 2 3 4 1 2
2 % _ % % % %
Exit civilisation 30.5 17.2 7.5 8.6 11.5 1.7
Specific activity
(tramping/hunting/ 26.4 24.7 20.1 8.6 8.0 0.6
fishing) .
Other motivations 14.4 7.5 8.0 7.5 8.6
Aesthetic-religious 6.3 10.9 13.2 6.3 25.3
New area 5.7 8.6 6.3 8.6 0.6 .
Social ('with mates') 5.2 11.5 9.2 6.9 2.3 1.7
Physical exercise 3.4 5.7 5.2 6.9 1.1 -
Nature 2.3 2.9 3.4 2.3 3.4 2.3
Access 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.7 14.9 4,0

No Response 4.6 9.8 25.9 42.5 24.1 78.2

¢



Satisfactions with Trip

The extent of satisfaction was measured
against the motivations as expressed by
users. Their responses are as follows:

TABLE 3.12 : Satisfaction with Trip.

Response % Response
Very satisfied 45,7
Satisfied 48,2
Dissatisfied 2.4
Very dissatisfied 3.7

Overall satisfaction is very high and
dissatisfaction low. Particular
satisfaction was expressed with the
'aesthetic-religious' dimension of
their visit. This includes such things
as 'beauty of nature'.

It is of interest to note that this
dimension was not a high pre-entry motive.
Similarly, 'exit-civilisation' which was
the highest pre-entry motive is ranked only
third as a satisfaction but is not a source
of dissatisfaction. It is clear that for
most users the motive to 'get away from it
all' was fulfilled, and for the many users
who had come to the Park for one particular
set of reasons, they left with a bonus;
that of being impressed by the environment
they recreated in.

While the high overall satisfaction of

users is clear, those that found their 'exit-
civilisation' motives unfulfilled sound a
cautionary note to those responsible for
decisions on further 'developments'.
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Summary and Discussion

Lake Sumner Forest Park is first and
foremost a Park for active recreational
pursuits. Tramping is clearly numerically
the most important while fishing and then
hunting follow. As second choice pursuits,
fishing and hunting strengthen their
position and are seen as important
corrollaries to first choice activities.
Many users may exchange one for the other
during a trip or over a seasonal or life
cycle. Hence 25 percent of users claim

to be current hunters but only 14 percent
were at the Park for this activity at the
time of the survey. The probability of
these pursuits substituting one for the
other still requires elucidation.

nce clear of their urban base, the
importance of an identifiable goal,

whether this be a 'consumptive' object

in the sense of 'game', or of achievement
in terms of a landscape/scenic goal, comes
through the data as an important motivation.
Nature-related motives, while

apparently secondary to the principal

goal, dominate their further choices.

Overall satisfactions were very high

which suggests that for most users their
expectations (goals) and their capacity

to achieve these goals were realistic.

This does not mean that fishermen caught
fish, the hunters shot animals or that
trampers necessarily reached their
destination. Rather, it seems to be that
within the spectrum of 'being away from
urban places', in 'a beautiful and pleasing
environment', 'with one's close friends',
and at the same time pursuing a most
favoured activity, sufficient satisfactions
were available with or without full goal
attainment. The extent to which this is
equally true for all pursuits, especially
for hunting, which has a relatively low
success rate, will be explored in later
sections.
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A further assumption which seems to follow
from these data is that facilities and
access are generally adequate for user
needs. This aspect will be considered

in Section 3.4.

EXPERIENCE OF F.P. USERS

Introduction

The role of experience is an important
issue. It is important for safety reasons.
It affects facility provision. It affects
the extent of penetration into the Park.
It almost certainly 1is a factor in the
rate at which newcomers are introduced as
Park users. Finally, it is important when
trying to assess user satisfaction and the
value of user criticism for management.

Agents of Introduction and Influence on

Activities in the Park

This question gives some indication of the
ways in which people come to be Park users
and therefore suggests the kinds of
influences and changes which might affect
future Park usage.

TABLE 3.13 : Introductory and Influential

Agents on Park Use.

Agent Intro- Most
ductory Influential
% %
Parents & family 37.6 19.2
Friend 35.7 47.8
Club 19.1 29.4

School 7.6 3.7
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Parents and family are marginally the
most important agency of introduction,
with 'a friend' next most important. The
significance of family to continuing
activities fades and friends becomes

more clearly the most influential. Clubs
likewise strengthen their position and a
picture emerges of users being introduced
to the Park by parents and later joining
tramping clubs or other recreation groups.
Schools would appear to act in a similar
way although the numbers are not high. It
may be speculated that continuing use of
the Hope-Kiwi Lodge by school parties will
considerably influence this figure in the
future.

Years of Experience in First Choice

Recreational Activity

The three principal activities of users
are tramping, fishing and hunting. Their
levels of experience in these activities
span a period of less than one year to 20
plus years, peaking at four years.

TABLE 3.14 : Years of Experience.

Experience % Response
{ 3 years experience 23.3
4 - 6 years experience 27.0
7 - 10 years experience 14.4
11 - 20 years experience 16.8
20+ years experience 18.5

If four plus years of 'experience' can be
considered an arbitrary indication of skill
level then it would seem that Lake Sumner
Forest Park has a relatively skilled user
group as more than half the respondents are
included in this category. It is suggested
that this may be inflated by the number of
fishermen and hunters who use the Park and/or
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fringe areas at this time of the year,
but is supported by Section 3.3.5 below
which shows approximately 50 percent of
users pursue skills extensively in other
park or forest areas.

Experience in Lake Sumner Forest Park

Seventy percent of users had visited this
Park at least once before.

For the others, it was a new

experience. Of those who had been before,
approximately half had been on two to four
visits in the last two years, 19 percent
had made between five and 14 trips, and

8 percent from 15 to 20 plus visits.
Cross~tabulations indicate that hunters
make the most visits, followed by fisher-
men and trampers.

In summary these are:

- Hunters(l) 20 plus visits
- Fishermen 10 - 19 visits
~ Trampers 1 - 4 visits

Back-Country Experience of Users in Other

Areas

'Other' back-country was divided into four
groupings of natural resource areas. The
table shows the resource and the percentage
of Lake Sumner users who have visited these
places. It also gives the average number of
days spent in those places.

To take an example from the table, 46

percent of those who visit Lake Sumner

Forest Park have also used other Forest Parks
over the last two years for an average of 10
user days. The detailed responses (see
appendix) indicate that the range of use is
from a single weekend through to a very small
group of ardent users who have accumulated

up to three months of visits in the last

two years.

-

(1) These hunters are only those from the
General F.P. User Sample.
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TABLE 3.15 : Other Back-Country Visits.

Resource Category % Visits Average days
From Lake spent in area
Sumner over last two
users years
National Parks 59.8 12.7
Other State Forest
Parks 46.6 10.3
Other State Forest
Areas 46.0 11.5
Run Country 37.9 9.6
3.3.6 Other Back-Country Activities

Approximately 70 percent of all users have
other back-country intersts. For the
majority of these (50% of all users) it
means swapping among tramping, hunting
and fishing.

The other two activities of significance
are climbing and skiing.

Membership of Conservation or Outdoor

Recreation Groups

Membership of groups organised for
conservation (10.7%) and outdoor recreation
(55.7%) differ from Tongariro (30% and 48%)
and Arthur's Pass (37% and 60%). For the
latter studies, differences in the
relative percentage of membership in
conservation groups and outdoor recreation
groups may be partly attributed to the
relatively higher number of hunters and
fishermen using Lake Sumner. These
activities are not pursued to the same
extent at either Tongariro or at

Arthur's Pass.
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Conservation Groups

o

Outdoor Recreation Groups

Forest & Bird Society

Native Forests
Action Council

Other Local Groups
Other National Groups

Total

Do not have Conser-
vation Group
affiliations

10.7

89.3

N.Z. Deerstalkers Assn
Tramping Groups

Other Outdoor Sporting
Groups (e.g. harriers)

Acclimatisation Society
Big Game Hunters Assn
Other

Total
Do not have Outdoor

Recreation Group
affiliations

6.4
19.2

15.4
2.6
3.8
8.3

55.7

44.3

Club membership appears to be important

for hiunters. Fourteen percent of users
listed hunting as their main activity and
10 percent of users are members of either
the New Zealand Deerstalkers Association or
the Big Game Hunters Association. Tramping
club membership (19.2%) is one-third of the
60 percent users who pursued tramping as
their principal activity.

3.3.8 Equipment Carried

This enquiry was limited to tents and
cookers because of the importance of
these to user independence from facility
areas, as well as the safety margins they

confer to users.

First aid was also

included as a possible indicator of

experience.

Tents:

Slightly fewer than half (49%) carried
tents, and three-quarters of these use
them, i.e. 36 percent of total respondents.
A breakdown of sites used is as follows.
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TABLE 3.17 : Tent Sites.

Site % Response
Alongside huts 24,2
Lake margins 21.2
Other Park areas 18.1
Windy Point 12.1
Did not use 24.2
Cookers:

Sixty-nine percent of users carried
cookers.

Among novice users with one and two years
experience (predominantly trampers),
cooker carriers out-number non-carriers

by approximately 3 : 2. For respondents
with intermediate experience (between four
and 10 years) this ratio increases to
approximately 4 : 1. In the remaining

10 to 20 plus years categories, possession
declines to reach an even distribution.

First Aid:
Ninety percent carried first aid materials.

As an indicator of experience this was

not as useful as anticipated. Although
quality or:quantity of equipment was not
guestioned some equipment was carried by
almost all respondents with up to 20 years
experience. There was a subsequent decline
in the older (and less physically active)
users.
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Summary and Discussion

Park visitation is dominated more than
two to one by users who have been to
the Park before.

Approximately half carried tents and 36
percent used them, while cookers were
carried by 69 percent of users. Ninety
percent carried first aid.

Half of the respondents have had seven or
more years experience in their first
choice activity, i.e. fishing, hunting or
tramping and 70 percent of users have
other outdoor pursuits that they engage
in, Approximately half of the respondents
visit other back-country areas for periods
of time which ranged from {5 days up to
three months over the last two years.

Although little base-line information is
available to compare with these data it

is suggested that the experience level of Lake
Sumner Forest Park users is quite high.

It has already been pointed out that this
profile may be unevenly influenced by the
larger numbers of sportsmen using the

area at what are key times for their
pursuits. There remains however, a group
of 30 percent or more of users who are
newcomers to the Park, and to outdoor
recreation. The kinds of experiences

they have are likely to strongly influence
their future recreational choices and will
be important to the attitudes they develop
and the behaviours they take to be normative
in outdoor situations. It will also be
important for the ways in which they think
about Forest Parks and their administration
as a resource for nature conservation and
recreation.
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3.4.2

FACILITIES

Introduction

This section of the survey looked at three
aspects of facilities. These were: the
question of quantity (more, less, or the
same) , the type of facility desired, and
developments which should be avoided.

'Quantity' of Facilities

Users answered as follows to this question.

TABLE 3.18 : 'Quantity'of Facilities.

Quantity % Response
More facilities 25.6
Less facilities 8.8
Same facilities 65.0

Type of Facilities Required

Respondents were asked to name the facility
they referred to and to rank their
preferences if requesting more facilities.
Forty-eight percent of all users

requested one change in facilities,
Thirty-six percent had two suggestions

to make and 27 percent had three
suggestions for improvements. These

have been grouped into the following
categories.



TABLE 3.19 : Pacility Requirements for Users in LSFP,

Facilities

First 8Second Third

Rank

%

Group
Total

Tracks and Signs:

More sign posting

Better track
marking

More short tracks
More long tracks
Improved tracks

Access:

Better access
roading
Internal roading

Amenities:

Camp sites
Larger huts
More huts
More hut
equipment
Picnic sites
Information
centre
Fire places
More toilets

No Response
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47.5

17.2

43.8

3.4.4 Developments to be Avoided

Three areas of concern were noted.



TABLE 3.20 : Developments to be Avoided.

Development

¥ Response

The need to avoid roading into

the Park 23.0
Further four wheel drive tracks 5.2
Avoid closing existing four wheel

drive tracks 1.7
Avoid development (commercial) and

exploitation (logging, hydro-

electricity) 19.5
Avoid further expansion of facilities 19.0
Others 3.4
No Response = 28.2%

3.4. Summary and Discussion

There are two inherrent dangers with
these types of questions which make the
results difficult to evaluate. The

first is the tendency for people to
accept the status quo as being the

ideal and to change with it. People
generally seem to be happy with 'what

is there'. This depends also on
experience. Users who have known and
enjoyed smaller huts or fewer huts will
tend to regard that as the norm and
treasure those memories and be suspicious
of, or avoid new facilities. The same
thing occurs with tracks and signs. More
experienced users do not favour their
proliferation and any increase of these
is likely to be viewed with concern. For
the first time visitor however, there is
no other base~line and they are less likely
to consider track marking or sign posting
overdone. Experienced people are likely
to see their recreational experience
threatened as management practices cater
more and more for increased numbers of
less experienced people.
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3.5.1

3.5.2

The second problem with this question is
the likelihood of it generating a 'wish
list' approach rather than eliciting
carefully considered judgements on
facility needs.

Given these two provisos the data suggest
that for most users, facility development
is currently adequate. Apart from
suggestions for better track maintenance
including sign posting, the strength of
responses for tracks and signs is modest,
The concern of respondents that the Park
may be exploited is explicit as are
concerns that facility development and
roading in any form, including four wheel
drive tracks, be avoided.

ATTITUDES AND BELIEFS ABOUT HUNTING

Introduction

This section was included to sample the
opinions of a cross-section of all Park
users on recreational hunting. It
included a selection of statements which
linked these to potential conficts over
control methods, environmental concerns
and user group compatibilities. It also
asked about user hunting experience and
options for control.

Experience of Hunting

TABLE 3.21 : Hunting Contact.

Interest Category % Response
Current hunter 25.9
Ex-hunter, no longer hunting 12.0
Never hunted but would like to

attempt 21.5
No interest in hunting 37.3

Other 3.2
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Several interesting points emerge from
these data. Foremost is the level of some
contact with hunting (38%) and interest
in trying it (21.5%). If 14 percent of
users were in the Park on this occasion
to hunt, a further 11 percent of current
hunters were doing other things as their
first choice of activity. It seems that
many of these outdcor activities inter-
relate to a considerable extent as
recreationists go from hunting to
fishing or tramping.

Noteworthy from the above data is the high
figure of users (59.4%) who are active,
have been active, or are interested to
become active in hunting.

Preferred Methods of Game Animal Control

for Lake Sumner Forest Park

TABLE 3.22. : Game Animal Control Methods.

Control Methods % Response
Recreational hunting only 45.6
Commercial hunting, foot only 4.5
Commercial hunting, foot and air 4,1

Recreational and commercial
hunting in separate areas 17.0

Recreational and commercial
hunting in same areas

‘Government control: foot

poison
air 0.6

No Response = 12.1%




General Attitudes to Hunting, Animal Control

and other Park Use

Answers to this set of hypothetical statements
again indicate a general belief that
recreational hunting can co-exist with other
Park uses . and is not inconsistent with
other Park values. Respondents were
polarised on the question of 'isolation'

of hunting to an area away from other user
groups and were neutral on the question of
game management interfering with other
recreational uses. However, they disagree
that huntlng might be incompatible with
othHer uses or that hunters pose a threat

to user safety. Furthermore they would be
happy to share huts and facilities with
hunters but would avoid areas where large
numbers of hunters were expected. Users
would want hunters to pass regular skill
tests (e.g. in firearm safety) but overall,
recreational hunting was seen to be a
legitimate recreational activity.

Finally, browsing animals were not thought
to have caused irreparable damage to the
forests but there was a neutral ‘attitude
towards the capacity of recreational
huntlng to control wild animals.

The following table ranks the 12 statements,
according to the percentage of respondents
falling into the modal (most common) category
for each statement.



TABLE 3.23 : Ranked Modal Values of Attitude Scales.

Strongly Disagree

Neutral

Strongly Agree

11

12

Wild animals can be
exterminated (33.1)

Hunting is not compat-
ible with other
activities (29.1)

Browsing animals have
caused irreparable
damage (25.7)

Hunters pose a threat to
user safety (23.2)

Hunters should be in
different parts of
the forest (18.3)

6 - Game management

10

would not interfere
with recreational
potential (27.7)

Recreational hunting
can control wild
animals (25.5)

Hunting can jeopardize
access (24.5)

12

Hunters should pass
regular tests (36.1)

Happy to share
facilities with
hunters (32.2)

Hunting is a
legitimate recreation
(29.9)

Would avoid areas
where large numbers
of hunters (27.5)

Hunting should be in
different parts of
the forest (18.3)

g¢
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Summary and Discussion

Data from the 'User Survey' demonstrates
a generally positive attitude to
recreational hunting in Lake Sumner
Forest Park. Thirty-eight percent of
users have already had some direct
experience of hunting and a further 21
percent expressed an interest to try it
as a recreational activity. Eighty
percent of respondents favoured
recreational hunting in some form,
compared with the 20 percent who
favoured commerc1al or government control
only. The mandate for recreational
hunting as a Park use is quite clear but
users nevertheless sound warnings to
management that they expect some forms
of control. Hence the strongly expressed
belief that hunters should pass firearms
'tests (36%) and the opinion that users
would avoid areas where large numbers of
shooters were known to be hunting (27.5%)
suggests that 'compatibility' is a
relative and dependent concept which may
change over time.
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CHAPTER 4

THE HUNTER

HUNTERS AND SOCIETY - A Brief Review

Introduction

The hunter has been one of the least studied
back-country user groups in this country.
While some studies have ranked hunting
alongside other activities, few studies have
developed descriptive profiles of hunters.

From their review of mountainland recreation
studies, Aukerman and Davison (1980, pp. 122
ff.) the following can be summarized.

Participation

~ Hunting as one of New Zealanders' three
most preferred activities:

National Survey (NZCRS, 1977) 2.4%
Auckland Survey (NZFS/ARO, 1979):

previous visitors 3%
intended visitors 43

- Total participants in populations:

Auckland (hunting and shooting) 7%
(ARA, 1973)

Wellington (hunting animals only)
(Henderson et al, 1974) 4%

Christchurch (hunting)
(Neighbour, 1973) 8%

Hull (1977) reports that among Tararua Forest

Park visitors (12%) had come to hunt (comprising

22% overnight at Holdsworth and 1% of day

visitors). Kelly and Black (1971/2) note that

hunting ranked eighth, or 3 percent, for
Coromandel visitors.

41



42

4.0.4

4.0.5

Demographic

Only in Wellington was a demographic profile
of the hunting population further developed.

Henderson et al (1974) describe hunting as:

- male dominated 97%
- young, 12-24 years 42%
- married 61%
- with children under 12 years 443

- education: low proportion of
university degrees
: few students 2%

- occupation - majority in
© middle levels.

Behaviour

Neighbour (1973, p. 49) reports that of the
hunters in the Christchurch sample:

- 15 percent participated on week-day evenings
- 35 percent on week-end trips

- 55 percent preferred trips of more than
two days.

In a more recent and extensive review of
forest use in the Auckland region, the
NZFS/ARO (1979) note that of 48 percent who
were previous forest users:

- 5 percent of users had hunted for food,
- 1 percent had hunted for "sale of goods",

and that in the last 12 months:

- 1 percent of the previous forest user
population had been for a day hunt

- 2 percent of the previous forest user
population had hunted for more than a day.

v

Summary and Discussion

Lack of a clear definition of hunting, and
differing sampling strategies, seems to
confound the above data. Regional relation-
ships relative to the hunting resource also
serve to confound any clear—-cut picture.
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Overall, it appears that 2-3 percent of

the New Zealand population consider hunting
to be one of their three most favoured
activities. For the two sites surveyed,
hunters may constitute 5-12 percent (or
more) of actual uses at the Park. This
could however be expected to vary betwecn
regions and seasons.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Introduction

The need for caution in interpreting
demographic data has already been made
clear in introducing the general park user.

Like the general Forest Park user the
recreational hunter shows similar variations
from general New Zealand data, and yet is
sufficiently and consistently different to
suggest that hunters are an important sub-
group of our back-country users.

Age
TABLE 4.1 : Age.
Age Hunters New Zealand(a)
% %
C 14 - 29.7
15 - 19 7.5 9.6
20 - 24 27.6 8.3
25 - 29 21.5 8.0
30 - 39 27.9 12.1
40 -~ 49 7.2 10.1
50 - 59 4.1 9.5
60+ 1.7 12.9
No Response = 2,5%

(a) Obtained from 1976 New

Zealand census data.
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Sex Ratio

TABLE 4.2 : Sex Ratios.

Sex Hunters New Zealand
% %

Male 99.2 50

Female 0.8 50

Marital Status

TABLE 4.3 : Marital Status.

Marital Hunters New Zealand(a)
Status % %
Single 38.1 (never married)
‘ 23.4
Married 57.3 66.5
Other 4,5 10.1

(a) For persons aged 16 years and over.

Home Situations

For this question the youngest ages of
children were used as being indicative of
greater constraints on recreational
choice.
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TABLE 4.4 : Home Situations.
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(a)

Home Situation Hunters
%

All adults (e.g. flat) 19.6
Living with parents 20.8
Young couple, no children 12.9
Couple and pre-school children 14.1
Couple and primary school children 19.1
Couple and secondary school

children 5.6
Couple and working/student

children 4.7
Couple and children no longer

at home 3.2

(a) Comparable New Zealand data are currently
unobtainable for these figures. Neverthe-

less, the authors believe such a

presentation to be particularly important
to understanding back-country use and it
is offered here for comparison with other

Park user data.

Residency
Area Brought Up In:

Comparative figures are not available for the
New Zealand population but are compared here
with existing data from Tongariro National

Park Hut Users (Devlin, 1976).

TABLE 4.5 : Residence of Upbringing.

Residence Hunters Tongariro
% %
City or large town
> 5000 pop. 55.0 59.9
Small Town
{ 5000 pop. 19.3 27.3
Rural/farm 25.6 12.8
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Current Residence:

TABLE 4.6 : Current Residence.

Residence Hunters Users New (a)
Zealand
% % %

City
> 20 000 pop. 65.9 79.6 50.4
Large town

5-20 000 pop. 13.5 7.4 18.9
Small town
{ 5000 pop. 17.7 4.3 7.1
Rural/farm 2.9 8.6 17.0

(a) The New Zealand figures do not account
for a full 100 percent of the population
because of problems of defining
comparable data bases among the 'urban'
areas.

Education

TABLE 4.7 : Educational Qualifications.

Qualification Hunters New
Zealand
% %

Raw. Re-grouped

Primary 1.7 )
Some Secondary 19.3 ;
School Cert. 11.1 ) 43.4 78.6
University Entrance 7.7 ;
7th Form 3.6 )
Trade Qualifications 32.1 )
39.8 14.6

Tertiary Professional 7.7 )

Degree or Part Degree 16.8 16.8 6.2
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Occupations

TABLE 4.8 : Occupations.

Occupations Hunters New(a)
Zealand
% %
Professional technical 15.0 .
Admin., managerial 3.3
Clerical 5.5
Sales 5.9
Service 7.8 .
Agriculture, Forestry 19.5 .

Labourer, Transport,
Production 30.0 21.3

Non-classified (students,
retired) 13.0 43.5

(a) Relates to those over 15 years of age.

Summary and Discussion

Overall, hunters portray many of the character-
istics seen in other back-country user groups.
However, hunters differ from other user groups
in many small, but potentially significant
ways. The following features are noted by

way of summary.

- Hunters are drawn predominantly from the
20~-30 age group. Being an active and
physically demanding pursuit it is not
surprising that males of these younger
age groups dominate., Notwithstanding this
point, more hunters continue their sport
into married life more often than appears
to be the case for trampers.

- Hunters differ most markedly from other
forms of back-country use in that they are
more representative of general New Zealand
occupational and educational levels. While
the educated-professional group is somewhat
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over-represented among hunters relative
to general society, this is not as marked
as for trampers either at Lak? ?umner
Forest Park or Arthur's Pass. (!l
Alternatively, hunters appear to be over-
represented among the agricultural,
forestry and skilled trade occupations,
and slightly under-represented in
clerical, service and tertiary student
groups.

- Hunters are more likely to be from a
rural background, either in terms of
current residence or place of upbringing,
than other forms of back-country use,
such as tramping or camping.

Taken together, the above comments suggest
that recreational hunting comprises a
distinct group of back-country users.
Overall, they appear more representative
of general New Zealand society than
tramping/climbing groups.

EXPERIENCE OF HUNTERS

Introduction

A knowledge of the experience of hunters

is important when trying to assess their
facility requirements, the significance of
their comments and the implications of these
for management policies.

Several aspects relating to experience were
considered.

(1) Education and related professionalism
has been an area of rapid change in the
last decade. Thus the above relationship
may therefore be in part, an artefact
of the younger age structure of the
sample,
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Agents of Introduction to Hunting

Previous recreation researchers have found
that by tracing the ways in which individuals
first make contact with an activity,
important insights can be gained into the
growth and status of that activity. The
hunters surveyed were therefore asked who
first introduced or taught them to hunt.

TABLE 4.9 : Agents of Introduction to

Hunting.
Agent % Response
Parents and family 40.0
Friends 26.5
Self 26.5
Club 7.0

Parents and family members are the most
important agents of introduction. It is also
of interest to note that self introduction is
as important as being introduced by friends.
However, it must be questioned whether such
individuals would find hunting an appealing
activity had they not been shown an example
by those around them. 1In these terms, hunters
share a similar 'families' and friendship
influence as is seen in other back-country
recreations. That 'social' contact is an
important starting point for hunters is borne
out by the low numbers introduced by contact
with a club. Clubs, however, provide a
useful training ground for the development

of skills sometime after the initial

contact. However, as club membership
(Section 4.2.14) would suggest, few

hunters remain as active members of

these groups.



Ages of Introduction

A further consideration is the ages at
which respondents are introduced to various
game animals., For reasons of simplic}ty,
three profiles are presented over (1

While Table 4.10 may appear to offer little
else than an amplification of the obvious,
that is, that choice of animals species
proceeds with the development of hunting
skills, it also suggests that, for many,
experience in one type of hunting is a pre-
requisite for progression to more difficult
species. Nowhere is this better seen than
in the relationships between those who
begin their hunting with rabbits and
progress to deer. (2) Clearly then,

as opportunities for development of early
hunting skills become further reduced(3),
this will serve to mitigate against the
attraction and development of novice
hunters.

Because experience is a composite of such
factors as years of hunting(4), opportunity,
prior experience of companions and the like,
it is difficult to compare age of introduction
with hunters' present ages. Nevertheless, it
is apparent from Table 4.11  that hunting
is not at present attracting sufficient
novices to sustain current hunting population
levels,

(1) When graphed rabbit and game birds are similar
as are chamois, pig and the less popular
thar.

(2) The crosstabulation of ages of introduction
to rabbit shooting and deer, yields a very
high correlation value (Gamma = 0.68).

{(3) Current hunters have been shown to have been
over-represented among those brought up in
rural environments. Similarly, the oppor-
tunities for rabbit shooting may be argued
to have become more restricted as urbanism
increases and access to farmlands more
restricted.

(4) When discussing hunters' years of experience
attention will be drawn to the much older

experience profile of hunters relative to
trampers. (Section 4.2.4)
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TABLE 4.11 Ages of Introduction to Deer
Hunting.
Age Age at Introduqtion Hunters'
to Deer Hunting Current
Age
% %
10 4.0 -
10 14 34.2 -
15 19 49.6 7.5
20 24 7.7 27.6
25 29 2.8 21.5
30 39 1.7 27.9
40 49 - 7.2
50 59 - 4.1
60+ - 1.7

In summary:

- 87.6 percent of hunters were introduced
to deer shooting before the age of 20.

(1)

- 7.5 percent of hunters are presently in
this corresponding age category.

Years of Experience in Hunting

Levels of hunting experience span a period
ranging from one to more than 50 years.

Forty-four percent of respondents possess
between four and 10 vears experience.

(1)

There exists a general acceptance in the
literature (Burch, 1969; Rapoport, R. and R.,

1975)

that one's range of,

and interest in

leisure activities is predominantly ‘'set’
in one's youth.
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Following this there appears to be a steady
decline (1), although this wide-ranging
category still contains 48 percent of
hunters. It should be noted that there
has been a progressive decline in the
proportion of hunters with less than
three years experience to a point where
only 7.5 percent of hunters are in this
category. (2) This is a significant
deviation from observations of general
Park users, where 23 percent have similar
experience’levels.(3)

Continuity of Experience

The majority of hunters (71%) indicated

that their experience had been continuous,
that is, without more than one year's break.
The 29 percent who had taken a break, or who
no longer hunt regularly, give the following
reasons.

(1) Factors contributing to the decline in
hunting are discussed in Section 4.2.5.

(2) The possibility of a sample bias arising
from more experienced hunters taking
novices with them on their permit, is

largely refuted by the experience profile

of hunters singled out from the general
LSFP user data. At Easter and Anzac

weekends, some 12.5 percent of hunters had

less than four years hunting experience.

Data introduced later in this chapter will

add further support to the themes
developed in this section.

(3) In discussing the general Forest Park user

it was noted that LSFP trampers were, on
average, slightly less experienced than
trampers at the adjoining Arthur's Pass
National Park. Notwithstanding this,

hunters are significantly more experienced

than either of these groups.
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Continuity of Experience continued:

- 34 percent - work related
- 18 percent - decline in animal numbers
- 14 percent - changed family commitments

- 14 percent - change in recreational
interests

- 10 percent - decline in health or
increasing age

- 8 percent - problems with access

- 4 percent - the cost of hunting or
transport.

Time Since Last Hunting Trip

Responses have been grouped into the
following categories.

TABLE 4.12 : Time Since Last Trip.

Months % Response Cumulative Time of
2 Year
<1 28.5 . May-June
1 23.5 May-June
2-3 24.0 76.0 March-May
4-6 11.9 Dec.-March
7-9 5.0 Sept.-Dec.
10-12 1.7 95.4 June-Sept.
13-17 2.8
17-24 1.4 98.6
24+ 1.4

Seventy-six percent of respondents
indicated that they had been hunting

within the previous three months. This
reflects the early June sampling time's
proximity to the major hunting months of
March, April, May and may not therefore,

be a true reflection of hunting trip
regularity. Ninety-five percent had, how-
ever, been hunting within the previous year.



Preferred Months for Full Week Hunting
Trips

Due to the necessity of having to take
time off work, the 53 percent of respondents
who participated in full week hunting trips
were presumed to be more selective in
choosing which month to hunt in. Conse-
quently, they were expected to provide a
better indication of the most popular
hunting periods.

TABLE 4.13 : Preferred Months for Full
Week Hunting Trips.

(a)

Month % Response
January 11.3
February 11.8
March 25.3
April 34.4
May 37.1
June 20.4
Juiy 18.8
August 12,9
September 11.8
October 9.7
November 17.2
December 16.7

(a) Total is greater than 100% as up
to three responses were coded.

The autumn months of March, April and May
are the most popular. In offering reasons
in support of these months, nearly half of
those sampled indicated a desire to hunt
during the 'roar' or when animals are known
to be in good condition . Weather was
mentioned by a further quarter of hunters.
In these terms the 'roar' and 'velvet'
seasons, with their promise of reasonable
weather, and hunting rewards, emerge as
high priority hunting periods.
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Of the remaining quarter, nearly all timed
their hunting trips to avoid the popular
periods when large numbers of other people
may be hunting. It is possible that any
significant increase in hunters may cause
these hunters to explore new hunting areas
or times.

Length of Last Hunting Trip

The majority of responses fell into the
range from one to four days.

TABLE 4.14 : Length of Last Trip.

Days

1 2 3 4 5-6 7-8 9-10

10+

% Response 16.9 23.4 28.2 12.4 7.3 5.6 3.7

2.3

The high proportion of three day or longer
trips could howeverxr, be an artefact of the
June sampling time's closeness to the
popularity of autumn hunting months and
recency of long weekends.

Correspondingly, the low proportion of day
trips at this particular time of year
underestimates their overall popularity,
as indicated in the following section.

Choice of Hunting Trip Duration

As expected, weekend hunting trips were
the most popular time unit with an average
of 7.5 trips per hunter being undertaken.
Thirteen percent had made more than 20
weekend trips in the last two years. This
popularity is further increased when the
proportion of hunters participating in
official and unofficial long weekends is
added.
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Day trips were almost as popular as

weekend trips, with hunters undertaking
an average of 7.7 trips.
made annual or biennial trips of a week

or more.

TABLE 4.15
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Extended

(a)

HUNTING TRIP DURATIONS

an ‘'unofficial long weekend' is
taken as forfeiting a days work
at either end of a normal weekend.



TABLE 4.16 : Participation on Various Trip Durations.

No. of Trips Weekend Day Long Week Long Extended
Within Two Weekend Weekend
Years (Official) (Unofficial)
NO & No Response 18.5 28.8 42.0 47.2 57.5 69.0
1 -2 14.2 14.8 25.7 30.5 22.8 24.0
- 12.5 8.9 17.6 12.8 11.3 3.9
- 20.3 16.1 11.3 7.0 6.1 2.2
10 - 14 13.9 10.3 2.8 0.6 1.1 0.6
15 -~ 19 8.1 9.2 0.3 1.1 0.6 0.3
20+ 12.5 11.9 0.3 0.8 0.6 -
Total Response 81,5 71.2 58.0 52.8 42.5 31.0

8¢



4.,2.10 Popularity of Hunting Areas

TABLE 4.17 : Popularity of Selected Areas.
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TABLE 4.18 : Frequency of Visitations. 3
Number of LSFP Private Cant. Lewis Other National Nina Unalienated
Days Land S.F. S.F. Parks Doubtful Crown Land
Within {outside
Last Two Cant.)
Years
No

Response 40.3 43.9 44.5 54.1 58.0 59.7 63.3 73.2

{5 15.5 12.7 13.4 18.2 9.7 11.3 16.0 .

5- 9 11.6 11.9 11.3 10.2 10.5 10.5 6.6

10-19 14.4 14.1 10.5 8.0 9.9 8.0 7.2 .
20_29 6.1 6.1 7.2 3'0 2.5 2.5 2.5 .

30-39 4.7 4.4 3.3 1.7 2.8 1.1 0.3 .

40-49 2.8 0.8 2.5 1.1 0.8 1.1 0.6 .
50-99 2.2 1.7 2.5 0.6 0.8 0.6 0.3 -

100+ 0.6 1.4 0.8 - 0.3 0.6 - 6.3
Yes (2) 2.0 3.0 3.9 3.0 4.7 4.7 3.3 3.9
Total

Response 59.7 56.1 55.5 45.9 42.0 40. 3 36.7 26.8

(a) A small group of respondents only indicated they had used a specific area without

indicating the actual number of days'

~

use within the last two years.
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Factors affecting the popularity of
particular hunting areas are complex. From
other information presented in this report
such patterns appear to be the result of a
combination of available time and physical
accessibility. In as much as weekends and
day trips are most popular hunting times, it
is to be expected that LSFP and State
Forests close to Christchurch (Mt Thomas,
Oxford and Ashley Forests in particular)
will receive the greatest use, compared
with more distant State Forests and
National Parks. The low priority of
Unoccupied Crown Lands is a reflection

of their remoteness, rugged terrain and
sparse facility provision.

If it can be assumed that rural people have
greater contact with private hunting

grounds; the popularity of private land

can then be explained by the over-
representation of rural dwelling hunters,
From comments made by hunters, and in
response to questionnaire items, it is
apparent that those who at present have (1)
access to such areas guard them jealously.

Information obtained from the timing of
hunting trips shows an average of seven to
eight weekend or day trips during the past
two years. In relating this to the specific
areas, the data indicate that for more
popular hunting areas, hunters tend to
spend their time regularly hunting the
same areas for up to a total of 20 or 30
days. This time is presumably spent
obtaining an intimate knowledge of the
environment and present animal behaviour.
On the other end of the scale there is

a small, but significant group, who are
prepared to travel substantial distances
in the hope of good hunting.

4.2.11 Animal Species Hunted

Hunters were asked the ages at which they
were introduced to hunting different
animal species. The levels of non-response
indicate those respondents who have never
shot these animals.

(1) The trend over recent years for private land owners
to include deer farming in their operations or to
lease out hunting rlghts for proflt has eroded this
traditional access in many areas.



TABLE 4.19 : Animals Hunted.

Animal % Response
Deer 97.0
Rabbit 95.0
Pig 89.2
Chamois 86.5
Goat 79.3
Game Birds 78.2
Thar 40.4

The above suggests that respondents tend
to seek experience in hunting a range of
animals as well as developing a 'first
choice' of animal to hunt. The high
percentage of respondents who have
hunted thar suggests considerable
mobility among Canterbury hunters,

Hunters were asked their first and second
choices of preferred game animals.

TABLE 4.20 : Choice of Animals Hunted.

Animal First Second
Choice Choice
2 %
Deer 76.8 16.0
Chamois 9.4 30.1
Pig 7.7 32.3
Thar 1.4 4.7
Goat 0.3 1.7
Others 0.5 7.2

No Response 3.9 8.0
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While deer are an obvious first choice,
second place is almost evenly shared
between chamois and pig. For Canterbury

hunters, thar and goats attract little
attention. .

Hunting Success

Hunters' success in sighting and killing
game animals was used to establish a
profile of hunting activity within Lake
Sumner Forest Park. This was then
compared with Canterbury and South Island
areas.

Firstly, the proportion of hunters of these

areas who failed to see a particular animal
species over the previous two year period,
was used as a base to assess hunting
activity.

Secondly, from the proportion of
hunters failing to kill an animal, the
inverse was taken as an indication of
hunter's success in killing at least
one animal. The proportion of extremely
successful hunters, i.e. those killing
more than 10 animals over the previous
two year period, is also presented.

This information is summarised in Table
4,21,

As an example, deer hunters in the Lake
Sumner/Lewis Pass region, from Table 4.21,
shoot less deer (68%) than hunters in other
Canterbury Forests (77%).

While those who had the opportunity to
shoot at animals were by and large
successful in making a killing, the
proportion of unsuccessful hunters in
the last two years is 28 percent for

deer, and 41 percent for all animals.(l)

(1) Success in killing the more demanding
animals could understandably, be
expected to be lower.



TABLE 4.21 : Success Patterns : Selected Areas by Animal Species.
Usage(a) User(b) User(b) User(b) User(b) .
% of hunters % who have % who have % who have % of very
using the not seen not killed killed at successful
area an animal an animal " least one hunters,
animal killing 10+
animals
Deer
LSFP/Lewis Pass 59.7 4.7 32.0 68.0 4.5
Other Canterbury areas 65.5 2.1 22.9 77.1 13.1
Other South Island areas 46.4 3.7 29.7 70.3 2.4
(Av. 28.2)
Chamois
LSFP/Lewis Pass 43.9 8.9 43,3 56.7 1.8
Other Canterbury areas 42.0 9.8 40.7 59.3 6.7
Other South Island areas 21.8 26.6 54.6 45.4 4.1
Pig ,
ISFP/Lewis Pass 33.1 12.4 33.2° 66.8 9.1
Other Canterbury areas 41.4 8.7 27.3 72.7 16.7
Other South Island areas 22.4 19.6 50.4 49.6 11.2
Thar
Other Canterbury areas 17.4 31.6 63.2 36.8 3.5
Other South Island areas 12.2 54.1 59.0 41.0 4.9
Goat '
Other Canterbury areas 14.1 46.8 52.5 47.5 14.2
Other South Island areas 30.1 14.6 26.6 73.4 19.3
(Av. 41.2)

(a) Usage implies the percentage of permit acquiring hunters who visited an area within the

previous two years (1978-1980) pursuing the specific animal,

as listed.

(b) Columns 2-5 have been recalculated on the basis of column 1 (usage) items equal to -
100 percent.
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Hunters who have subsequently given up
the sport(1l) indicate that:

- 80 percent had withdrawn from the sport
within two years of this last 'successful'
trip, and a further

- 11 percent had withdrawn in the following
two years period.

In these terms up to one-third of LSFP deer
hunters are currently in this 'at risk'
category. Although the importance of sight--
ing animals has already been recorded as a
strong motivation factor, there comes a
time at which failure to achieve success
may lead to rejection of hunting as a
recreational activity. This relationship
may be further confounded by factors such
as successful kills by other members of a
party, or parties in the same area. On
this basis up to 80 percent of those not
shooting a deer in the last two years

(28 percent) might be expected to forfeit
their activity. A more optimistic inter-
pretation of the above would suggest that
the least experienced or less dedicated
hunters are leaving, although the data is
not suggestive of a large 'core' of highly
successful hunters.

In as much as other data from this survey
have suggested low novice recruitment to
hunting, the likelihood of further attrition
of the active hunting population because of
reduced success must be considered as a
matter of concern for the stability of
recreational hunting.

Hunting Group Structure

Hunting trips were differentiated into two
categories: day and overnight. Differences
between 'travel' and 'hunting' arrangements
were also sought.

(1) This data is from the third ('rifle
owners') sample which forms the
basis of the following Section.
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Party Size:

Day Trips:
Parties were commonly made up of two or

three members. These group sizes equally
account for 73 percent of participants.

Four and five member parties constituted a
further 18 percent.

Only 7 percent of hunters travelled alone
although up to one-~third of day hunters
preferred individual hunting once they
reached their hunting block.

Overnight Trips:

Party sizes for overnlght trips tend to
be slightly larger.

In summary:

- 1 percent travel alone

- 22 percent travel in pairs

- 36 percent travel in groﬁps of three
- 25 percent travel in groups of four

- 12 percent travel in groups of five.

For both overnight and day trips, the numbers

participating in the actual hunt were
similarly structured. Twenty percent pre-
ferred to hunt alone, 35 percent in pairs,
and 25 percent as groups of three.

Companions :

Friends are by far the most frequent choice
of hunting companions. Relatives, mainly
brothers, were the next most frequent,
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TABLE 4.22 : Hunting Companions.

Companion Day Hunt Overnight

Travel Hunt Travel Hunt

% % 3 %

Friends 75.2 51.0 79.7 55.8
Self 8.8 35.0 2.7 29.2
Brothers 11.9 10.9 11.9 11.6
Parents : 3.4 3.1 2.7 2.2
Club 0.7 - 3.0 1.3

Other major features of the above table are:

~ Organised club trips, particularly by the
NZDA were generally overnight or longer
trips, but were not numerically strong.

- Thirty percent of those hunters travelling
with friends decide to split up and hunt
as individuals. This is not as marked in
groups where relatives are involved and
may suggest that 'family' groups are more
important for training novice hunters.

In conclusion, it is noted that hunting shows
similar trends in party size and group
composition to other back-country recreations.
In particular, travel with one or two friends,
is the norm, . although a sizeable group
prefer to hunt separately once in their
destination area.

Membership of Conservation or Outdoor

Recreational Groups

Hunters have similar levels of interest in
conservation as reported for the general
Forest Park user. A further 5 percent (one
quarter of membership) consider their
specific hunting organisation as also
serving a conservation role.

67



68

TABLE 4.23 : Club Membership.

Conservation Groups % Outdoor Recreation 3
Groups
Native Forest Action NZDA 18.8
Council Sporting groups 12,2
Forest & Bird Society 2.0 T .
ramping groups 3.6
Other local Acclimatization
Other national 3.9 Society
Hunting groups Big Game Hunters
(mentioned as
conservation) 5.0
Total 15.8 Total 38.2
Do not have Do not have Outdoor
Conservation Group Recreation Group
affiliations 84.2 affiliations 61.8

4.2.15

Although crosstabulation with other

data suggests club members tend to be

the more active and successful hunters,
the fact remains that only one in five
hunters belongs to specific hunting
organisations. While membership of these
organisations may confer some privileges,
those who are not members are eager to
point out the anomalies of hunting rights
being the prerogative of a numerically
relatively small user group.

Safety Equipment

Day hunters generally carry some extra
equipment, e.g. first aid (77%),

map (65%) and compass (41%).

Tents or sleeping-bag covers are taken by
19 percent while 15 percent carry a
portable cooker. Seventeen percent of day
hunters carry no safety equipment.



Overnight hunters are bette

Sixety-nine percent also tase maps and
51 percent compasses. The percentage
carrying cookers, tents and first aid
equipment corresponds closely with data
obtained from General Park Users.

Overall, the data suggests hunters are
self-sufficient, and most carry some
additional safety equipment, although the
quantity or quality of some items
remains unknown.

TABLE 4.24 : Equipment Carried.
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Summary and Discussion

Taken together the above sections reinforce
the previously expressed view that hunters
show an 'aged' population/experience
structure relative to other active back-
country recreationists. It has also
suggested that recreational hunting is,

at present, not attracting sufficient
novices to maintain its previous strength.
This is evidenced by data giving hunters'
ages of introduction, and is reinforced by
other recognised social change such as
increasing urbanism, which removes youngsters
from easy and ready access to hunting areas
and hunting opportunities, a decline in
animal numbers, and a marked 'male'
orientation to hunting compared with other
back-country activities.

The above sections suggest serious implica-
tions for recreational hunting's continued
strength, should it be unable to attract and
retain sufficient numbers of young novice
hunters.




4.3 MOTIVATIONS

4.3.1 Motivations

Hunters were asked to list up to four
reasons for undertaking their activity.
The following table is a summary of these
responses bafed on a standard set of
categories(l .

TABLE 4.25 : Motivations - First Four Choices.
Motivation Category Motive Motive Motive Motive
1 2 3 4
% 3 3 3

Environmental(a)
- exit civilisation

- aesthetic/religious 44.7 35.0 17.7 13.0
'Activity(b)

- subjective

- skill development 29.3 29.0 38.4 30.9
- activity

- reward

Physical 9.7 10.5 11.3 6.6
Other ~ new area 8.0 10.7 11.6 11.6
Social 3 7.2 7.5 7.2
No Response 5.0 7.5 13.5 30.7

(a) Environmental - This category comprises elements of
the 'exit civilisation' (to escape from the city, it's
hustle and bustle, it's sight, smells and constraints),
and 'aesthetic religious' (the inspirational beauty of
nature, 'being one with nature') dimensions.

(b) Activity - Comprises four principal elements
- the development and testing of skills
- the rewards gained from hunting (e.g. meat, trophy
heads)
- a subjective dimension normally focussing on the
intense - personal excitement or thrill generated

by hunting
- a residual category describing the hunting activity
itself.
(1) These broad categories have been established by

previous recreation researchers (O.R.R.R.C., 1962;
Hendee et al, 1968) and have been found to provide
a useful basis for comparison with New Zealand
studies.
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The two strongest motivations expressed
above are in some way, directly open to
management influence.

As a first choice, the strength of the
'environmental' dimension reinforces the
fact that recreational hunting is dependent
on the same nature related values as other
back-country uses. Only in subsequent
choices does the importance of the hunt, and
all it entails, begin to dominate.

The secondary motivations, although less
numerically strong, are similarly dependent
on the maintenance of scenic and wilderness
values. To this is added the need for
opportunities which enhance physical or
social enjoyment. The interdependent nature
of motivations suggests that all the above
dimensions will impinge on each other to a
greater or lesser degree. In these terms,
'physical challenge' and 'skills developed
or tested' are seen to be enhanced in the
natural environment and company of friends.

It should be noted at this point that
motivations and satisfactions are circular,

one supporting the other, therefore while

the natural environment appears a sufficient
'pull' to go hunting, lack of hunting success
or in the absence of some form of testing of
hunter skills, motivation may be slowly eroded.
Evidence to support this is suggested through-
out several sections of this report.

Hunter's Othex Activities

The motivations and attitudes of hunters
suggest that hunters are a diverse group.
Likewise, they are seen to engage in a
range of other back-country activities both
when hunting and at other times.



TABLE 4.26 Other Back-country Activities.
Activity Participation
%
(a) When hunting
Photography 27.1
Tramping 26.7
Fishing 21.3
other (2 18.5
Nature study 8.6
Climbing 8.5
None or no response 26.5
(b) At other times
Tramping 36.7
Fishing 25.1
Other 24.1
Skiing 12.4
Climbing 7.2
Photography 6.1
Camping 5.2
Nature study 4.1
None or no response 21.0

(a)

The above data suggest two points.

Total is greater than 100 percent as more

than one response was coded.

Firstly,

few hunting trips are solely hunting oriented.

Secondly, hunters are widely skilled in a
variety of back-country activities, some of
which are primary motivations for trips at
different times, or stages, of their life

cycle.

It could be expected therefore, that

many hunterg will have a good understanding of
the values associated with these other
activities. Of particular significance, is
the high degree of interchange between
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fishing and hunting(l) and suggests that
many of the values cherished in hunting
are similar to those found in fishing.

CURRENT BEHAVIOUR

The Importance of the Hunt

Hunter opinions were sought on the relative
importance of seeing fresh sign, sighting
and actually killing an animal, and on the

differences between day trips or longer

trips. The figures below represent the
median (middle) response on a 0 - 100 percent
scale (0 - not important; 100 - essential).

TABLE 4.27 : Importance of Animal Observation
During Day Trips.

Day Trips Median
Seeing fresh sign 78
Sighting 71
Killing 53

TABLE 4.28 : Importance of Animal Observation
During Longer Trips.

Overnight or longer Median
Seeing fresh sign 81
Sighting 79
Killing 60

(1) Although numbers in the hunting and
fishing categories are small, it was
found that for the general Park visitors:
- 37 percent of fishermen also hunted,

on the same trip

- 50 percent of hunters also fished

as a second activity.




For day-hunters, sign, animal sightings,
or killing, is less important than for
overnight hunters.

In today's conditions many hunters express
relatively neutral feelings about the
importance of actually killing an animal.
A lesser tolerance is shown by those who
do not see an animal or their sign.

In interpreting these results the percent
of values at the extremes of these scales
are also important.

TABLE 4.29 : The Importance of Killing

an Animal (Extremes).

Not Important Neutral Essential

% % %
Day hunts 15.2 30.4 9.5
Overnight
or longer 9.9 26.2 18.4

Taken together, the above tables reinforce
the suggestion that hunters seek additional
values outside those generated by hunting
itself. A second, but equally important
interpretation, is that hunters cannot be
thought of as a single homogeneous group.
While some are highly achievement oriented
in their hunting, others appear to carry a
rifle 'just in case' of a shot.

The suggestion that lack of hunting success
will result in the immediate loss of some
hunters must be balanced with the view that
substitutable values are adequate for others.
However, the endurance of these satisfactions
remains in question.
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Reasons for Hunting

Hunters were asked to list how they
normally disposed of their kills and to
comment whether they shot one animal only
or more than one, given the opportunity.

TABLE 4.30 : Optional Comment on Numbers
of Animals Shot.

Comment % Response
Shoot only if can carry out 42,3
Shoot only one animal 41,2
Never seen; do not shoot

third animal 7.7
Other 8.8

TABLE 4.31 : Disposal of Animals.

Reason First Second Third

Animal Animal Animal
% % %

Meat only 42.0 12.7 6.4

Whole carcase 24.0 11.6

Meat and By- 21.5 9.1 4.1

products

Meat and trophy 1.7 0.6 0.8

Trophy 1.1 1.9 -

Do not shoot 0.3 0.6

Shoot and leave 0.3 - .

No Response 9.1 63.6 79.0

The reward of gaining meat is paramount to
hunters. Other methods of animal disposal
are secondary in all ways.
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Equally important is the suggestion that
more than half of those who replied hunt
for more than meat alone. The
opportunity to sell by-products, a whole
carcase, or the meat itself is widely
practised to off-set costs. Although
these practices are contrary to the
present legislative definition of
recreational hunting, any regulation
seeking to restrict this deep-seated
tradition may be largely disregarded.

The Value of Trophies

When questioned, 95 percent of hunters
indicated that they would be satisfied

to shoot a deer without a trophy head.

The comments that followed this question
again suggest that at present animal
levels, anything over and above the meat
gained is a bonus for the hunter concerned.

ATTITUDES TO RECREATIONAL HUNTING

Attitudes

Hunters were questioned on the same range

of attitudes as other Park users. These

were expected to indicate any difference in
hunters' attitudes to those of other Park
uses and users, as well as current issues in
hunting.

Three principal interpretations can be drawn
from their attitudes.

i The high compatability of hunting with
other forest uses, already seen in the
Park users' attitudes, is reinforced by
the hunters. Hunters appear willing to
share facilities and resources with
other users.

ii They strongly agree that recreational
hunting will not interfere with the
recreational potential of forests and
that it can control wild animals.
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However, their neutral 'wait and see'
attitude concerning the use of
designated RHAs suggests a cautious
optimism.

iii While hunters express a desire to
avoid areas where there are large
numbers of other users, the suggestion
that they be separate from these users
draws only scant attention. In as much
as 89 percent of general Park users
were either 'fringe' or 'principal
valley' users, a high degree of
separation already exists, and serves
to reinforce the notion that
recreational hunting will continue
to be a compatible land use within
the LSFP,

It is also of interest to note that hunters
disagreed with the statement that browsing
animals had caused irreparable damage to
native forests.

Table 4.32 ranks the 12 statements, according
to the percentage of respondents falling into
the modal (most common) category for each
statement,.

Wild Animal Management Options

Because hunters were asked to rank up to two
options for controlling wild animals in LSFP,
it is hardly surprising that a clear mandate
for recreational and ground control is
presented.

TABLE 4.33 : Game Animal Control Methods.

Option % Response
Recreational hunting (foot) 72.2
Commercial hunting: foot only 13.3) 17.2
foot & air 3.9) )
Government control: foot 6.4)
air 1.7) 8.4
poison 0.3)

No Response = 2.2%




TABLE 4.32

: Hunters' Attitudes to Issues in Recreational Hunting.

Strongly Disagree

Neutral

Strongly Agree

12

Hunting is not
compatible with
other uses (45.0)

Wild animals can
be exterminated
from LSFP (38.4)

Browsing animals
have caused
irreparable
damage (21.1).

7 — Use of RHA in
preference to
other areas (46.3)

10 - Hunters shonld
pass regular
tests (30.3)

11 -

Hunting is a legitimate
recreation (78.2)

Avoid areas of large

numbers of users (59.7)

Herd management would
not interfere with
recreation potential
(49.7)

Happy to share hut
with others (48.6)

Biggest problem is
legal access (48.1)

Recreational Hunting
can control wild
animals (47.1)

Hunting should be in
different parts of
the forest (24.1)

6L
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For those who chose recreational hunting,
other arrangements for animal control
were solicited.

TABLE 4.34 : Control Compatibility.

Option % Response
Time

Recreational hunting and

other controls

a) at different times 40.5

b) at the same time 4.4
Space

Recreational hunting and

other controls

a) in the same areas 37.9

b) in different areas 15.0

No Response = 2.1%

Hunters wish to be able to use the Park
fully, and suggest that additional control,
if required, be undertaken at times when it
would not conflict with prime hunting demand.

Hunting Block Administration

Methods of block administration is a question
which inevitably arises in any discussion of
recreational hunting.

Five options were presented to the sample
as shown in Table 4.35. Two features of
that table are noteworthy.

First, the obvious choice is for a contin-
uation of the 'status quo' (single hunter
blocks). However, when other options are
added together they produce an equally
large number of choices against the



(1)

present system.

Second, a clear choice for an upper limit
of rifles is expressed.

TABLE 4.35 : Block Administration Options.

Option % Response
Single hunter block 45.1
Multiple hunter block
- limit total number 36.3
- no limit on numbers 2.3
Open Park
- limit total numbers 4.6
- no limit on numbers 3.3

No Response = 8.4%

Further evidence for the need to clarify

the present block/permit administration
system arises from the results of the
attitudinal questions concerning permit use.

Four additional statements concerning how

hunters view 'their own' and 'other' hunters'

behaviour are ranked below in order of
strength of belief. The figure represents
the median (middle) response on a 0 - 100
scale (0 = never, 100 = always).

(1) From comments that were made on some
questionnaires, it is possible that a
few respondents misinterpreted the
second option, whereby multiple hunter
blocks implied the retention of block
sizes at their present levels.
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.5.

I always use my permit (86%)

- Other hunters obtain permits before
entering an area (73%)

- New permits should be issued if
previous permits have not been
completed (59%)

- Other hunters accurately complete
their kill returns (53%)

Previous research - (Wicker, 1969;
Fishbein, 1978) would suggest that the
above results need to be interpreted
carefully for they show the 'double bind'
that often faces resource managers in
separating people's attitudes from their
actual behaviour. Thus, while individual
hunters tend to regard themselves as
'fair players' they are suspicious of
others. As an example of this, while it
appears acceptable to issue new permits
on satisfactory completion of past permits,
such a regulation, in reality, may not be
enforced without objection.

Wicker has also argued that changing social
or physical circumstances may result in
changed behaviour regardless of previously
held attitudes.

It could be suggested therefore, that a
change to multiple hunter blocks, by

reason of increasing the probability of
meeting other hunters, may overcome some

of the problems highlighted by respondent
comments, such as non-hunting of blocks to
'settle' animals for easier hunting later.
Similarly, such a change may also coerce
hunters to obtain and carry permits, or aid
in the enforcement of other regulations.

The Need for Restrictions

Information was sought on hunters' opinions
on the need for restrictions on deer
hunting.
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TABLE 4.36 : Restrictions.

Restrictions Hinds Stags
None + No Response 55.7 70.1
Fawn season 38.7 3.0
Velvet season 1.1 21.2
Roar season 1.4 2.7
All of above 3.0 3.0

Present opinion is against restrictions for
either sex. Fawning (hinds) and velvet
(stags) are the clearest positive choices
of the remainder.

FACILITIES FOR HUNTING IN LAKE SUMNER AND
LEWIS PASS AREAS

Introduction

This section of the survey asked current
hunters whether they saw a need for
additional facilities in the Lake Sumner/
Lewis Pass area to aid recreational hunting.
Secondly, hunters were asked which develop-
ments should be avoided.

Type of Facilities Required

Respondents were asked to rank three
preferences for development. A list of
possibilities was drawn up in an attempt
to avoid the likely generation of a 'wish
list', although additional suggestions
could be made. These have been grouped
into the following categories.
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TABLE 4.37 : Facility Requirements for Hunters in

LSFP.

Facility First Second Third |Total Group
Rank Rank Rank Total
% % %
Access:
Better access
roading 11.1 8.8 7.5 27.4
More access 51.7
points 11.3 8.0 5.0 24.3
Tracks and Signs:
Track marking 10.6 8.1 6.4 25.1 ,
Sign posting 6.9 4.7 2.7 14.3 49.0
Internal 2.5 3.0 4.1 9.6
roading
Amenities:
More huts 7.7 3.9 4.4 16.0
More hut 4.0 6.1 2.5 12.6
equipment
Established 49.9
camping sites 3.5 3.2 3.1 9.8
Established
fireplaces 2.8 2.4 2.2 7.4
Larger huts 1.4 1.4 1.3 4.1
No Response 37.8 50.0 61.0 - -
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Developments to be Avoided

TABLE 4.38 : Developments to be Avoided.

Development % Response
Access roading 15.5
Internal roading 10.2
More facilities 15.2
General commercialisation
and exploitation 12.9
Commercial hunting 7.7
Other, viz: 4.4
Multiple permits
- Trampers

“Motor cycle access

No Response = 34%

Summary and Discussion

As with the general Forest Park user, the
question gf facility provision and develop-
ment has polarized hunters' wviews. At that
time it was noted that part of this may be

a reflection of people's tendency to accept
the 'status guo' and to therefore view any
additional provision as an unknown threat to
the experiences they currently enjoy. It may
also confirm that hunters are generally well
equipped and self-sufficient.

The most controversigal options related to Park
access. The need for better roads and more
access points to hunting areas

dominated development choices, but, on the
contrary, 10 percent cite 'internal roading'
and 16 percent cite 'access roading' as
developments to be avoided.
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This could be interpreted in two ways.
Hunters require some degree of roading
around or into the Park, both for ease
of access to remote areas or as an aid
in the recovery of killed game.

However, while there is reasonable support

for better track marking and sign posting,

internal roading did not figure prominently
as a development option.

Alternatively, hunters may want to protect
'traditional' access to other hunting areas.
This form of access may not currently be
acceptable to land owners who have
commercial interests in game management

or recovery, or who have suffered manage-
ment problems through hunters' past
activities.

A further area of concern to hunters is in
the provision of amenities. The hunters
responding expressed a moderate desire for
more, small, and better equipped huts in
the Lake Sumner area.

Finally, any developments which would seem

to lead to commercialisation and exploitation
of the Park, such as logging or hydro-
electricity projects, were also opposed.

The divergence of views may reflect an
individual hunter's level of experience.

Highly experienced hunters for example,

view any easing of access as a threat to

their current use, while to the novice it

is a necessary requirement, leading to the
development of skills and confidence.
Notwithstanding the above, there is a consider-
able group 'in the middle' who have not
expressed a view on this matter.

A central point to understanding the above
discussion is that such conflicts are unlikely
to be resolwved. User groups constitute a
dynamic succession as experienced users are
replaced by novices. In this light, management
policies must determine facility provision

and therefore the clientelle an area wishes

to attract. :



SAMPLE III : A METHODOLOGICAL NOTE

The following sections comprise the third
'rifle owners' sample which is almost

evenly split between active and non-active
hunters. The active hunting group is briefly
considered here to lend validity to results
from the 'permit hunters' sample (Sample II)
while Chapter 5 discusses non-hunting groups.

ACTIVE RIFLE OWNERS

Introduction

Information from 'current hunters' (48.4% of
the random sample of rifle owners) shows high
levels of similarity with the characteristics
of current permit acquiring hunters, However,
rather than the general similarities, it is
the differences which are of interest here.
These differences suggest that although many
respondents may consider themselves still to
be active hunters, they display a high
proportion of those characteristics
associated with ex-hunters.

The high degree of overall similarity between
this and the permit hunters sample suggests
strong support for the findings of the previous
section.

Demographic Differences

Active rifle owners tend to be slightly older
than those taking permits, with an average
age of 31 compared with 27 years. This is
also reflected in other demographic data,

for example, home situations.

Experience

Active rifle owners have more years of
experience, but still conform to the general
trends previously discussed. However, this
experience was interrupted in more cases;
only 51 percent having hunted continuously.
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As three-quarters of these respondents did
not survive a break of more than four years,
this confirms the earlier suggestion that a
break of this length may result in
permanent retirement from the sport.

The 'decline in animal numbers' was the
dominant reason for interruptions although
changing 'life cycle' constraints are seen
to underpin many of the remaining factors.
- 26 percent - decline in animal numbers

- 20 percent - other interests

- 18 percent - family commitments

- 12 percent - work

- 10 percent - access problems

- 7 percent - age

1
S

percent - companionship

- 4 percent - cost of transport.

Club Membership

The importance of alternative interests was
confirmed by the high level of participation
in clubs, other than those normally
associated with outdoor recreations (16.4%).

In comparison, only 8.5 percent of active
rifle owners belonged to the New Zealand

Deer Stalkers' Association and one percent
belonged to the Big Game Hunters' Association,

Popularity of Hunting Areas

The most prominent difference between the
two categories of hunters is the marked
difference in popularity of hunting
localities.



TABLE

40

10

4.39 : Popularity of Selected Areas.

Private
Land

Other Watioasl
Lod b

Cant, Tewis

Unalisnated

Nina

Doubrtul -

Although it is not surprising that private
land is extremely popular with both
samples, it must be remembered that

such lands do not require permits and

are therefore under-represented in the
hunters sample. Hence, the 'rural’
element (who tend to hunt private areas)
are also under-represented in the hunters
sample., Likewise, the popularity of State
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Forests (mainly Mt Thomas and Ashley) and the
Lewis Pass area, also reflects residential
patterns, although it may also reflect the
greater level of experience among the 'rifle
owners' category, and their subsequent desire
to avoid congested hunting areas.

Animal Species Hunted

Rifle owners tended to hunt less chamois and
thar and more lowland game such as pigs, hares
and rabbits. As 'ex-hunters' have listed a
similar interest in these animal species as
their last animal shot, the above suggests
that a section of this active rifle owning
group has hunting interests which may be
declining.

Rifle Calibre

Rifle owners were asked to list all the rifles
that they owned.

TABLE 4.40 : Rifle Calibre.

(a)

Rifle Calibre $ Owning
7, 8 or 9 mm. 3.4
.22 55.9
.222 4.1
.243 6.1
.270 7.5
. 3006 3.9
.303 76.7
.308 4.6
12 or 16 gauge shotgun 8.7

No Response = 9.3%

(a) Totals greater than 100% as up to
three choices were coded.

More than one rifle was retained by 70.9
percent of rifle owners. Of the three-
quarters who owned the most popular .303
calibre rifle, 30.1 percent also owned a
.22 calibre rifle, and a further 15.1
percent owned another calibre rifle.



CHAPTER 5

NON-ACTIVE RIFLE OWNERS

INTRODUCTION

Fifty-two percent of the 'rifle owners'

sample (Sample III) listed their level of
huntlng interest as being in one of

the 'non- actlve groups. Vlrtually all of

these were ex*hunters', that is, they have
hunted at some time in their past. The remain-
ing nine percent classify themselves as
'never hunted but would like to attempt'

or 'no interest in hunting'

The inclusion of non-active rifle owners
gives further insights into the reasons for
non-hunting and strengthens the understanding
of responses from the active hunters. As

the basis for this sample is rifle ownership
the following chapter may only poorly
represent the opinions of the many New
Zealanders who do not hunt, but were beyond
the scope of this study.

EX-HUNTERS

Reasons for Retirement

Forty-three percent of rifle owners con-
sidered themselves as 'ex-hunters' Their
reasons for retirement bear a close
resemblance to factors which interrupt the
hunting continuity of current hunters and
are summarised in Table 5.1.

Many of these factors are complexly inter-
related, and can be seen as influenced by
current factors in a hunter's life- cycle
position. An understanding of the way in
which those factors may combine, or converge,
to influence a person's decision to retire
from hunting is suggested by the data.

91



92

TABLE 5.1 : Reasons for Retirement.

Reason First Second Third Total |Group
Total
% % %
Time:
Lack of time 28.1 27.3 17.1 72.5 72.5
Physical:
Decline in animal 21.4 17.0 17.1 54.2
numbers
Lack of hunting 10.7 20.6 17.1 48.4 ) 106.8
areas/access
Lack of transport 1.0 1.8 1.4 4,2
Social:
Change in family 21.4 21.2 12.3 54.9
circumstances
Decline in physical 10.4 3.0 19.2 32.9 |103.7
fitness ' g
Financial cost 1.5 4.8 9.6 15.9

The most significant single factor limiting

many hunters is the amount of time that
they can make available to pursue their

sport. This may be particularly salient for
those who are just married, or who have the

added responsibility of young children.

Alternatively, lack of time also relates to

the additional effort now required to
secure an animal.

When restrictive factors are regrouped (as

above) 'physical' reasons, which to a greater

or lesser degree are able to be influenced

by management policies, are equally as
important as the more obvious 'social'
restrictions. Two strong elements, the

decline in animal numhers, and access

restrictions to, and within, hunting areas,
comprise virtually all responses in this
group. In many respects, these two elements
summarize the recent history of recreational
hunting in New Zealand and have been the

concern of hunters for some time.



'Social' reasons such as changing family
circumstances and associated restrictions

on time and finances, coupled with declining

physical fitness, make this a powerful
factor in hunter's retirement. Notwith-
standing these comments, hunters appear
more willing to continue hunting into the
earlier stages of family life after the
arrival of children, than is the case for
trampers. The age structure of 'ex-hunters'
would also suggest that physical ageing
becomes an important element in the late
30's and 40's. The general Forest Park
user has however, indicated that hunters
continue to use the 'back-country' as
fishermen, or more 'passive' users,.

Hunting 'Endurance' Since Last Successful
Kill

Ex-hunters were also questioned on how long
they continued to hunt after their last
successful kill, Cross comparison of

this data indicates:

- 80 percent of hunters withdrew from the
sport within two years of their last
successful trip.

- a further 11 percent withdrew in the
following two year period.

Section 4.2.12 has earlier compared this
data with current hunting success.

Last Animal Killed:

The species of animal last killed by ex-
hunters indicated that their animal
preferences have altered from those of
current hunters. '

Although ex-hunters generally follow
similar preferences to current hunters,
they tended to shoot less deer, chamois
and thar and more pig, hares and rabbits
in the close of their hunting. This
suggests that as hunters' age and physical
fitness decline, they tend to seek less
physically demanding, lowland game.
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TABLE 5.2 : Animals Last Hunted.

Last Animal % Response Present First
Shot Choice of
Animal Species
(Sample 1II)
$
Deer 59.5 76.8
Chamois 4.2 9.4
Pig 21.1 7.7
Thar 0.5 1.4
Goat 3.7 0.3
Hare/rabbit 8.9 0.3
Wallaby 1.6 0.3
Game birds 0.5 -
No Response 3.7 3.9

POTENTIAL HUNTERS

There is also a small (3%) proportion of
rifle owners who have taken the step of
acquiring a rifle but have yet to hunt.
This group represents a small proportion

of potential novice hunters, and is further
evidenced by the prominence of the 15 to 19
year age bracket who are waiting for an
opportunity to be introduced to the sport.

Table 5.3 summarizes the restricting
factors of this small group.
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TABLE 5.3 : Reasons for Non-Involvement
in Hunting.

Reasons % Response(a)
Time:
Lack of time 70.0
Introduction:
Need an introduction to
the sport 54.7
Lack knowledge of hunting
areas 34.4
Lack of hunting skills 21.3
Transport difficulties 20.2
Social:
Financial cost 41.5
Family commitments 31.8
Personal:
Insufficient motivation 25.9

(a) Total is greater than 100 percent as
up to three reasons were counted.

RIFLE OWNERS WITH NO INTEREST IN HUNTING

A further 5.6 percent of rifle owners
represent a group who, although possessing
a rifle, have no interest in hunting.
These respondents have an older age
structure: 48 percent are in the over-
fifty age bracket compared with 6 percent
of active hunters.

It may be that this small group may mainly
be comprised of war veterans, collectors,
or people who have inherited weapons.



CHAPTER 6

MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS OF

RESEARCH FINDINGS

INTRODUCTION

This research has elicited three levels of
information concerning:

i The general Lake Sumner Forest Park
Users and their relationships to
recreational hunting.

ii The Recreational Hunters in Canterbury
and their use of LSFP.

iii Active and non—-active rifle owners.

All of these groups have a bearing on the
management of forest resources in Canterbury.

Rather than re-present a summary of data
already presented and discussed elsewhere in
this report, this section focusses directly
on recreational hunting in the LSFP area.
The structure of this section follows that
of the larger permit hunters sample and
implications from the 'user' and 'rifle
owners' samples are included only where

they are of direct relevance to recreational
hunting.

Finally, the authors note that the following
implications arise directly from research
data and should not be considered in
isolation from the foregoing chapters.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

Forest Park Users:

Relative to hunters the general Forest Park
Users are

less markedly male dominated

have a more even age distribution with
both more younger (trampers) and older

(passive/fishermen) users

tend to have achieved higher education
and include a large student group

tend to be over-represented in

professional administrative occupations

are predominantly urban dwellers.,

Hunters:

Permit acquiring hunters are drawn pre-
dominantly from the 20-30 year age range.

Relative to the rest of the New Zealand
population, hunters are

male dominated

fewer have married

have slightly higher educational
qualifications

are over-represented among agricultural,
forestry, skilled trades and slightly
over-represented in professional
occupations

are over-represented among small town
dwellers (<5000 pop.) although under-
represented among rural/farm dwellers.
This latter feature was not evident
among active rifle owners who do not
require permits to hunt private lands.

Implications:

1) Relative to general Park visitation,

hunting appeals to a more representative
cross~-section of New Zealand society. In
this respect the general Forest Park
user is in many ways representative of



the higher socio-economic groupings
and not as representative of the
population in general.

2) Hunters are, on the average, slightly
older than tramping group members.

3) As both hunters and general Forest
Park users are well educated, and
skilled, they are likely to be
receptive to statements on management
policies and educational programmes.

4) The demographic data presented in
this report presents a baseline
from which the effects of management
policies on both hunters and general
Forest Park users can be interpreted.
Care must be taken however, that in
interpreting planning information
such generalisations are not
considered in isolation from the
rest of the report.

INTRODUCTIONS TO HUNTING

Agents of Introduction

Parents and family are the most important
means of introduction to hunting and other
back-country activities.

Implications:

To state the negative case, clubs, schools,
and other institutions at present play a
minor role in introducing novice hunters
compared with their role in other back-
country recreations. As suggested else-
where in this report, the attraction of
novices to hunting is a key area of concern
and one in which clubs must continue to
develop their activities.

Ages of Introduction

This question was asked of 'hunters' only
and highlights three points.
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1) Many hunters are skilled in hunting a
variety of animals. In the past most
have gained basic skills by hunting
lowland animals, particularly rabbits.

2) The present rate of novice introduction
appears insufficient to maintain the
present strength of recreational
hunting.

3) Current ages of introduction are
now on the average five to ten years
older than in the past.

Implications:

Present high levels of hunter experience,
ages and mode of introduction, all suggest
that hunters are not attracting sufficient
young novices to maintain interest at its
present levels. One of the responsibilities
of RHAs will be to encourage this novice
group. (Section 3.5 deals with groups of
users who have expressed an interest in
attempting hunting.)

EXPERIENCE

Years of Experience

Forest Park Users:

Because of the wide range of activities
undertaken at the LSFP there exists a
considerable diversity in overall back-
country experience. Trampers at LSFP exhibit
a steady increase in experience from novice
levels. On the average, LSFP trampers are
slightly less experienced than those
tramping in Arthur's Pass National Park
(Simmons, 1980) which suggests that they
use the easier terrain of LSFP to establish
basic outdoor skills.

Hunters:
The experience of Canterbury hunters spans

a broad time spectrum, ranging from one to
50 plus years. The bulk of hunters, however,
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possess between four and ten years
experience, with a subsequent decline
over the remaining age ranges.

In all three hunter samples, Canterbury
permit holders, Current Active Rifle owners
and Hunters using LSFP, there are very few
hunters who possess less than four years
hunting experience.

Implications:

1) The recent lack of novice introduction
to hunting has been a consistent
finding of this research. Current
levels of introduction appear unable
to sustain present recreational hunt-
ing strength. Consequently,
Recreational Hunting Areas
must be managed to provide conditions
and facilities favourable to the
introduction of novice hunters.

2) Among trampers, LSFP is used as a
training ground for school, clubs and
informal groups. It also attracts
large numbers of experienced trampers
and more passive users.

Continuity of Experience

For the majority of the permit sample,
their hunting experience has been without
more than one year's break. Current
hunter's reasons for breaking from regular
hunting closely resemble those factors
which ex-hunters have cited as significant
in their stopping.

Implications:

1) The similarity of reasons for breaking
or withdrawing from hunting suggest a
genuine concern for the widespread
effect of these factors.

2) Hunters who begin to 'take breaks' tend
to be those who ultimately 'retire'
from active hunting.
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TIMING

Three-quarters of the permit sample had
been hunting in the three months prior
to the late autumn sample. Ninety-five
percent had been hunting within the past
year.

During the last two years 80 percent

of hunters had been on at least one
weekend trip compared with 71 percent on
day trips. However, the average number of
trips was greater than seven in both
these categories.

As many as half the respondents had
participated in one or two full week or
longer trips during this time.

Implications:

1) As active hunters have a marked
preference for both weekend and day
trips, RHAs must be convenient for
these two priority time periods.

2) Although there is no true basis for
comparison, the hunters sample appears
to be enthusiastic and consistent in
their frequency of hunting trips.

HUNTING AREAS

As the availability of time and physical
accessibility are the main influences on
the popularity of particular hunting areas,
it is not surprising that LSFP, and forest
areas close to Christchurch, receive the
greatest and more freguent use.

In the past two years, up to 10 days (or 15
in the more popular areas) are spent hunt-
ing within the same locality, absorbing the
total amount of time that the average hunter
makes available. This suggests hunters tend
to be habitual in their choice of hunting
destinations.
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Current Active Rifle Owners, while showing
a similar pattern of hunting area choice,
differ from permit hunters in two ways:

l) Private land is used more fregquently
and is twice as popular as their
second choice which is State Forests,

2) LSFP is much less popular than for
the permit sample.

These differences reflect the stronger
rural background of many rifle owners, who
presumably have access to private hunting
grounds or hunt forest areas close to
their homes.

Implications:

1) The time hunters can make available,
and accessibility to hunting areas
should be key considerations in the
designations of RHAs.

2) Hunters tend to frequent one or two
choice sites, unlike trampers who
tend to continually seek new areas.
Thus carefully chosen RHAs may serve
slightly different sections of the
regional hunting population.

HUNTING SUCCESS

The importance of hunting success has been
discussed as central to continuing
motivations to hunt. Three out of four
hunters are successful but the numbers of
animals taken are generally low. Some 28
percent of the permit sample who had sought
a deer had not achieved this within the
last two years. The experience of 'ex-
hunters' would suggest that up to 80
percent of this group may forfeit the
sport if they remain unsuccessful.

Implications:

l) For recreational hunting to maintain
its present numbers of participants,
RHAs may require higher levels of
animal numbers.

-
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2) A range of hunting opportunities
(e.g. helicopter free zones in other
state forests) may be required to
test and develop hunting skills and
experience.

GROUP STRUCTURE

Forest Park Users:

The large number of clubs using LSFP
during the Easter and Anzac sampling
periods suggests a larger overall group
size structure than experienced in
similar Parks. Such groups, however, tend
to tramp the principal valley routes and
do not penetrate far into the Park 'back-
country'.

Hunters:

Groups of two or three for day trips, or
three or four for overnight trips,
emphasizes the relative small size of
hunting parties compared with other
forest users. Up to one-third of hunters
choose to hunt their blocks alone.

Club membership and trips receive little
support from hunters.

Implications:

Management policies, for example hut
provision and block administration, should
enhance the existing patterns of small
friendship or family groups for hunters.
Likewise, major tramping routes should. be
able to also cater for larger club trips.

Membership of Clubs

Only one in five hunters from the permit
sample belong to a specific hunting organ-
isation. Active hunters from the rifle
sample were less than half of this figure
suggesting that club members are the more
active hunters in public lands,
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Implications:

While membership of these organisations may
confer some privileges, the anomalies of
hunting rights being the prerogative of a
numerically relatively small group will be
questioned by non-members.

SAFETY EQUIPMENT

Most hunters carry first aid equipment
although the quality or quantity of this
equipment is unknown.

Overnight hunters and trampers are
generally well equipped, with additional

equipment for independence and increased
safety.

Day hunters are less well equipped. Seventeen
percent carried no safety equipment.

Implications:

Hunters and trampers are generally well
equipped suggesting little need for
additional amenity provision for these
groups.

MOTIVATIONS

Forest Park Users:

Aside from specific hunting related motiva-
tions the Forest Park user's motivations are

in many ways similar to those expressed by
hunters.

Hunters:

Three closely related themes are presented
by the hunters as being of greatest
significance:

- the natural environment

- the actual hunt

- the physical and social reasons.

The wide range and combination of values

expressed in this section suggest hunters
are a diverse group, whereby the motivation
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to hunt may be more closely related to
such factors as age, previous hunting
experience, or hunting success.

Implications:

1) The importance of the actual hunt
(encompassing testing of skills,
physical activity, rewards gained and
personal excitement elements) is
central to the continuing motivation
to hunt.

2) As well as being dependent on
successful kills, hunter's motivations
are also dependent on the maintenance
of scenic and wilderness values and
opportunities which enhance physical
or social enjoyment.

ACTIVITIES

Forest Park Users:

Tramping is the principal use of LSFP
although most visits encompass more than one
of a wide range of activities. Fourteen
percent of the user sample listed hunting

as their main activity.

The general user also had a good under-
standing of hunting; one-quarter were
'current hunters', one~fifth would 'like to
attempt' hunting and one-eighth were 'ex-
hunters'. Thus, almost 60 percent could be
classified as knowledgeable about, or
sympathetic to, the concept.

Hunters:

Few hunting trips are solely hunting-oriented.
Hunters are also widely skilled in a variety
of 'back-country' activities, both when
hunting and at other times.

Implications:

Because of the considerable interchange
between activities, hunters and Forest Park
users can both be expected to have a broad
based understanding of the values associated
with other recreations.
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6.11.1

6.11.2

6.11.3

THE CURRENT BEHAVIOUR OF ACTIVE HUNTERS

The Importance of the Hunt

For most, success in obtaining an animal
is a necessary requirement for their
continued motivation in the long term.

Implications:

Hunters require a range of hunting oppor-
tunities to enhance the development and
testing of skills alongside opportunities
for successful hunting.

Disposal of Animals

The taking of by-products other than meat,
to off-set costs, is a deep-seated hunting
tradition. More than half of current
hunters hunt for more than meat alone but
do not consider themselves "commercial".

Implications:

Restrictions which cut across traditional
behaviour, are difficult to enforce, and may
either be ignored, or alienate existing
hunters. Changes to the statutory framework
which established these criteria may well be
worth consideration.

Choice of Animal Species Hunted

For Canterbury hunters, deer is a clear first
choice of animal with chamois and pig second
choices. The choice pattern correlates with
current hunting behaviour and to some extent
reflects hunters' experience levels. The
most experienced hunters tend to regress
towards lowland game in their latter hunting
years.

Implications:

The presence of these three species in the
proposed RHA offers viable options to hunters
with different objectives and experience
levels. ;
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6.11.4

6.11.5

Trophies

Ninety-five percent of hunters indicate
that they would be satisfied with
shooting a deer without a trophy head.

Implications:

Recreational Hunting Areas need not
necessarily be in areas with a trophy
herd, and management strategies to
produce trophy heads are not supported
by the data.

Seasonal Restrictions on Deer Hunting

Present hunter opinion is against
seasonal restrictions for either sex of
deer.

Implications:

While current hunters' opinion is clear,
the need for game control must also be
based on forest values other than those
required by current hunters.

ATTITUDES TO RECREATIONAL HUNTING

Forest Park Users:

Forest Park Users have expressed a belief
that recreational hunting can co-exist with
other Park uses. They have expressed some
concern about 'safety' and the ‘'isolation
of hunting areas', however, the majority of
users do not frequent the more distant
hunting areas.

Hunters:
Hunters have shown a high level of willing-

ness to share both physical and natural
resources with other forest users.

Although hunters express some concern at

the possibility of overcrowding of hunting
areas they also express an overall optimism
for the multiple use of Recreational
Hunting Areas.
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Implications:

As hunter and other forest user groups
have both shown an acceptance of each
other's recreations, and a willingness
to share resources, RHA status is a
socially viable land-use option for
the LSFP area.

WILD ANIMAL MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

For both user and hunter samples,
recreational hunting was the most
favoured animal control method.

Commercial foot hunting was chosen as a
second option provided it was implemented
at times when it would not conflict with
the preferred recreational hunting months.

Written comments from all groups express

a fear that illicit hunting by commercial
interests, especially helicopter operations,
will negate the 'good intentions' of RHAs.

Implications:

The above options clearly indicate both
current hunter, and Park user opinions.

HUNTING BLOCK ADMINISTRATION

Hunters are equally divided between a con-
tinuation of the single hunter block system,
and a range of alternatives. Larger
'multiple permit' blocks, with an upper
limit on rifle numbers, was the preferred
alternative.

Implications:

Although there are many hunters who prefer
the status quo the views of a similar
proportion of hunters suggest the basis

and practice of permits and blocks needs
revision. Multiple permit hunter blocks may
have advantages in that the higher chance of
meeting another hunting party may aid in
'self policing' of additional regulations

and coerce hunters to obtain and carry
permits. Equally important, this system could
overcome the problem of 'block settling'
which is a 'sore point' with the many hunters
who follow the 'rules' of permit allocation.
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FACILITIES FOR HUNTING IN LAKE SUMNER AND
LEWIS PASS AREAS

Forest Park Users:

The general Forest Park user is largely in
favour of the 'status quo'. Their principal
concerns are for improved facilities for
informal use (e.g. camp sites, fireplaces)
and track marking and signs.

Hunter:

Aside from a desire for improvements to Park
tracking and more smaller huts, it was the
question of access both to and within LSFP
that was of greatest concern to hunters.
However, there was also an equally sizeable
group against any up-grading of roading,
especially within the Park. For both the
User and Hunter samples, there were sizeable
groups who were happy with present facility
provision.

The strength of specific responses is spelt
out in the text.

Implications:

The question of facility provision has
polarized the views of Forest Park users

and hunters alike. It has, however, been

argued that as factors such as activity, age
and experience influence facility requirements,
the level of provision and hence a clientelle a
Park will attract, must be established by
management policies. For LSFP it has been
suggested that as novice groups from both
trampers and hunters currently use the Park,
facility provision to enhance use by these
groups is a logical corollary. Notwithstanding
these comments, the vast range of 'experience'
in both groups would also suggest that any

such policy be viewed alongside other
management requirements and 'back-country'
opportunities in surrounding areas.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

This research has clearly shown that the
majority of those who use Lake Sumner Forest
Park are sympathetic to the recreational
hunting concept.

It is also clear that the greatest fears of
hunters for their recreation are the expected
competition from illicit helicopter use.
However, the real threat to the future of
recreational hunting is lack of hunting
success. While this is particularly true for
experienced hunters, it has also been suggested
as a crucial factor in the recent inability of
hunting to attract young 'novices'.

Such a conclusion highlights the real dilemma
which is inherent within the conflicting needs for
management of these forested areas. To achieve
the recreational objectives requires an increase
in animal numbers. This decision would demand
certain management practices such as closed
hunting seasons and policing of restrictions.
However, such a decision would in turn come
into immediate conflict with other prior
objectives in animal control, such as soil
protection and other ecological imperatives.

This dilemma has been with New Zealand for some
time, but is highlighted by current legislative
efforts to maximise all dimensions of the 'game
animal' opportunity spectrum.

It is doubtfully possible that game animals

can 'serve' the conflicting reguirements to
which they are currently exposed, and yet remain
'fair game'. Until these issues are resolved,
the setting aside of special areas will not be
seen as a real solution to those who choose
recreational hunting as one of their important
leisure time pursuits.
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lancoin Colicge
Canterbury
New Zealan

U'NIVERSITY COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE

Telephone: Chinistehur b

APPENDIX I

General Forest Park User Questionnaire

The following questionnaire has been designed to

sample the opinions and experiences of Lake Sumner Forest
Park users.

Those who manase areas where people like you, enjoy L
outdoor recreational activities need clear and accurate
information on your views if these lands are to be manageaq
in ways that will retain their full recreational potential.

As current users your views are most important in shaping
the future of this Park,

You are reminded that all replies and comments are
strictly confidential.

Please fill in this questionnaire and place it in
the collection boxes at either:

(1) Hope River swing bridge (Windy Point)
Box inside kiosk.,.

(&) Gate at Lake Sumner Entrance.

(3) Postal returne

(Please nsk for a stamped addressed envelope.)

Vany thanks for your help.

o

Clpprad G

David Simmons
Research Assistant
Parks and Recreation.
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THIS FIRST SECTION QUESTIONS YOUR PRESENT USE OF LAKE SUMNER FOREST PARK

Te Where sbouts did you enter the Park?

Hope River
Lake Suamner
Harper Pass

Other:

2. How did you travel to the Park?

Car
Bus
Motor Cycle
4 Wheel Drive
i Walk
3. What part (or track) of the Park was your principal destination?
b, What is the nature of your party?
Alone Friends
Family School
- adults only Club
- parents and
children Other

Family and
Friends
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What is its composition and size?

No. of Males No. of Females

5. If you come with your family what is the composition of that group.
(Please tick youngest group if more thah one applicable)

Spouse Alone

Spouse and Children under 8 years

Children under 8 years (only)

Spouse and children 8 - 15 years
Children 8 - 15 years (only)
Spouse and children over 15 years

Children over 15 years (only)

Othdér: (list):

6. List the most important activities undertaken by you in the Park.
List up to 3.
RANK (3 only)

Fishing

Hunting

Tranping

Camping
Birdwatching

Other Nature Study
Picnicking
Sightseeing

Photography

Other: (list)

7 How many days are you away from home on this trip?

days




9.

Did your party carry a tent?
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YES

NO

If yes: where (if anywhere) did you use it.
Did not use
Sites

FACILITIES

Would you prefer:

Less
Facilities

Same
Facilities

More
Facilities

If more facilities:

to see?

Rank 3 .

More huts

Larger huts
Camping sites
Fireplaces

Sign posting

Track marking
Improved tracks
More short tracks
More long tracks
Picnic sites

More toilets
Informstion centre
Better access roading
Internal roading
More hut equipment:

Please list

What are the three developments you would most like

RANK (3 only)

What developments should be avoided (please be specific)
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10. Can you list the four most important reasons (motivations) for coming

on this trip?

1

2.

e

b4,

1. Are you satisfied with your recreational experiences at the Park?

(Tick one)

Very Satisfied
Satisfied

Dissatisfied

Very
Dissatisfied

12. If satigfied, what aspects were the most satisfying?

If dissatisfied, what aspects stand out as belng most unfavourable?

EQUIPMENT

Please tick appropriate boxes if your party carried

a cooker

a first-aid kit
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THIS SECTION BRIEFLY TRACES YOUR PERSONAL HISTORY OF BACK -~ COUNTRY USE

13,

b,

15.

16,

How many years have you been undertaking the main activity you listed?
(refer to Question 6.)

Years

-~ Who first introduced, or taught you, this activity?

- Which of these has been most influential on your present use of this
Park? . ——e

Introduction Influential

Parents

Other family

Friend

School

Cludb

What other back-country activities do you, (or have you), engaged in?

What other 'back-country' areas have you undertaken upon main activity
in, during the past two years?

No of days

Cefe Other Foresi Parks

State Forests

Run Country
National Parks

Other: (specify)

How often do you engage in this activity here, or elsewhere?

DAYS/YEAR
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174 Is this your first visit t& Lake Sumner Forest Park?

If no:

NO \YES

how many visits have you made in the last 2 years?

Visits

184 How did you hear about this Park?

Other:

Family

Other word of meuta
Forest Serviece Publication
Other publicadion

Exploring
(did not know previously)




CHARACTERISTICS:
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- THIS SECTION IS TO GATHER SIMPLE DATA ABOUT THE PEQPLE WHO MOSTLY USE THb
BECAUSE SOME OF THIS INFORMATION MAY SEEM TO INVADE YOUR PRIVACY W'

PARK.

AGAIN ASSURE YOU THAT YOU CAN REMALIN ANONYMOUS.

19,

20a

21,

-

22 o

e3 .

What is your age?

Less than 14 30 - 39
15 - 19 Lo - beo
20 - 24 50 - 59
25 = 30 60+
What is your sex?
| MALE 1 FEMALE

What is your marital status?

Single
Married
Other

What is the highest level of education you have achieved?

S.C.
U.ls.

7th Form

Please tick this box if you are still at

¥hat is your occupation:

Trade Qualifications

Tertiary Professional
(e.g. nursing, teaching)

Degree or Part Degree

an educational institution.

(Please be specific e.g. Foly-tech student
Self employed -~ builder)
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27,
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Including travel costs, what is the average (per person) cost of your
trip?

Do you belong to any organisations that are primarily concerned with
conservation or outdoor recrestion?

Conservation Cutdoor Recreation
NO ' | NO
YES (please list) YES (please list)

Which of the following best describes your home situation.

All adult household (e.g. flat).
Living with parents.

Couple, no children.

Couple and pre=school children,

Couple amd primary school childmea
Couple mnd secondary school children.
Couple and working/student children.
Couple and children no longer at home.

Where abouts do you live? (e.g. Christchurch City
Amberley Rural)
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8.

9.

10.
11,

12,

SI0 G AU TCUHNAL HUNTING @0 Unger recent legislation Recres-tions? “unting Aress may be declrred over ceriain tracte of

Crown Land., In these areas, wild a i sls (eg, leer, {hanois, are to be conirclled princzi-
ally by recrestional hunting, so lonp as soil, vwater and wildlife values are not threatenc
Such a use must be compatible with existing, and future uses of these areas.

Because of its status, the number of animals present .and location,the Lewis Pass / Lake
Sumner Area has been proposed as one such area,
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Please indicate onthe following scales your opinions on recreational hunting.

o w )
HE 5 &
a2 2 s
e = i
=R =
Browsing animals have caused irreparable cdamage to native forests, . " 1 L e
Wild animals (eg. Deer, Chamnois) can be exterminated. N . { . p
Recreational Hunting is a legitimate recreation. I3 . i : J
Game management of recreational hunting herds would not interfere
with the recreational poetential of the forests., L 1 - 1 i
Humtere should pass regular tesits which examine their level of com-
petency, knowledge in rifle handling, and safety procedures. L . | 1 —l
Lecause of restrictions on access to private run country, hunters
can jeopardize further access for other user groups. L i i i —
Recreational hunting can gontrol wild animals in recreational hunt-
ing aresas. L : i \ )
Hunting i8 not compatible with other back-country recreational
activities, i R ! 1 ,
Hunting should be in different parts of the forest from other recre-
ational activities. L N ! L 4
Are you happy to share a hut or campsite with hunters. L ) I ) -
dunters pose a threat to the safety of other user groups. N L H i .
I would avold ueing an arees where there are large nurbers of huntrrs. . - L L " \
* - N ! C} 3 . -6 o

r
ie
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7. What is your level of hunting contact ?

Ex-hunter, no longer hunting
Current hunter
Never hunted,but would like to attempt

No interest in hunting

Other (specify) - - . .

2. Vhich option, (or combination of options) would you favour for con:rolling

Red Deer and Chamois, in Lake Sumner Forest Park.

Recreaticnal hunting (enly). T ‘[

Commercial hunting, foot only. (non recreational) o
" " foot and air.

Recreational and commercial hunting in separate areas. '

Recreaticnal and commercial hunting in same areas.

poison

Y

Government control : foot %. ,,,WJ
' {
1

RLT. f

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP

If you are preparcd to take pert in an informal discussion that looke at
the relationship between your recreational activities and hunting, please
leave your name, addréss, and phone number below., All information will be

strictly confidential to the rescarchers.

If there are any additional comments you wish to make, please feel free
to use the remainder of this form.,

NAME

ADDRESS

PHONE
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Lincoln College

Canterhury
New Zealand

-~—UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE — —— — = ——

APPENDIX 1II Telephone: Christchuich 222 07

HUNTER QUESTIONNAIRE

The following questionnaire is being sent to a
random sample of current Canterbury hunters, to explore
management alternatives for areas used for necreational
hunting .

Under recent legislation a 'Recreational Hunting
Area' may be declared over certain tracts of Crown Land.
In these areas, wild animals (e.g. deer, chamois, pig)
are to be controlled principally by recreational hunting,
80 long as soil, water, and vegetation values are not
threatened. Such a use must be compatible with existing
and future uses of these areas.

Because of its status, historical use and location,
the Lewis Pass Area (from SHW 7 to the Main Divide) and
the Lake Sumner Area, have been proposed as one such area.

As a recreational hunting area 1& designated
primarily to meet the needs of hunters, their views and
management perspectives are crucial in the development of
recreational huating management plan. Likewise, the
views of all hunters, not just those of the most enthusiastic,
are important.,

Any information provided will be regarded as confidential
to the researchers. A summary of the analysed results only
will be published.

Your co-operation in completing the questionnaire
and returning it to us in the stamped addressed envelope
provided, would be very mush appreciated.

Many thanks for your help.
Yours faithfully,
David Simmons
Research Assistant

Parks and Recreation
Lincoln College.

P.S. We realise that this is a long questionnaire, but find 41
it necessary to provide the depth of information
required to direct the management of recreational hunting areas.

If you are unable to complete all, or any, of this
questionnaire please return it nevertheless,

Lincoln Coilege



SECTLON 1

THIS FIRST SLCTION QUESTIONS YOUR PRESENT LEVEL OF HUNTING ACTIVITY

1. How long is it since your last hunting txrip?
months
2a Altogether, how many years have you been hunting?
years
3. Has this hunting experience been
continuous?
interrupted?

(a break of more
than one year)

If you have had a break from hunting, or no longer hunt
regularly can you briefly state why?
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SECTION 2

THE FOLLOWING SERIES OF QUESTIONS ARE DESIGNED TO GAUGE THE TIME YOU
MAKE AVAILABLE FOR HUNTING

b, How long was your last hunting trip?

days

5. Please indicate the number of hunting trips you have made in
each of the separate categories, during the past two years.

No. of Trips

Day trips

Weekends

Week trips (non weekends)

Long Weekends (unofficial)

Long Weekends (official public
holiday)

Extended trips (longer than one
full week)

6. If you take part in full week hunting trips, what are your
preferred months and reasons (if any) for these?




8.

9.
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How many shooling days have you spent in the past

two years in the following areas?

NO., OF DAYS

Lake Sumner Forest Park
Nina/Doubtful
Other Lewis Pass Areas

Other Canterbury State Forests
(please state which ones)

Other State Forests
Private lLands
National Parks

Unalienated Crown Lands/Other Scenic
Reserves

Who first introduced, or taught you how to hunt?

Self
Parent
Brother/sister

Relatives

Friend

Club

School

Other (list)

When hunting:

(a) how many others do you normally go with?

DAY TRIPS

OVERNIGHT CR Liiii.

(i) to base camp?

?

|

(ii) or the actual hunt?

l

(b) who do you normally go with? (alone, with parent, brother/sister,

relatives, friends, club school)

DAY TRIPS

OVERNIGHT OR LONGER

(i) to base camp?

(ii) on the actual hunt?

|
J
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10.

1.

12.

At what age were you first introduced to hunting
the following animals?

Put the symbol 'n/a' if you have never hunted these
animals.

Tears Years
Deer Thar
Chameis Chamois
Pig Goat
Rabbit Vater fowl

What other back-country recreation activities do you
also take part in?

a., when hunting.

b, at other times.

If possible can you list the four most important reasons
(motivations) for going out hunting?

1.

2.

3.

L,
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SECTION 3

TiIE FOLLOWING SERIES OF QUESTIONS ARE CONCERNED WITH THE TYPES OF

ANIMALS YOU PREFER TO HUNT, AND THE MANAGEMENT OF RECREATIONAL
HUNTING AREAS

13. When hunting what is your first and second choice of
animals?

18t Choice

2nd Choice

14, If deer hunting, would you be satisfied with shooting =
deer but not obtaining a trophy?

- S N R -3

Comment:

15 On the following scales mark how important actually seeing
fresh sign, sighting or killing an animal is to you?

The first scale is for Day Trips, the sscond for Cvernight Trips

Mark with an X your opinion anywhere on +the following scales.

A. DAY TRIPS

Not Important Neutral s
Seeing fresh . N
signs '
Sighting L 4 -
Killing .

B. OVERNIGHT OR LONGER TRIPS

Not Important Neutral Essenti -
Seeing fresh
signs ‘ 1
Sighting - L o B o
Killing . o e
Comment:
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16.

17,

18.

When you shoot an animal(s) what do you normally do
with it?

For example - shoot for meat, take meat and byproducts,
take whole carcase.

Please state if you normally only take one animal per trip.

18t Animal

2nd Animal

3rd Animal

Comment:

Do you see any need for a hunting restriction on
deer during:
Hinds Stag Hinds Stag

Fawn. season All of these
(Nov~Oct)

Velvet season
(Oct=Jan)

Roar season
(April)

None of these

Comment:

What is your preferred method of block administmation?

Single hunter block

Multiple hunter block (limit total
number)

Multiple hunter block (mo limit on
numbers)

Open (with a limit total numbers)

Open (with no limit on numbers)




19.

20.

2.

How many animals (deer, chamois, or pig), have you
sighted sket at.and killed in the following three areas
during the last two years?

Put 'n' in the bo#ésfif you have not shot any of these
animals.,

A. Lake Sumner Forest Park/Lewis Pass Area.

Deer Chamois Pig Thar

Sighted

Shot at

Killed |

B. Other Canterbury Areas-

Deer Chamols Pig Thar
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Goat

Sighted

Shot at

Killed

C. Other South Island Area.

Dear Chamois Pig Thar

Goat

Sighted f ?

Shot at

Killed

In your experience, do hunters obtani permits before
entering a area, where permits are required?

Please indicate your answer with an ‘X' on the scale
below.

Never Always
i H

To what extent do you consider thal other hunters
accurately complete hunting kiil details?

Please indicate your answer on the scale below-

Never Always
1 i}
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22. Do you always use your permit?
Never Always
! ! "
23, Do you consider a new permit should be issued if a
previous one has not been completed and returned?
Never Always
t i J
FACILITIES
24, Do you see a need for additional facilities or

developments, in the Lake Sumner/Lewis Pass area
to aid recreational hunting?

If yes: Rank 3, with 1 the most important,
and 3 the least important.

More huts

Larger huts

Established samping sites
Established fireplaces
Sign posting

Track marking

Better access roading

More access points

Internal roading

More hut equipment

Other facilities
(please list)
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What developments should L ovoidéd {(pieage be
npecific)e

EQUIPMENT

25, When hunting do you pormally ecarry: (tick)

Day Trips Overnight or lomger t» .
Tent fly (or s/bag cover) T !

Full tent T

First Aid kit B

Cooker '

Compass P

Map of Area i:,::::

" MANAGEMENT

26, Which option, or c¢ombiaavioi ol cptivias #oula you
favour for controil.ag ded¢ Deer und Thamois in ijale
Sumnar Forest Pavkds

If choosing more tuec cne wunidon please rask with one
as your fivst chasce,

Recreational bhusting (foot) _i
Commercial _hnuating, fool caly '
F-"_ o

Commercial huntinzg, foot aud air
' ‘ i
Goavernmeit sontrsl -~ foot !
» r-‘”w N
peison i

air
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If you choose recreational hunting as one of two
or more control measures how do you think such
control could Le arranged?

Recreational hunting & other controls
in the same areas

Recreational hunting & other controls
in different areas

Recreational hunting & other controls
at same times

Recreational hunting & other controls
at different times
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10.

11.

12.

’ ] N *

Please indicate on the following scales your opinions on recreatiomal hunting.

Place an 'X' anywhere on the following scales.

Browsing animals have caused irreparsble damage to native forests,

Wild animals (e.g. Deer, Chamois) can be exterminated, from an
area as large as Lake Sumner Forest Park.

Recreational hunting is a legitimate resrestion,

Management of recreaticnal hunting “=rds would not intersfers witih

the overall recreationzi potential f the forests.

Hunters should pass regular tests whicn examine thelr level of
competaney, knowloedge in ¥ifls hardling., and safaty procedurss.

The biggest problem fasing rnunters today are problexms of legal
access %to hunting grounds.

Recreztional hunting can contrrs! wils apimals in recreational
hunting areas.

Hunting is not compalible w:ih »%hesr Uack-countyy recrec’ional

activities,

Huntizng should be in differsnt parts i the forest from cihey
recreational activities,

I would be happy to share o nut with sther park users,

I would avoid using an area where there are large numbers of
other park users.

I would usé recrestional hunting aresas in preference to other
potential hunting grounds.

&3 & >
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CHARACTERISTICS:

THIS SECTION IS T0 GATHER SIMPLE DATA ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO ARE HUNTERS.
BECAUSE SOME OF THIS INFORMATION MAY SEEM TO INVADE YOUR PRIVACY WL
AGAIN ASSURE YOU THAT YOU CAN REMAIN ANONYMOUS.

28. What is your age?

Less than 14 yre 30 - 39 yr
15 - 19 yrs 40 - 49yr
20 - 2h yrs 50 - 59 yr
25 « 29 yrs 60+ yrs

29. What ia your sex?

MALE [FEMALE]

30, What is your marital status?

Single
Married
Other

31 What is the highest level of educatién you have achieved?

Some Secondary Trade Qualifications

S.C. Tertiary Professional
(e.g. nursing, teaching)

U.E.

7th Form Degree or Part Degree

32, What is your occupation -
(Please be specific e.g. Poly-tech student
Self employed - builder)




332, Do you belong to any organizations that are primarily
concerned with conservation or outdoor recreation?

Conservation Outdoor Recreation

NO

Comment:

] o ||

YES (Please list)

YES (Please list)

Comment:

zh, Vinhich of the following best describes your home

situation?

All adults household (e.g. flat)
Living with parents

Couple, no

Couple
Couple
Couple
Couple
Couple

39, Whereabouts

and
and
and
and

and

children

pre-school children

primary school children

secondary school children

working/student children

children no longer at home.

do you live? (e.g. Christchurch City

Amberley Rural)

36, Were you brought up mainly in:

a city or large town? _
(more than 5,000 population)

a small town?
(less than 5000 population)

a rural area?

139
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Thankyou for your help.

This questionnaire is unable to provide us
with all the information we would like to have
available. Similarly, without personal contact
with hunters of all ages and levels of experience
we cannot possible tap the tremendous range of
knowledge and experience we know is available,

If you are available to take part in an
informal diseussion that would look at your
personal hunting history and/or your perspectives
of recreational hunting, please leave ycur name,
address and telephone number below.

You:are again reminded that the information
provided will be regarded as strictly confidential
to the researchers. A summary of results only will
be published.

NAME:

ADDRESS:

PHONE:
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Lincoln College

Lincoln College
Canterbury
New Zealahd

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE I
Telephone: Christchurch 228 029

APPENDIX TIIT

RIFLE OWNERS QUESTIONNAIRE

Dear Sir,

The following questionnaire is being sent to a
random sample of Christchurch sport rifle owners. It
is part of a wider study into the needs and require-
ments for recreational hunting areas. At the same
time as you receive this questionnaire hunters who
have recently been issued with permits will be receiving
a more detailed form.

Information gained from this research will be
used in two main ways:

- To piece together a history of hunting activity by
current rifle owners.,

- To gain information relevant for establishing
recreational hunting areas,

We would appreciate your co~-operation by filling
out the enclosed questionnaire and returning it to us
in the stamped addressed envelope. Please also return
any unfilled questionnaires.

The number on the top of this questionnaire is for
administrative purposes only, and will be used solely to
avoid unnecessary duplication and expense. If you wish
to remain totally anonymous please tear off this
number.

We would like to emphasize that the information
you provide will be strictly confidential to the
researchers, and used for research purposes only.

Raand L |

David Simmons
Research Assistant
Parks and Recreation
Lincoln College.

Many thanks for your help.
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1. Which of the following best describes your own situation?

Current hunter ] Go to Qn. 2. Below,
' Ex-hunter, no longer hunting Go to Qn. 6. Pg 3,
Never hunted but would like

to attempt [T ] Go to Qmn. 10, Pg 4.
No interest in hunting Go to Qn. 11, Pg 5.

Other (specify)

¥T CURRENT HUNTERS -

2. How many years have you been hunting?

YEARS

3. Has this hunting experience been:

continuous

or interrupted
(a break of more
than one year)

If interrupted:

Please state the total length of longest break.

YEARS

If you no longer hunt regularly can you briefly state
why 2
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L, When planning a hunting trip, what is your first
and second choice of animal. (e.g. pigs, deer,
chamois)?

(please be specific)

1st Choice
2nd Choice
Se How many days, in the last twou years, have you spent

in the following areas?

Put X if nil.

Lake Sumner Forest Park
Nina/Doubtful

Other Lewis Pass areas

Other Canterbury State Forests
Please 1list

Other State Forests EEsame

Private Lands

National Parks/Scenic Reserves

Unalienated Crown Lands

PLEASE GO TO SECTICN V (Question 11) TO COMPLETE THIS
QUESTIONNAIRE,




1

EX~-HUNTERS, NO LONGER HUNTING

7o

8.

9.

Please indicate which three factors you view as
most important in stopping your huntinge.

Rank 3, with 1 the most important -
and 3 the least important.

Decline in animal numbers

Lack of time

Change in family circumstances (e.g. marriage)

Lack of money

Lack of transport

Lack of hunting areas/or access

Decline in physical fitness

Others (please list)

How many years is it sirce you were last on a
hunting trip?

years

How many years since you last shot an animal
on a hunting trip?

years

What was this animal?

PLEASE GO TO SECTION V (Question 11) TO COMPLETL
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE,

14
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IV NEZVER HUNTED, BUT WOULD LIKE TO

10, What are the three important factors that
prevent you from hunting?

Rank 3, with 1 the most important -
and 3 the least important.

Lack of time

Lack of money

Family commitments
Lack of hunting skill

Need an introduction to the sport

Transport difficulties

Insufficient motivation
Lack of knowledge of hunting areas

Other (please list)

PLEASE GO TO SECTION V (Question 11) TO COMPLETE
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE,
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ALL GROUPS TO COMPLETE:

V CHARACTERISTICS

THIS

SECTION IS TO GATHER SINMPLE DATA ABOUT THE PEOPLE WHO ARE

RIFLE OWNERS.BZCAUSE SOME OF THIS INFORMATION MAY SEEM TO INVADE

YOUR PRIVACY WE AGAIN ASSURE YOU THAT YOU CAN REMAIN ANONYMOUS.
1. What is your age?
Less than 14 30 - 39
15 = 19 4o - 49
20 - 24 ‘ 50 - 59
25 - 29 60+
12, What is your sex?
MALE | FEMALE |
13, What is your marital status?
Single
Married
Other
14, What is the highest level of education you have
achieved?
Some S lificati \
ome Secondary Trade Qualifications
S.C. Tertiary Professional !
U.E. (e.g. nursing, teaching) %_va
7th Form Degree or Part Degree i
15, What is your occupation?t

(Please be specific e.g. Poly-tech student
Self employed - builder)
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16,

17

18.

19.

Do you belong to any organizations that are primarily
concerned with conservation or outdoor recreation?

Conservation Outdoor Recreation

NO

NO

YES (please list) YES (please list)

Which of the following best describes your home

situati

All adultls) household (e.g. flat)
Living with parents

Couple,
Couple
Couple
Couple
Couple
Couple

on

no
and
and
and
and

and

children
pre-school children

primary school children

secondary school children

working/student children

children no longer at home

Where abouts do you live? (e.g. Christchurch City

Amberley Rural)

Were you brought up mainly in:

a city?

a small town?

a rural area?




20,

21,

Please tick the following box if you were brought
up overseas.

Finally, ean you list the calibre of the rifles
you own.

THANKYOU FOR YOUR HELP

If you are prepared to take part in an informal
discussion that looks at your personal hunting
history, and your perspectives on recreational hunting,
please leave your name and addiress below and return

this questionnaire to the researchers in the stamped
addressed envelope.

We would like to re-emphasize that all
information will be regarded as strictly confidential
and be used only for the purpose of research.

NAME

ADDRESS

PHONE

149
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Lincoln College

Lincoin College
Canterbury
New Zealand

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE

Telephone: Christchurch 228 029

APPENDIX IV

REMINDER NOTICE .

Recreational Hunting Research

L
RS

Recently you were sent a hunting questionnaire
in the mail., This reminder is being sent out in

case your rqpiy has not yet been received.

While we are hoping for all questionnaires
to be fg%ag;;d fully answered, please send it back

even 1fjit1§§ incomplete or Blank. You will

£ind a #tampéd addressed return envelope with the
questionnaire and we urge your co-operation in

helping make this research a success.

If you have already sent back your questionnaire,

please ignore this reminder.
Thank you for your assistance.,

Yours sincerely,
David Simmons,
Research Assistant,

Parks and Recreation,
Lincola College.
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