
 

 
 

COMPLAINT NUMBER 18/421 

COMPLAINANT L Exel 

ADVERTISER Department of Conservation  

ITEM Digital Marketing, Advertiser 
Website 

DATE OF MEETING 12 December 2018 

OUTCOME No Jurisdiction 

 
 

Advertisement:  The item complained of was a media release from the Department of 
Conservation headed “66 dogs trained to avoid kiwi in Turangi”.   
 
The media release was dated 2 October 2013 and said in part: “If you are planning to hunt in 
any of the following areas you require a certificate showing that your dogs are certified to 
avoid kiwi, and a hunting permit from DOC. Conservation areas: Tongariro, Erua, Rangataua, 
Rangataua No:2, Moturoa. Scenic Reserves:  Waimarino, Raurimu, Whakapapa Island, 
Pokaka, and Manga Te Puhi. Many private land owners also now choose to allow access to 
hunters with kiwi avoidance trained dogs.    
 
In addition to avoidance training, all dogs must be obedient, and not roam unattended. Any 
lost or roaming dogs must be reported to the nearest DOC office as soon as possible. 
 
The kiwi avoidance training is held locally once a year at the beginning of September. If you 
would like to be included on the contact list, please email amcknight@doc.govt.nz”.   
 
The media release included contact details for the Department of Conservation Partnerships 
Manager in the King Country.  
 
The Acting Chair ruled the Complaints Board did not have jurisdiction to consider the 
complaint. 
 
Complainant L Exel, said:    
I am writing to question the oft repeated false claim by the Department of Conservation that 
dogs find the smell of kiwi irresistible or peculiarly attractive, compared to other scents. An 
example of this claim, from a press release about kiwi aversion training on DOC’s website, 
states in part:  
"The training teaches dogs to stay away from kiwi, as dogs are a serious threat to adult kiwi 
as they find their smell irresistible ..." 
We wrote to DOC under the Official Information Act asking for their supporting scholarly 
evidence for the statement about how kiwi smell to dogs. They do not have any such 
evidence. Their response is attached. 
We would be grateful if you would raise this with the Department of Conservation so that 
they, and the organisations they fund, will stop using this false claim in their advertising, 
press releases, website etc.  
 
The relevant provisions were Code of Ethics - Basic Principle 4, Rule 11, Rule 2;  
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The Acting Chair noted the Complainant’s concerns on behalf of the Bay of Islands 
Watchdogs regarding statements from the Department of Conservation on how kiwi smell to 
dogs.  The Complainant considered information in the media release to be misleading.  
 
The Acting Chair referred the ASA definition of an advertisement, which states:  
 
“Advertising and advertisement(s)” are any message, the content of which is controlled 
directly or indirectly by the advertiser, expressed in any language and communicated in 
any medium with the intent to influence the choice, opinion or behaviour of those to whom 
it is addressed.  
 
The Acting Chair also took into account a precedent decision (14/270) about a media release 
on the Labour Party website.  This decision said in part: 
 

“Taking into account the definition of an advertisement, the Chairman was of the view 
the item before her was not an advertisement, but a press release which she 
considered editorial. She noted that a press release was not seen by anyone until it 
was published and while it could advocate ideas and opinions, the fact the item was 
published on the Labour Party [website] did not change its status to an advertisement.” 

 
On consideration of the above the Chairman ruled the item before her was a press 
release and fell outside the jurisdiction of the Advertising Standards Complaints Board.” 

 
The Acting Chair noted the content subject to complaint was a media release from the 
Department of Conservation from October 2013.  The release is available on the 
Department’s website along with all other media releases from 2009 to present day. 
 
The Acting Chair did not consider the content of the media release met the ASA’s current 
definition of an advertisement.  In the Acting Chair’s view, the media release was intended to 
alert media to an initiative by the Department and to prompt editorial coverage.   
 
The Acting Chair said the precedent decision was applicable to the matter before her.   
 
She ruled the media release was not an advertisement and the Advertising Standards 
Complaints Board did not have jurisdiction to consider the complaint. 
 
 
Acting Chair’s Ruling: Complaint No Jurisdiction 
 
 
 
 

APPEAL INFORMATION 

According to the procedures of the Advertising Standards Complaints Board, all 
decisions are able to be appealed by any party to the complaint. Information on 
our Appeal process is on our website www.asa.co.nz. Appeals must be made in 
writing via email or letter within 14 days of receipt of this decision. 

 


