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I have discussed the catastrophic growth of the fallow deer population in 
Tasmania with friends and neighbours here in the Channel area. We are unit-
ed in the idea that our island state is unique in the world with an environment 
so special we are obliged in so many ways to do all that is necessary to pre-
serve it. 

I have a further interest through the experiences of  who had 90 acres 
of flourishing, ecologically balanced countryside adjacent to the Snowy Moun-
tains reserve in NE Victoria. He sadly lost his house and fencing to the 19/20 
bushfires. In the aftermath the property was inundated with feral deer that 
decimated waterways and wetlands, ring-barked trees and damaged crops 
and fruit trees. There were so many deer he was hit whilst driving and his wife 
suffered serious injury. The impact on our family urges me to write this sub-
mission. 

Our group considers today’s new paradigm and awareness of the impact of 
climate change on our planet to be a key driver in changing the deer man-
agement approach from the perspective of optimising hunting opportunities to 
a pest management strategy. It is clear that extensive degradation of the 
world’s ecology is one of the major drivers of climate change now impacting 
on humans directly, as evidenced by the COVID 19 outbreak. We must all ac-
cept that change is needed at every level to modify our own behaviour and 
desires to prevent further ecological damage. 

The excellent proposal from the Bob Brown Foundation, “Feral Deer Control - 
A Strategy for Tasmania” has what we believe is a practical and rational ap-
proach to making the changes necessary. Foremost is the proposal to rescind 
the partly protected status of deer in the Tasmania’s Wildlife Regulations 
2010. The new awareness under today’s paradigm now makes acceptance of 
this change a matter of ecological sustainability rather than a sporting issue. 
The proposed strategy suggests establishment of deer biosecurity zones with 
appropriate control orders for each.Thus from the estimated current statewide 
population of 100,000 that is quickly spreading to Tasmania’s unique Wilder-
ness areas, we should control the area of ecological damage while providing 
hunting opportunities of a remaining 10,000 in the Midlands containment 
area. 



The Strategy recognises that stakeholders, including farmers and Indigenous 
communities have an urgent need to reduce and control deer populations and 
offers what we believe to be practical and achievable solutions. As concerned 
Tasmanian’s, all of us wish to reestablish and preserve the environment we 
are so proud to be living in.  

We commend the document, “Feral Deer Control - A Strategy for Tasmania” 
for your implementation. 

Peter Aston       
        

Ben Marris       
        

Peter Laud       
        

Tony Forman      
        

Martin Betts      
        

Chris Palmer      
        

John Levett      
       





SUBMISSION TO THE WILDLIFE REGULATIONS REVIEW 
FROM THE SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE & COMMUNITIES ALLIANCE (SACA) 
 
The farmers in the Sustainable Agriculture & Communities Alliance thank the 
Tasmanian Government for the opportunity to comment on the problem issue of 
feral deer.  
 
It is now well known across Australia that herds of feral deer are multiplying at 
a rate that is unsustainable for both the environment and agriculture.   
 
Damage from feral deer includes: 
 

• Tree damage and deaths of trees,  
• Destroyed crops, 
• Trampled and polluted/destroyed surface water, 
• Destruction of habitat necessary for the survival of Australian native 

species.  
• Economic damage to the agriculture industry. 

 
Like foxes, cats, cane toads, feral dogs, and feral pigs, deer of any species are 
not native to Australia and are now thriving at the expense of endemic species 
and of food production.   
 
As with other invasive foreign species, deer are spreading inexorably across 
Australia.  Decisive action must be taken now, or the deer population will 
become unmanageable.   
 
The profits from deer farms are small compared to the economic and 
environmental damage caused by the spread of feral deer.  
 
Whilst it may seem drastic, ideally the deer farming industry should be phased 
out, with some form of monetary inducement to deer farmers to change to a 
less damaging form of food production.  
 
If closing all deer farms is viewed as too difficult politically then at the very 
least the rules for heavily fencing deer farms should be enforced.  This would 
mean inspections at regular intervals and heavy fines and cancellation of the 
rights to farm deer when deer escape off-farm.   
 
For the prevention of yet more damage to the environment and agriculture, it is 
a common-sense conclusion that there should be a blanket ban on any 
establishment of new deer farms.  
 
All deer on farms presently existing should be tagged and there should be strict 
conditions on the sale of live farmed deer.  
 
Our farming group members believe that Tasmania could provide a leadership 
role in the prevention of the spread of this fast-multiplying pest in Australia.  
Deer were introduced into Australia for hunting, for the same reason that foxes 
were introduced. We cannot eliminate the fox problem as the population has 
spread too far, but we can heavily reduce or eliminate the feral deer population 
if government takes decisive action now.  
 
Yours truly 

, Secretary, Sustainable Agriculture & Communities Alliance  



From:
To: Barnett, Guy (DPaC)
Subject: Deer Management Plan Submission
Date: Thursday, 2 December 2021 7:26:54 PM

Dear Minister and to who it may concern

I’m writing this submission in response to the recently release Wild Deer Management Plan
Draft.

There is a lot that I and other hunters are not happy about in this plan but some things are
completely OFF THE TABLE! We will not stand for Poisoning, the use of Chemicals or the use of
Helicopter Gun Ships to control or eradicate Deer from any area of the state! There are plenty of
other options open to the government to help manage our Deer numbers both in and out of the
Traditional Deer range. We have always had the appropriate permits available for land owners
and managers to access when and where Deer become a problem.

There are many hunting clubs that would be pleased to organise their members and partake in
Deer population reduction or eradication programs. We need to be able to use Suppressors on
our rifles, especially for Crop protection and population reduction. We need to be able to use
indicating Dogs, especially when hunting in thicker and rougher areas of the state and we need
to be able to hunt with Archery Tackle. Bow Hunting is ideal in the more closely settled areas
where Deer are present. Bow hunters in the United States of America hunt Deer within two
kilometres of the presidential Whitehouse and Bow Hunting has now been made legal in Russia,
how backwards are we in Tasmania, not having the option of hunting Deer with Archery Tackle
as hunters can in the mainland states!

We also insist that every Buck taken, no matter from what zone, needs to be tagged anything
else is just too hard to police and will make poaching so much easier for those who partake in
the practice. The no tagging requirement for Bucks in any zone is an insult to law abiding
hunters.

Next to nothing was said in that draft about any benefits to Tasmania and its people that our
Deer herd generates, nothing about the financial benefits or the commercial aspect to our rural
communities which is considerable. There is another benefit that is starting to be talked about in
hunting circles on the mainland but very little is mentioned of it in the draft. The authorities and
the Deer haters should never underestimate the benefits to the physical and mental health of
those of us who pursue Deer and how much money those Deer save the state and the country in
health care. Hunters know how much at ease we feel when we are out in the bush Deer hunting,
when we are concentrating on hunting we think of nothing else, no financial worries, no family
worries, no work places worries, no Pandemic worries, we are healing both mentally and
Physically, we are staying fit in both body and mind, those introduced Deer are helping our
health system. Any government should be thankful of that and they should promote a
management plan that encourages and supplies a healthy herd of Fallow Deer in our state that
hunters would be pleased to hunt.

Tasmanians pride them ourselves on being self-sufficient by fishing and hunting for a feed. There
are six thousand Tasmanian hunters out there who hunt Deer every year; those hunters have
friends and family that also enjoy eating Venison that those six thousand hunters harvest. Those
hunters and their family and friends deserve a healthy managed herd of Deer; they will not stand
for a so called management plan that will lead to nothing but deregulation and decimation of our
Deer herd. I remember reading a quote from the prestigious Quality Deer Management
Association in the United States in the mid to late 1990’s, that stated “Tasmania now has the
best managed wild Deer herd outside of the U.S. “ I ask you Minister, how have we gone from
the best managed wild Deer herd to now talking about using poisons and Helicopter Gun Ships
on our magnificent wild Deer in less than thirty years? What’s next? Poisoning our introduced
wild Trout that inhabit “sensitive areas”?

Australia revolves around introduced species, from the plants and crops we grow to the animals



and birds we farm. Just because something is introduced doesn’t mean it’s automatically bad, I
wonder how many of the Deer haters in Tasmania enjoy having introduced Honey Bees around
their garden or the many species of introduced Earth worms in their soil! I wonder how many of
those people enjoy a spot of Trout fishing. After all is said and done, our Tasmanian Wild Fallow
Deer mostly eat introduced grasses and introduced crops, where as our Tasmanian Wild Trout
mostly eat native fauna!

Minister, I sincerely hope that you and your Government implement an alternative management
plan and disregard the rubbish and lies that are pushed by the radical GREEN element and the
Deer haters. The TDAC do take into consideration the views or hunters and the farming
community, an alternative plan from the TDAC will be far more acceptable to me and other keen
hunters than the management plan proposed by the Game Services Tasmania department.

Regards

Shane Broadby



 
Gun Control Australia Ltd. 
GPO Box 1951, Hobart  
Tas 7001 AUSTRALIA 

 

      
 

 
 
3 December 2021 
 
Game Services Tasmania 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 
By email: DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
 
Dear Game Services Tasmania,   
 
Re:  Draft Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to have a say in relation to the draft Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan.  
 
The first point to be made by way of submission is that it is telling that the management 
plan is originating in the Game Services section of the Department, rather than the 
Parks/Wildlife/Environment section of the Department. The latter are devoted to 
protecting biological values which are under threat by Fallow Deer. Game Services, as 
its name recognises, is there to facilitate the existence and hunting of animals, including 
Fallow Deer.  
 
Our criticism of the management plan is that its primary objective is to manage an 
introduced feral pest for the benefit of recreational hunters.  
 
Because of that objective, the draft plan does not look to protection of the environment 
and the need to significantly reduce and even eradicate Fallow Deer as a pest. Rather, 
it aims to ensure that there are plenty of deer around for people with recreational 
shooting licences to kill.  
 
The notion that the deer can be partly protected is absurd. It does not give effect to the 
need for biosecurity. It contradicts the need to manage the pest and it fails to take serious 
steps to protect the environment. Furthermore, this draft ten-year plan fails to present 
key performance criteria in terms of intended reduction in numbers of deer, and how 
those numbers are going to be reduced and in what particular period of time.  
 
The draft plan pays insufficient regard to the impact that Fallow Deer are having on 
National Parks and World Heritage Areas, because that objective gives way to the 
implicit objective of seeking to placate and support the shooting of these animals.  
 
Our suggestion is that the plan needs to be rewritten from scratch. The objectives need 
to be defined in such a way that Fallow Deer are recognised as a pest and are managed 



 
Gun Control Australia Ltd. 
GPO Box 1951, Hobart  
Tas 7001 AUSTRALIA 

 

to remove them from the landscape beyond particular and specific areas with the aim 
of protection of the environment (not protection of the activity of hunting deer).  
 
For your information, I attach to the email carrying this letter our submission on the 
draft Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021 and the draft Nature 
Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021.  
 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 
Roland Browne 
Vice President 



 
Gun Control Australia Ltd. 
Telephone: 1300 054 058 
GPO Box 1951, Hobart  
Tas 7001 AUSTRALIA 

 

      
 

 
 
28 September 2021 
 
Section Head (Policy and Projects Section) 
Natural and Cultural Heritage 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 
By email: NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
Re:  Draft Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021 

Draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission in respect to these proposed 
regulations.  
 
Gun Control Australia has no direct interest in the damage that European fallow deer 
cause to the Tasmanian landscape, including to national parks and wilderness World 
Heritage Areas.  
 
Our interest flows from how the fallow deer population drives a shooting culture in 
Tasmania. Put simply, what stands in the way of the eradication of fallow deer  – which 
are an acknowledged pest across much of Tasmania – is the entrenched hobby of 
shooting these deer. I would like to make clear that Gun Control Australia is entirely 
satisfied with the need for appropriately qualified and licenced shooters to eradicate 
this pest. Gun Control Australia, however, is strongly opposed to the maintenance of a 
population of fallow deer solely for the pleasure of those who shoot animals.  
 
Accordingly, the farming of deer should not be permitted, other than to facilitate the 
use of those deer for food.  
 
As to the proposed regulation 12 in the proposed Deer Farming Regulations, 
recreational hunting at deer farms should not be permitted. As stated above, Gun 
Control Australia is opposed to the recreational hunting of deer. There is no justification 
for it.  There is no social utility.  It is an anachronism.  Furthermore, there are 
considerable animal welfare issues associated with the “recreational” shooting of deer. 
 
In terms of the proposed Wildlife Regulations, European fallow deer should not under 
any circumstances have the status (in Schedule 8), of being partly protected wildlife. 
Again, there should be no prospect of recreational hunting of fallow deer. There should 

mailto:NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Draft%20Nature%20Conservation%20Wildlife%20Regulations%202021.pdf


 
Gun Control Australia Ltd. 
Telephone: 1300 054 058 
GPO Box 1951, Hobart  
Tas 7001 AUSTRALIA 

 

only be shooting of the deer to control and eradicate the population from areas that are 
not farms.  
 
Set out below are graphic representations of the current estimated distribution of feral 
deer and the potential occupation of deer. By any standard, this will see a dramatic 
increase in the numbers of deer shooters and the number of people who wish to 
participate in this activity. The effect of the proposed regulatory process is to promote 
a population of feral deer to satisfy the hunting lobby. This comes at the expense of 
farmers who are suffering considerable damage to their crops from feral deer, and the 
impact on the broader environment. Put simply, feral deer management in Tasmania 
presently aims to appease the interests of the shooting lobby at the expense of farmers. 
It should be managed only as a pest.  
 
 

 
      Potential occupation of fallow deer in Tasmania based on  
suitable climate and habitat                                                                suitable climate and habitat 1. 
 
 
1 Cunningham, C.,  et.al.  (2021) Dynamics and predicted distribution of an irrupting ‘sleeper’ population: fallow deer in 

Tasmania. ResearchGate. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351835171_Dynamics_and_predicted_distribution_of_an_irrupting_'sleeper'_populatio

n_fallow_deer_in_Tasmania 
 
 
Yours faithfully,  

 
Roland Browne 
director 

Current estimate of the distribution of Feral Deer  

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351835171_Dynamics_and_predicted_distribution_of_an_irrupting_'sleeper'_population_fallow_deer_in_Tasmania
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351835171_Dynamics_and_predicted_distribution_of_an_irrupting_'sleeper'_population_fallow_deer_in_Tasmania


From:
To: Deer Management Plan
Subject: Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan
Date: Wednesday, 24 November 2021 2:07:45 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the  Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow
Deer Management Plan.

The Royal National Park in Sydney, plus large areas of the state and other states have all
recognised that deer numbers will continue to grow unless effective, targeted and properly
funded programs are put in place to significantly reduce the numbers quickly.

Aerial shooting, and using heat sensing technology at night will be required.
Deer do enormous damage to the environment affecting a huge number od species, mainly
flora, but impacting fauna in many ways too. They contribute to changed ecostsytems by
selectively browsing and contribute to land loss through erosion.

They are a feral species, with no predators and should be eliminated from the landscape.

Pandering to a few dozen hunters who contribute little to the states income or reputation is
vastly outweighed by the money which can be generated by ecotourism to view the
wonderful natural landscapes that you have.

Kind Regards, 

Ralph Cartwright
Treasurer



 

Level 1, 89 Brisbane Street | PO Box 4657, Hobart TAS 7000 | Phone: 0447 266 527 
Email: admin@nrmsouth.org.au | Web: www.nrmsouth.org.au 

Game Services Tasmania 
Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania 
Via email: DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au  
 

3 December 2021 

To whom it may concern, 

Re: Comment on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 

NRM South's role in southern Tasmania is to guide and enhance the management of natural 
resources by working with a range of partners to drive effective on-ground action, collaborative 
projects and support the community with knowledge and information.  

In collaboration with NRM North and the Cradle Coast Authority we are currently finalising three 
regional 2030 NRM Strategies. The Strategy identifies regional priorities within three themes, Land, 
Water and Biodiversity. The Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan has relevance to 
all Themes in the respect that deer are recognised as causing impacts to a range of agricultural and 
forestry industries, to natural values and to significant sites such as the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Area (TWWHA). Further, some of the key principles we have identified in our Strategy are 
relevant to the Draft Plan. They are: 

• Stewardship (promoting and enabling growth and the uptake of knowledge, capability and 
practices which support the natural environment and productive landscapes to sustain 
productivity, profitability, and healthy functioning); 

• Risk and resilience (avoiding and resisting impacts, and recovery without loss of economic, 
social, or environmental functional capability or capacity); and 

• Influence (working with planners and policy developers to inform regional environmental 
and agricultural initiatives at state and federal levels). 

At a high level, NRM South supports the greater focus on managing the wild deer population. Some 
actions in the Draft Plan could be strengthened to ensure implementation will achieve outcomes 
with the greatest impact. 

NRM South has also received feedback from stakeholders in relation to the Draft Plan. There is a 
strong desire (across stakeholders and the community) to ensure the Draft Plan identifies clear 
actions and steps to reduce the rapidly expanding deer population. This expanding population is 
having an impact on farmers, the natural environment and economy. For example, a comment we 
have received is that: “it is estimated that feral deer are already costing the Tasmanian economy up 
to $100 million a year through impacts such as crop losses and the need for farmers to erect high, 
deer-proof fences”. Feedback we have received also noted the impact to forestry industries, the 
natural environment, impact to peri-urban areas and increasing road hazard. 

In response to these concerns, there are specific areas of the Draft Plan that could be strengthened: 

• Consider mechanisms to ensure the population size can be reduced (e.g. reconsider 
“Partially Protected” status of deer as a game species for hunters). 

• Include targets and timeframes for stemming population growth and spread.  

mailto:DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


 

 

• Consider stronger mechanisms to control or eradicate deer in significant areas (e.g. 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area).  

• Streamline regulation for farmers and other landowners to control deer on private 
properties (e.g. in the Midlands and Highlands) and consider mechanisms to protect 
biodiversity values from deer impacts on private land (e.g. particularly in Zone 1, Sustainable 
Hunting Zone). Private landowners who wish to control deer to protect the values on their 
property should not be constrained from doing so (regardless of Zone). 

• Consider mechanisms to improve road safety.  
• Outline the resourcing requirements and mechanisms for delivery (or co-delivery) to 

implement the plan. 

In relation to the new management zones, we note: 

• Zone 1 – Recreational hunting of deer. It is unlikely that recreational hunting will reduce or 
maintain the rapidly expanding deer population, particularly given the population estimates 
are becoming exponential (as demonstrated in Figure 3 of the Plan). We note that this Zone 
includes sensitive sites such as the Interlaken Ramsar site, which should be treated as no 
deer zones (i.e. Zone 3) 

• Zone 2 – Large areas of the east coast are included in this zone, however feedback we have 
received has highlighted that many parts of this area are sensitive to deer, including the 
Apsley Marshes and Moulting Lagoon Ramsar sites and should be a no deer zone (Zone 3). 
Stakeholders are particularly concerned that small numbers of deer are being observed in 
this area, but once the deer starting herding, the impacts to the east coast will be significant. 
It is noted that Zones 1 and 2 are close to the TWWHA boundary – the largest possible buffer 
should be maintained to this sensitive site. 

• Zone 3 – No deer. We support having a no deer zone. 

Some of our stakeholders have requested that changes be made to Tasmanian Government 
regulations to enable wild deer to be processed for meat, rather than shot deer being left unutilised. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment. If you have further queries, please contact  
at  

 

Yours sincerely,  

Nepelle Crane 

Chief Executive Officer  
 



 

  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Game Services Tasmania 
DPIPWE 
GPO Box 44 HOBART TAS 7001 
  
By email: gamemanagementplan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Re: Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan  

The RSPCA appreciates the opportunity to make comment on the proposed plan. We understand the 
policy challenge the current situation poses and difficulty in balancing diverse and often opposing 
stakeholder views and expectations. On that basis, we recognise that this plan will provide an important 
tool for the government in facilitating an improved outcome moving forward. 

In formulating this response, we have drawn on the submission we made earlier this year to the proposed 
Amendments to the Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021. 

This submission was underpinned by recognition that, in certain circumstances, it is necessary to manage 
populations of wild animals in order to reduce adverse impacts on human activities, health and wellbeing 
or the environment, and also to protect the welfare of individual animals. When undertaken, the RSPCA 
believes management activities must use methods that are humane, target-specific, and effective. The 
RSPCA also advocates the adoption and implementation of compulsory codes of practice and standard 
operating procedures for all wild animal management activities. 

On that basis, we endorse the four management objectives outlined in the plan, namely to: 

• effectively manage the impacts of wild fallow deer throughout the state 
• empower farmers, foresters, and other land managers to work collaboratively with hunters to 

achieve tailored deer management objectives 
• continue to provide evidence-based deer management 
• improve community involvement, education, and awareness of deer management. 

We would however make these points: 

• It is clear from the data in the plan that previous approaches to managing this feral population 
have not worked, and that different strategies need to be considered. 

• The RSPCA opposes recreational hunting, or the act of stalking or pursuing an animal and then 
killing it for sport, due to the inherent and inevitable pain and suffering caused. On that basis, we 
do not support inclusion of recreational hunting as a management strategy for this feral 
population.  

• The RSPCA recognises that feral deer are causing losses in production (pastures, crops, forestry), 
damaging fences and other infrastructure; and, as a result, farmers are spending significant 
amounts of time and money on trying to manage the current deer problem. This can result in less 
than desirable animal welfare outcomes.  

 

mailto:gamemanagementplan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


  

• The RSPCA supports the adoption and implementation of compulsory codes of practice and 
standard operating procedures for all wild animal management activities.  

• A standard property-based wildlife management plan (PBWMP) fits within this framework and 
would form part of the toolbox for on-farm management of feral deer.  The template should be 
accessible from the Game Service Tasmania website, and form part of a licencing approval 
process.  

• Shooting should only be used in a strategic manner as part of a coordinated program designed to 
achieve sustained effective control. Although time consuming and labour-intensive, ground 
shooting is considered to be the most effective technique currently available for reducing deer 
populations. 

• Recreational hunting can involve more than just ‘shooting’. Hunted animals are often chased long 
distances, sometimes by dogs as well as people; other parts of the body are aimed at rather than 
the head; wounded animals escape without being followed up and dependent young are often 
left to fend for themselves. The skill level of hunters is highly variable, and some are not 
motivated or required to follow standard procedures or best practice. The consequences of these 
practices are that many animals will endure significant suffering and a protracted death  

• The RSPCA therefore believes shooting of feral deer should only be performed by skilled 
operators who have the necessary experience with firearms and who hold the appropriate 
licences and accreditation. 

• In our view, then, the requirement for recreational hunters to be involved in management 
planning is, at best, superfluous and, at worst, entrenches adverse animal welfare outcomes.  

• The RSPCA believes that he current exclusion on taking antlerless deer between 16 November 
and 14 March should be maintained to minimise the risk of killing lactating females and thus 
harming any dependant fawn. 

• Whilst in principle the three zones approach proposed for managing wild fallow deer may seem 
useful, in practice this is neither desirable nor manageable. It has been clearly established that 
wild fallow deer are an invasive pest species. Thus, provisions should be made to eradicate them 
wherever they occur, as would be the case for any other invasive pest animal.  

• Having said that, if one were to accept the zoning approach, the zones as outlined do not appear 
to have clearly delineated boundaries even on paper, let alone on ground where there is no way 
of stopping animals moving across notional boundaries. Inevitably, decisions as to zones (and 
therefore management) will become subjective and open to interpretation. This will not address 
the current ambiguities in management practice and could result in even more cost and 
bureaucratic red tape. We also question the need for Zone 1, as this only complicates the plan 
unnecessarily.  

 
We would of course be pleased to provide further comment should that be required. 

Yours sincerely  

 

 
 
Jan Davis 

CEO  

3 December 2021 



From:
To: Deer Management Plan
Subject: Comments
Date: Friday, 3 December 2021 12:26:49 PM

I attended a Deer Management Plan meeting at St Marys on
the 1st of December which was helpful in terms of gaining a
greater understanding of the Plan and its
implementation.....and I note here and thank the government
employees who made the time to schedule a meeting in the
east of the State.

Comments:

1. The estimated numbers (as I understood from the
meeting) are only from surveyed areas with an unknown
number (or at least not publicly quoted number) outside of
the Zone 1 area. So the problem may be bigger than we
think and certainly there is ongoing reports of deer range
expansion across the State.

2. The Plan is only a recommended rather than mandatory
and enforceable document. Without the ability to mandate
landowners to reduce deer numbers (especially in Zones 1
and 2) its hard to see how effective integrated and co
ordinated management can be undertaken. The public
interest must override self interest on this issue. There
doesn't appear to be any targets set to reduce numbers either.
The Plan needs to have legal teeth and set targets and
timeframes for deer number reduction

3. In addition to lack of enforcement tools and targets it is
also of concern that the State Govt may not provide the level
of resources needed to manage deer even in the Zone 3 area
where deer are recommended to be  eliminated/significantly
reduced (noting that Parks and Wildlife are extremely
poorly resourced when it comes to on ground conservation



land management needs such as weed and feral animal
management). Considerable resourcing is needed to make
any progress on reducing deer numbers and if resources are
allocated the taxpayer has a right to expect a cross tenure
Statewide approach to reducing the deer population

4. The estimated growth rate of 6% per annum is concerning
and points to serious management and ecological tipping
points being reached over the next few decades if that
growth rate continues as numbers will skyrocket. Effective
action needs to be implemented urgently and for many
decades. It is appalling (you could even say Un Australian)
that a feral pest is accorded "partially protected" status...this
is a throwback to the Acclimatisation Societies of yesteryear
who advocated for and prioritised feral species over our
national flora and fauna. Deer's partially protected status
should be removed

5. It seems that impacts on biodiversity are considered
acceptable in Zones 1 (and to an extent) 2. We think deer
numbers need to reduced in all zones as there is certainly
important conservation values present in Zones 1 and 2

6. We support the Invasive Species Council Deer
Management Plan which should be implemented in full.

Regards

Todd Dudley

President 



North East Bioregional Network

Phone 



 

1st December 2021 

Farmpoint 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
PO Box 46, 
Kings Meadows 
TAS 7249 

To Whom it May Concern, 

Re: Submission on the draft Wild Deer Management Plan for Tasmania Review Panel  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission on behalf of the Vertebrate Pest Managers 
Association of Australia (the Association). 

The Association notes that Feral deer in Tasmania (referred to as ‘wild deer’ in the draft strategy) are 
significantly impacting agricultural areas, pose biosecurity concerns, cause environmental impacts, 
are a safety risk to road users and to the wider community. This strategy is necessary step due to the 
increasing distribution and abundance of feral deer, a situation that is the case both in Tasmania and 
across much of mainland Australia. Based on modelled data if left unchecked the distribution of feral 
deer and their impacts will, in time, cover most of the states and territories of Australia. 

Feral Deer numbers and the associated impacts in many areas are already at a point where we need 
new policies, proactive planning and appropriate resources allocated to vertebrate pest animal 
control in order to control feral deer and reduce their impacts.  

The Association has been working collaboratively with local, state and national government and non-
government organisations to assist in the development of tools and to promote a proactive 
approach to vertebrate pest control that recognises the important role played by industry 
professionals. The Associated has been represented on a Working Group that recently completed a 
draft National Feral Deer Action Plan. We note a submission has also been made on behalf of the 
Working Group.  

The draft plan clearly identifies areas where control is required and the level of control to be 
achieved. The Association is pleased to note the important role played by professional shooters is 
well articulated. Based on the extensive research undertaken in Victoria and New South Wales 
professional pest animal controllers using a combination of aerial shooting and ground shooting is 
the most effective and humane method. The use of volunteer organisations was not found to be 
effective enough to achieve the required outcomes in areas where significant reductions are 
required. 

The Vertebrate Pest Managers Association of Australia looks forward to engaging further with 
DPIPWE in the development of the draft Wild Deer Management Plan for Tasmania. The Association 
would welcome the opportunity to provide assistance with the development of proactive plans to 
systematically reduce the impact of feral deer on agriculture, the environment and community 
safety.  

Richard Francis 

President  
Vertebrate Pest Managers Association of Australia 
contact@vpmaa.org.au  

mailto:contact@vpmaa.org.au
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Executive Summary:

The Gutwein Government made a number of 
speci!c and reasonably detailed commitments 
to Tasmanian deer hunters ahead of the 2021 
State Election. In our careful consideration 
and response to this draft, the Australian Deer 
Association will be assessing its alignment with 
that commitment, which says that the Gutwein 
Government will:

• Provide $250,000 over two years to 
implement a new Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan for Tasmania, 
reinvigorate Property-based Game 
Management Plans, and expand wild 
fallow deer and wildlife population 
monitoring.

• The Tasmanian Liberal Government 
recently commenced development 
of Tasmania’s !rst 5-year Wild Fallow 
Deer Management Plan in consultation 
with the Tasmanian Game Council and 
stakeholders. 

• The Plan will set management objectives 
and the control techniques for managing 
wild fallow deer in areas including the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage 
Area, conservation areas, agricultural 

production land, peri-urban areas and 
satellite populations.

• A key to implementing the Plan is good 
collaboration between farmers and 
foresters and recreational hunters to 
manage wild fallow deer and browsing 
animals on both private and public land. 

• Property Based Game Management 
Plans (PBGMP’s) have been a successful 
tool in fostering such collaboration, and 
developing Quality Deer Management 
(QDM) strategies and browsing animal 
arrangements.

• A re-elected Majority Liberal Government 
will reinvigorate the use of PBGMP’s, 
to support farmers, foresters, and 
hunters working together to set tailored 
QDM objectives for managing wild 
fallow deer on their property, including 
property-speci!c game seasons and 
take arrangements, which can then be 
accredited by Game Services Tasmania. 

• The normal state-wide game season and 
take arrangements will still apply to other 
properties.

Introduction:

The Australian Deer Association Inc (ADA) is the 
peak body representing the interests of Australia’s 
100,000+ recreational deer hunters. The ADA has 
established branches in every State and Territory 
of Australia, including three in Tasmania. 

The ADA submits our views on the 
Draft"Wild"Fallow Deer Five Year 
Management"Plan (the draft plan) on behalf 
of the Australian deer and deer hunting 
community. 



Executive Summary: (Continued)

• We will expand the wildlife population 
monitoring undertaken by Government 
which will help re!ne deer and browsing 
animal management strategies over time 
and support the game hunting system 
more broadly in Tasmania.

• Expanded monitoring will also assist in 
managing the impact of wildlife as we 
continue working with stakeholders, 
including landowners, farmers and peak 
bodies.

We acknowledge and support the re-elected 
Government’s policy of “Protecting the 
Tasmanian Way of Life of Traditional Hunting” 
and their clear commitments to “Property 
Based Wildlife Management Plans” (PBWMP) 
and “Quality Deer Management (QDM). These 
two very important frameworks, when adopted 
by the majority of both public and private 
landowners, hunters and other land users 
together with the full support and commitment 
of relevant Government Departments, will 
see Tasmania, once again setting the bar for 
World’s Best Practice in the management 
of game animals and thus showing that 
hunting and animal welfare go hand in hand 
to achieve positive outcomes that support 
landowners, hunters and businesses with the 
#ow on economical be!ts that they bring to the 
community as a whole. 

The ADA feels that the proposed Draft Wild 
Deer Management plan fails on many fronts 

to deliver any real-time strategic goals or any 
clear pathway to tangible outcomes, other 
than putting more red tape in place for both 
landowners and hunters to work around.

This plan raises concerns for us on the welfare 
of deer and the sustainability of our traditional 
hunting activities.

We believe we are privileged to have this 
resource but also appreciate, if not controlled, 
the negative impact deer can have on 
competing for environmental and economic 
values. 

Fallow deer are identi!ed in Tasmanian 
legislation as wildlife, along with other native 
and introduced species. Our view is that this 
status demands that deer are treated with 
similar consideration and respect offered to 
other wildlife, particularly regarding protection 
and animal welfare considerations.

We are aware that a Greens Party aligned 
lobby group from Victoria, the so-called 
‘Invasive Species Council’, is conducting a 
cynical campaign to elicit ‘form submissions’ 
on this plan. This group recently released their 
alternative strategy that was punctuated by 
over four hundred clear factual errors. Their 
faux strategy, submission to this plan and 
any ‘form submissions’ they do solicit all lack 
credibility. We urge the government to ignore 
this misinformed, interstate political campaign 
against Tasmania’s deer management regime.
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Discussion:

Decisions on hunting or culling Tasmania’s 
wild fallow deer should be based on credible 
scienti!c research evidence to ensure:

The quality and structure of the herd is the best 
it can be, and any claimed negative impacts 
caused by deer are quali!ed and quanti!ed.

To this end, we would like the plan to include:
• Commitment to repeat the aerial survey 

conducted in 2019 biannually.
• The Management Plan should accurately 

re#ect the current population growth/
reduction relative to take numbers. i.e. 
the historical position doesn’t matter. 
What is important is the recent numbers 
and whether the population is currently 
growing or declining.

• Ongoing commitment and demonstration 
of QDM principles.

• Incentives for land managers and hunters 
to work towards the approved plan’s 
goals.

• PBWMP be required for issue of all CPT 
and third party oversight of PBWMP.

Methods to deal with deer in the proposed zone 3

For hunters, the annual breeding fawning 
and antler renewal cycles largely shape 
the best times of the year for hunting with 
minimal impact on the ongoing quality of 
the herd and not wasting the taken animal. 
Our understanding of these cycles and deer 
behaviour needs to be considered in any 
management plan we support.

We do not support the killing of male deer in the rutting cycle.

Stags and spikies are in their body best 
condition in late February to late March and 
have developed hard antlers/spikes.

Stags rut in April. During this time, they do not 
eat and lose body condition. Hormones they 
release during the rut taints their meat, making 
it inedible. Their poor body condition continues 
through to spring and must again regain body 
condition into October, mainly through lack of 
winter feed and the harshness of the winters.

In October, they cast their antlers, 
start"growing"a new set of antlers and start 
gaining body condition in preparation for the 
next rut.

Disturbing the deer during the rutting 
period extends the rutting duration and thus 
extending impacts herd quality by extended 
fawn drop producing underdeveloped fawns 
into the next winter period.



We do not support the killing of does during the fawning and lactating period 
without evidence that the current hunting and permitting arrangements are 
insufficient.

If this is to occur, we request that science-based 
research be undertaken to determine a period 
when the killing of does and fawns through this 
period can be ethically undertaken to minimise 
negative animal welfare impacts.

Fawns drop in early December and fawns are 
weened in the Autumn of the following year. 
In the early part of this cycle, the fawn is not 

usually present with its mother when the doe 
can be visible to a culler.

While feeding, the doe hides the fawn in cover, 
only returning when it feels safe to do so, 
thus protecting the fawn from predictors. This 
makes it vertically impossible for a culler to 
locate an orphaned fawn to kill it to prevent it 
from starving to death.

We do not support the commercialisation of our wild fallow deer.

We can’t see how a consistent product can be 
available commercially because of the cycles 
mentioned above and the Government’s current 
commitment to the hunting season, and the 
tradition of recreational hunting in Tasmanian.

We feel this will devalue the established 
deer"farming industry and downgrade the 
premium product produced by them and affect 
their brand.

We can see the main product only being 
turned into pet food, as it has been on the 
mainland with the failure of the process.

Commercial harvest of wild shot fallow deer 
will servilely affect the quality of experience for 
the recreational hunting and will break down 
the working relationship between them and 
landowners.

We do not support the poisoning of any wildlife.

Hunters need to be con!dent that their taken 
game animals are free from poisons and thus !t 
for human consumption.

Poisoned deer carcases present a risk to 
scavenging animals.

Poisons can remain present in the environment.

The use of poison is damaging to our 
Tasmanian Brand.

It is a complete waste of the resource of our 
wild fallow deer.
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We do not support the use of aerial devices to aid in killing or herding deer.

As this does not support our Tasmanian 
Brand.

The herding of wild animals may place undue 
stress on them and have animal welfare 
concerns.

We have general animal welfare concerns 
about this activity of killing wildlife.

It is yet to be proven that this is a cost-effective 
approach when appropriate standards are 
applied to the activity.

We support a no deer goal in zone 3, as described in the draft plan.

For many years, ADA Tasmania’s policy has 
been that deer should not be present in this 
environment in areas where they have not 
traditionally been established. This policy has 
been consistent over many years.

We are willing to assist in reducing the deer in 
this area, either on public or private land.

The ADA has a national control program 
working at varying levels and times in other 
mainland states, and we are willing to work 

towards setting up programs in these areas as 
required. (Detail attached as an appendix).

As a National Association, we can bring to the 
table a level of experience in all facets of animal 
management, from game biologists, project 
management right through to hunters on the 
ground. As with the other hunting associations 
in the State, we have many members across 
the whole State willing to assist with feet on the 
ground in controlling deer herds.

We support the introduction of an additional tag for an Immature 
Male Deer / Spikie

We support a discussion around the revisiting of Brian Murphy’s original options on
• Season timing & lengths
• Take limits / Tag issued with a Game 

Licence

• Calci!cation of deer to be able to taken 
under game licence.

We support the tagging of all male deer across the State.

This enables the policing of the current 
Regulations, which in turn deters poaching 

and illegal !rearm activities in the rural 
environment.



We support ongoing QDM principles in the traditional wild deer range as 
described in the draft plan.

The Government’s commitment to Quality Deer 
Management is basically a commitment to a 
quality experience for all parties involved true 
QDM is not about quantity but a quality deer 
herd overall. The landowners have fewer game 
animals on their property, and the hunters have 
a better quality of deer to harvest.

The hunter can spend time in the environment, 
and in many cases, this is spent with 

generations of families and friends. Without 
this access, many of us are not able to 
experience this in Tasmania.

If this process breaks down, then the tradition 
of hunting in Tasmanian also breaks down, and 
the hard work that we have all done to improve 
the quality of our wild Tasmanian deer herds 
falls into ruin, and all is lost.

We support increasing the proportion of the annual harvest/take of wild deer 
carried out under deer licences rather than the need to issue permits.

The !rst tool available to a Landowner should 
be"a Recreational Hunter during the Game 
Season

If an issue remains after this, a CPP should be 
issued to assist in controlling the problem.

We acknowledge a Landowner may currently 
not wish to have hunters on his property. An 
education process needs to be put in place 
by groups such as the Game Services Unit, 
Tasmanian Farmers & Graziers, Sporting 
Shooters Association Australia, Australian 
Deer Association and alike to educate 
landowners on the bene!ts of having hunters 
either managing or eliminating wild deer 

on their property depending on the zone in 
question.

Simply a hunter or hunting groups should be 
seen as a service to the landowner to perform 
a task on that property and should work in 
conjunction with the landowner to reach a 
common goal.

We have worked closely with the TDAC 
and have been consulted on the content 
in their proposed alternate plan (attached 
as an appendix). If implemented, we would 
support the intent of this plan with some 
minor alterations to accommodate our views 
expressed above.
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Other points that require consideration to ensure any plan to truly manage 
our wildlife, including fallow deer, are as follows:

Restructuring Game Services Tasmania due to 
loss of con!dence from the general hunting 
community in their inability to act in the best 
interest of deer and hunters and to implement 
and police current regulations. The “light-touch 
policies” in the Draft Deer Management Plan 
show that they do not have the appetite to 
manage and or police wildlife regulations.

Restaf!ng with quali!ed game management 
subject matter experts.

Setting a clear mission statement and 
objectives in line with Government policy and 
upholding them.

Work towards setting up the Game Unit as a 
stand-alone authority such as Inland Fisheries 
Commission or the Game Management 
Authority Victoria.

Even consider possibly combining IFC and a 
Game Unit to form a Fish and Game Authority, 
similar to many units are run in the USA. With 
the common goal of controlling all game 
animals and inland !sheries in Tasmania.

Legalise the use of suppressors to aid in the 
taking of animals under CPPs. This is both an 
OH&S control and enables the taking of a large 
number of animals through less disturbance.

Lowering the minimum calibre for taking of 
Antlerless Deer (Does or Immature male Deer) 
may be shot only using a projectile diameter of 
.224 or greater. The round must be capable of

delivering a minimum kinetic energy of 
1220 joules (or 900 ft-lb) at 100 metres or 
more simple State a suitably constructed 
55-grain projectile or greater.

A clear de!nition of the status change from a 
buck fawn to an immature male / spikie under 
the classi!cation “antlerless deer”. This would 
be best achieved by a set date in time. This is 
required to give the hunter a level of protection 
and knowledge in taking this class of deer 
that currently does not exist in the Wildlife 
Regulations.

Set the framework to allow the holders for a 
game licence to have their wild shot game 
processed by a third-party service provider 
for non-commercial use only, such as the 
conditions in the Wildlife Regulations that allow 
for the taxidermy of game animals.

The government should establish funding 
programs to enable associations such as ADA 
to provide ongoing education and recruitment 
of junior and mature new hunters. These 
programs aim to give landowners con!dence 
to allow hunting on their properties, both 
public and private.

Kind Regards
Scott Freeman
Tasmanian Coordinator
Australian Deer Association

E  tasmania@austdeer.asn.au
W www.austdeer.com.au
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Tasmanian Deer Advisory Committee Inc. 
 
 
 
 

 
Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Draft Plan 2021 

 
 
TDAC members have been actively consulting with both the hunting community and landowners and 
have attended all the Departments community consultation sessions. 
 
 We therefore wish to propose our alternatives and inclusions for your consideration:   
 

Proposed Zone 1 & 2 renamed as the ‘Accepted Deer Range’ 
 
This area is formerly known as the ‘traditional deer range’ where deer are an accepted part of the 
landscape. TDAC aims to ensure that deer in the ‘Accepted Deer Range’ are continued to be managed 
as a valuable hunting resource whilst encouraging population control in line with Quality Deer 
Management principals such as focusing culling activities on female deer and control excess male 
deer under a property-based permit system. An increase in regulation and red tape is not required or 
encouraged. 

GOALS 

Male Deer Season - 5 week/6 weekend season. Dated from Feb/March to April. One tag per licence 

Female Deer Season - 15th March until 15th November. No tags and no quota 

Female Deer Crop Protection Permits - 15th March to 15th November. No tags and no quota 
 
Male Deer Crop Protection Permits - Available throughout the year other than the rutting period 
and immediately prior to the declared buck season. 
 
Special Purposes Permit - Versatile and adaptable deer control for property specific circumstances  
 
 

ADVANTAGES 

• Properties and hunting groups that have arrangements in place and have no desire or need 
to change can ensure the status quo remains 

• 5 yearly crop protection permits are still available and managed as per current arrangements 
allowing harvest of antlerless deer 230 plus days per year 

• Properties with current PBWMP can apply for a male deer crop protection permit and cull 
animals as required under current conditions. This allows a certain class of male deer to be 
harvested 365 days per year 

• A change to current regulations or restrictions is not required 
• SPP gives landowners the ability to protect high value crops at short notice to reduce the 

impact of travelling deer herds on cropping programs 

 



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 

Special Purposes Permit in ‘Accepted Deer Range’: 

• SPP made available to quickly remove or reduce problem deer to an acceptable level 
• SPP can be issued to both farming and forestry operations along with hunter groups that 

demonstrate a need to reduce deer numbers in a shorter time frame under a PBWMP 
• SPP focus is purely on herd reduction and not trophy hunting 
• SPP approvals granted over the phone by Game Services Tas. and a copy of the permit 

emailed to the landowner soon after 
• SPP may include refined/relaxed conditions such as: 

- Modified harvest season for female deer (approval required from external stakeholders) 
- 10.5-month harvest season for adult male Deer (excluding rut period) 
- 12-month harvest season for immature male deer. 
- Expanded harvesting options (thermal locating devices, spotlight equipment etc.) 
- No tagging requirement for antlerless deer 
- Some commitment to collection of scientific data 

 
 

• To ensure compliance and continuity between different permits: 
- Game licence required to undertake SPP culling programs 

 
• To ensure that trophy quality males are harvested only during the declared game season: 

- Removal of antlers from the property where male deer are culled under SPP not allowed 
- If antler removal is deemed to be required, an SPP tag must be affixed  
- A copy of the SPP is the only requirement to transport male deer carcasses from the 

property for processing/consumption.  
 

OUTCOMES 
 

• Gives farmers and landholders greater flexibility to manage deer numbers i.  �� eal � ime�  
• By not permitting the removal of antlers from properties, this resolves the hunter concerns 

relating to the killing of trophy bucks outside of the declared season with spotlights etc. 
• An SPP will not interfere with other properties that do not want broadscale change 
• Commitments already made around QDM will be maintained 

 
 

Commercial Harvesting of Fallow Deer: 

• The TDAC will not support the commercial harvesting of wild Fallow Deer 
• A commercial harvest would damage Ta� ma� ia’s e�i sting deer farming operations beyond 

repair 
• Commercial harvesting would impact severely on the access opportunities recreational 

hunters that have worked so hard to secure, and may have a perverse outcome by impacting 
associated possum and wallaby control programs 

• Tasmania is famous for its self-sustainable lifestyle. The opportunities for game licence 
holders to harvest wildlife under a PBWMP should be expanded and not reduced 

• Ta� ma� ia’s Fallow Deer he� d is � al�ed a s a� i mporta� t � esource for � he � 000 Ta� ma� ia� 
recreational hunters who utilise the protein to sustain their families 
 

 



Rename proposed Zone 3 to the ‘Excluded Deer Range’ 
 

This area will encapsulate the various deer herds that are on the landscape because of translocations 
and deer farm escapees where eradication and/or extreme herd reduction is required. 

GOALS 

• Manage deer with the aim of total removal from the landscape 
• Includes TWWHA and peri-urban areas 
• Property-specific management and planning 
• Harvest and culling restrictions reduced to aid in deer herd removal 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 
Deer Range Project Officer: 
 
The Government appoint a ‘Deer Range Project Officer’ to specifically focus on: 
 

• Community engagement and public relations to enable access to outlying deer herds 
• Develop, undertake, and manage property specific culling plans 
• Collate data by assessing spotlight surveys, animal sightings and take returns 
• Deliver bi-monthly reports to stakeholders on herd reduction progress 
• Engage volunteers from reputable organisations to undertake removal programs 
• The officer will have experience in rural settings and a sound knowledge of hunting practices 

and techniques 
 
Hunting organisation engagement: 
 
Engage and interact with approved hunting organisations to assist the Department with: 
 

• Training and accreditation for individuals or groups  
• Manual labour for trapping and carcase removal 
• Hunting tactics and strategic planning 
• Ongoing management programs for the future 
• A cost recovery system for individuals removing deer in this range would result in 

further utilisation of the resource, improved social licence and a reduction in overall 
costs 

 
 
Special Purposes Permit in ‘Excluded Deer Range’: 

• SPP made available to quickly remove or reduce problem deer to an acceptable level 
• SPP can be issued to both farming and forestry operations along with hunter groups that 

demonstrate a need to reduce deer numbers in a shorter time frame under a PBWMP 
• SPP focus is purely on herd reduction and not trophy hunting 
• SPP approvals granted over the phone by Game Services Tas. and a copy of the permit 

emailed to the landowner soon after 
• SPP may include refined/relaxed conditions such as: 

- Modified harvest season for female deer (approval required from external stakeholders) 
- 12-month harvest season for adult male Deer (no exclusion in rut period) 
- 12-month harvest season for immature male deer. 
- Expanded harvesting options (thermal locating devices, spotlight equipment etc.) 
- No tagging requirement for antlerless deer 
- Some commitment to collection of scientific data 



 
• To ensure compliance and continuity between different permits: 

- Game licence required to undertake SPP culling programs 
 

• SPP iss�ed i � � Excluded Deer Ra� ge� will also allow for: 
- Harvesting of all age classes of male deer 

 
• Tagging requirements still required for male deer to ensure continuity and compliance  

 
 

 

 

Signed 

 

 

 

Andrew Winwood - TDAC Chairman 
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1. Background

The Australian Deer Association (ADA) was established with the aim of developing a stewardship of 
ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>½Ã�Ü��`�`iiÀ�«�«Õ�>Ì���Ã�v�À�Ì�i�V�Õ�ÌÀÞ½Ã�Li�iwÌ\�Ã�V�>��Þ]�iV�����V>��Þ�>�`�i�Û�À���i�Ì>��Þ°�
-��Vi��ÌÃ�v�Õ�`>Ì�����ÛiÀ�xä�Þi>ÀÃ�>}�]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ��>Ã�}À�Ü����Ì��>�Ã�}��wV>�Ì��>Ì���>���À}>��Ã>Ì����
with members in every State and Territory of Australia. In that time ADA has achieved much for the 
wild deer of Australia.

The proceedings from the national feral deer management workshop held in Canberra in 2005 
recognised that “Much research on the ecology of wild deer in Australia has been reported in 
Australian Deer, the journal of the Australian Deer Association (ADA)” and that “Most of the work 
reported in this journal was conducted by ADA members”. The paper goes on to say that up until 
then “Relatively little work has been published by people employed by State or Federal (e.g. CSIRO) 
research agencies. This contrasts with New Zealand, where most research on wild deer has been 
conducted by government agencies”. 

In the period from 2005 to 2016 the deer population in Australia grew markedly in distribution 
>�`�>LÕ�`>�Vi�>�`���VÀi>Ã��}�Þ�}>��i`�Ì�i�>ÌÌi�Ì�����v�-Ì>Ìi]�,i}���>��>�`���V>����ÛiÀ��i�Ì�
`i«>ÀÌ�i�ÌÃ�>�`�>}i�V�iÃ]�i�Û�À���i�Ì>��}À�Õ«Ã]�Ì�i�}i�iÀ>��«ÕL��V�>�`�Ì�i��i`�>°

A follow-up workshop of State and Commonwealth Government agencies was conducted in 
Ƃ`i�>�`i����£Çq£n� �Ûi�LiÀ�Óä£È]�Ü�iÀi��>�Þ��v�Ì�i�Ã>�i�«�>ÞiÀÃ��`i�Ì�wi`��>�Þ��v�Ì�i�Ã>�i�
issues. At this point it is apparent that limited progress has been made on the subject of practical 
deer management in Australia over the intermittent 14 plus years. The ADA questions whether this 
situation is acceptable.

/�i�Óä£È�«À�Vii`��}Ã���Ìi`\�“Clearly a strategic ‘reset’ is required for the management of deer 
species across the Australian landscape. The top-down politically driven ideology that plagues 
our past and current efforts needs to be replaced with a bottom-up approach involving greater 
V��À`��>Ì����>�`�iÛ�`i�Vi�L>Ãi`�ÃV�i�Ì�wV����Ü�i`}i���v�À���}�L�Ì��«���VÞ�>�`��>�>}i�i�Ì�
directions”.

Until recently the published literature regarding deer in Australia read like a “who’s who” of ADA 
�i�LiÀÃ�	i�Ì�iÞ]���Ü�iÃ]����Ài]�-�ii]��À>�Ã�>]�>�`��>�Þ��Ì�iÀÃ®���ÜiÛiÀ�Ì�iÀi��Ã�>�LÀ�>`�
recognition within the ADA that in order to maintain our reputation as “The Deer People”]�Ì�i�
organisation must refocus and adapt to the current challenges and issues facing deer management in 
Australia. 

/�i�`iiÀ�ÃVi�i����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>��>Ã�V�>�}i`��>À�i`�Þ�Ã��Vi�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�Ü>Ã�wÀÃÌ�iÃÌ>L��Ã�i`�`Õi�Ì��
the increasing abundance and distribution of Australia’s various wild deer populations.  Instances 
�v��ÛiÀ>LÕ�`>�Vi�>Ài���Ü�>���ÃÃÕi�ÀiµÕ�À��}�>VÌ�Ûi]�V���>L�À>Ì�Ûi]�V��À`��>Ìi`���ÌiÀÛi�Ì����
and broadscale ongoing management. This is what has now led the ADA to develop the Deer 
Management Initiative (DMI).
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2. ADA principles for deer management in Australia

The ADA is an organisation in Australia with the capability to inject both practical knowledge and 
a skilled volunteer workforce into effective on-going community-based collaborative management 
«À�}À>�Ã�v�À�ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>½Ã�Ü��`�`iiÀ��iÀ`Ã°����Ì��Ã�«>«iÀ]�Üi�«ÀiÃi�Ì�Ü�>Ì�Üi���Ü�V��Ã�`iÀ�Ì�i�wÛi�
«À��V�«�iÃ�Ì�>Ì�Õ�`iÀ«���LiÃÌ�«À>VÌ�Vi��>�>}i�i�Ì��v�`iiÀ����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>°�/�iÞ�>Ài\

1.  All key stakeholders interested in deer management in Australia need to be actively engaged and 
consulted.

2. Rarely can deer in broader landscapes be eradicated.

Î°� ��iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì��ii`Ã�Ì��v�VÕÃ����Ì�i��ÕÌV��i]�Ài`ÕVÌ�������`>�>}iÉ��«>VÌ]���Ì��ÕÃÌ�������}�
deer.

4. A whole-system approach is required for managing negative deer impacts.

5. An effective evaluation and monitoring strategy is essential for all deer management programs.

3. Current impediments to effective deer management in Australia

The current impediments to effective wild deer management in Australia are many and complex. It is 
ÀiV�}��Ãi`�Ì�>Ì]�v�À�>�À>�}i��v�Ài>Ã��Ã]�«À�}À>�Ã��«iÀ>Ìi�>Ì�`�vviÀi�Ì�ÃÌ>}iÃ��v��>ÌÕÀ�ÌÞ�`Õi�Ì�\�V�ÃÌ�
V��ÃÌÀ>��ÌÃÆ����Ü�i`}i�}>«Ã�>�`���ÃV��Vi«Ì���Ã�>���}ÃÌ�Ì��Ãi����Ì�>Ì��}]�`iÃ�}���}��À�`i��ÛiÀ��}�
Ì�i�«À�}À>�ÃÆ�Ì�i�Õ�>Û>��>L���ÌÞ��v�>««À�«À�>Ìi�`>Ì>Æ�>�`�Õ�v�ÀÌÕ�>Ìi�Þ]�«����Ã�«�Þ]�L�>Ã�>�`�`�}�>��
which are often passed off as “policy”. 

The ADA can either denigrate and criticise much of what currently passes for deer management and 
�ÌÃ�>ÃÃ�V�>Ìi`�«���V�iÃ����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>]��À��Ì�V>��Ü�À��«À�>VÌ�Ûi�Þ�>���}Ã�`i��>�`�Ü�iÀÃ]��>�`��>�>}iÀÃ]�
-Ì>Ìi]�,i}���>��>�`���V>����ÛiÀ��i�Ì�>�`��Ì�iÀ�ÃÌ>�i���`iÀÃ�Ì����«À�Ûi�Ì�i�Ã�ÌÕ>Ì����v�À�Ì�i�
common good. The ADA have always preferred the latter path. 

The ADA believes deer management in Australia is an Issue-Evolution situation and requires an 
understanding of the processes whereby the presence of deer and deer management has become a 
L��>�w`i�«ÕL��V��ÃÃÕi°��À>««���}�Ü�Ì��V��ÌÀ�ÛiÀÃÞ��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>��Ã�>�V�>��i�}i�v�À�
all of the sectors and stakeholders who have an interest in deer or deer management. 

/�i�VÕÀÀi�Ì�V��ÌÀ�ÛiÀÃÞ�>�`�ÃiVÌ�À�V�>Ã��>À�Õ�`�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�V>��ÌÞ«�V>��Þ�Li�iwÌ�LÞ����Ü��}�
Ì�i�>�ÃÜiÀÃ�Ì��Ì�Àii�Ã��«�i�µÕiÃÌ���Ã\

1. Where are we in the public or political life of this issue? 

2. How far do we have to go to reach a decision about objectives or management actions? 

3. How do we know whether we are making genuine progress?

4. DMI outline

The DMI is an ADA national initiative through which the ADA aims to contribute to improving 
Ì�i�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�Ã�ÌÕ>Ì�������ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>]�LÞ�«À�Û�`��}�iÝ«iÀÌ�>`Û�Vi�v�À�Ì�i�`iÛi��«�i�Ì]�
��«�i�i�Ì>Ì����>�`�ÀiÛ�iÜ��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�«À�}À>�Ã]�>�`�ÌÀ>��i`�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ�v�À�`iiÀ�
management programs and research or data collection programs associated with the deer 
management programs. 
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5. DMI objectives

1.  To ensure the appropriate management of deer by alleviating and treating impacts attributed to 
overabundant deer populations or deer present in locations /areas they are not wanted.

Ó°� ���À�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�Ì��Li�ÀiÃ«iVÌi`�>Ã�«À>}�>Ì�V]�Û>�Õ>L�i�«>ÀÌ�iÀÃ����`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì°

Î°� �/��«À�Û�`i�>��>Ì���>��Þ�V��Ã�ÃÌi�Ì]�«À�viÃÃ���>��>�`�i>Ã��Þ�i�}>}i`���`i��Ã��Ì�>Ì���ÛiÀ��i�ÌÃ�
and other Volunteer Involving Organisations (VIO’s) can partner with the ADA in order to achieve 
agreed deer management outcomes.

4.  To allow the ADA to act as the “honest brokers” who bring the various parties involved in the 
�>�>}i�i�Ì��v�ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>½Ã�Ü��`�`iiÀ��iÀ`Ã�Ì�}iÌ�iÀ�v�À�Ì�i�V������}��`]�>�`����`�«��À�Þ�
designed and or implemented programs accountable.

x°� �/��i�iÛ>Ìi�Ì�i�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>]�Ì�À�Õ}��V���>L�À>Ì����LiÌÜii��«>ÀÌ�iÀ�
>}i�V�iÃ�>�`�ÃÕL�iVÌ��>ÌÌiÀ�iÝ«iÀÌÃ]�>�`�Ì�i�>««��V>Ì�����v�ÃV�i�Ì�wV�«À��V�«�iÃ�>�`�Ì�i�ÕÃi��v�
`>Ì>����Ì�i�«�>����}]�V��`ÕVÌ]�iÛ>�Õ>Ì����>�`�Ài«�ÀÌ��}��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�Ài�>Ìi`�>VÌ�Û�Ì�iÃ°

6.  To drive or support research (including with funding and volunteer effort) that improves our 
understanding of deer and our ability to manage them.

7.  To provide a vehicle through which interested ADA members can volunteer their unique skills and 
>L���Ì�iÃ����Ì�i���*]�>�`����`���}�Ã����VÀi>Ãi�Ì�i�À����Ü�i`}i��v�«À>VÌ�V>��Ü��`��vi��>�>}i�i�Ì�
and citizen science whilst assisting land managers in addressing the impacts of overabundant wild 
deer.

6. Deer management options in Australia

The simple fact is that there are limited options currently available to manage over-abundant wild 
deer populations in Australia and amongst these limited options there are even less options that 
«À�Û�`i�v�À�vi>Ã�L�i�iV�����V]��Õ�>�i����}���}�LÀ�>`ÃV>�i��>�>}i�i�Ì°

6.1 Ground shooting 
Ground shooting is the most humane of the lethal options. Although time consuming and labour 
��Ìi�Ã�Ûi]�}À�Õ�`�Ã���Ì��}��Ã�V��Ã�`iÀi`�Ì��Li�Ì�i���ÃÌ�ivviVÌ�Ûi�ÌiV���µÕi�VÕÀÀi�Ì�Þ�>Û>��>L�i�v�À�
reducing deer populations1°�/�iÀi�>Ài�Ì�Àii��>���ÌÞ«iÃ��v�}À�Õ�`�Ã���Ì��}�>Ã�v����ÜÃ\

Volunteer. Cost-effective long-term effort with equivalent competency to paid (“professional 
�°i°�«>�`»®�Ã���Ì��}]�LÕÌ�ÃÌ�}�>Ì�Ãi`�>�`��vÌi��ÃÕL�iVÌ�Ì��Õ�v�Õ�`i`�L�>Ã�LÞ�Ì��Ãi��««�Ãi`�Ì��
ÀiVÀi>Ì���>���Õ�Ì��}]�>���>��À�}�ÌÃ�}À�Õ«Ã�>�`�ÃiVÌ���Ã��v�Ì�i�«iÃÌ�ÃiÀÛ�Vi���`ÕÃÌÀÞ�Ü��V��Û�iÜ�
unpaid hunters whether coordinated or not as competition or a threat to their interests.

Paid contractors or staff.�����Ìi`�LÞ�L�Ì��V�ÃÌ�>�`�>Û>��>L���ÌÞ

Commercial shooting.�-ÕL�iVÌ�Ì��Ì�i�yÕVÌÕ>Ì���Ã��v��>À�iÌ�`i�>�`Ã�>�`�����Ìi`�LÞ�Ì�i�V�>��i�}i�
of the requirement for consistent supply and quality of venison or by-products harvested.

1. PestSmart Standard Operating Procedure, DEEO1 Ground shooting of feral deer prepared by Trudy Sharp.
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6.2 Aerial/helicopter shooting
���`�v�À����Ì�>�����V�`�Ü�����ÃÕ�Ì>L�i�ÌiÀÀ>���>�`�Ûi}iÌ>Ì����ÌÞ«iÃ]�LÕÌ�`iVÀi>Ã��}�ÀiÌÕÀ�Ã�Ü�Ì��
ivv�ÀÌ�}i�iÀ>��Þ��>�i��Ì�w�>�V�>��Þ�Õ�ÃÕÃÌ>��>L�i�v�À����}���}����}�ÌiÀ��LÀ�>`�ÃV>�i�V��ÌÀ���>�`�
�>�>}i�i�Ì��v�`iiÀ°���}��À�Ã��v�À�L�Ì��7�À���i>�Ì��>�`�->viÌÞ�>�`�>���>��Üi�v>Ài��ÕÌV��iÃ]�>�`�
approximately three times the cost per animal as paid ground shooting operations.

6.3 Exclusion fencing
 �Ì�>�Ü>ÞÃ�«À>VÌ�V>�]�iÝ«i�Ã�Ûi�>�`�Ü�Ì��>����}���}��>��Ìi�>�Vi��L��}>Ì����Ì��Ài�>���ivviVÌ�Ûi°�
Consideration also has to be given to possible effects on the distribution and movements of larger 
�>Ì�Ûi��iÀL�Û�ÀiÃ]�«�ÃÃ�L�Þ�}i�iÌ�V>��Þ��Ã��>Ì��}�Ã��i�«�«Õ�>Ì���Ã�>�`�V��Vi�ÌÀ>Ì��}�}À>â��}��À�
LÀ�ÜÃ��}�«ÀiÃÃÕÀi�Ü�Ì����Ì�i�vi�Vi`�>Ài>����`À�iÀ�Þi>ÀÃ��À�«�ÃÌ�wÀi�iÛi�ÌÃ°�/�i�vi�ViÃ�V�Õ�`�>�Ã���>Ûi�
the effect of funnelling animals to unfenced areas.

�v�vi�V��}��Ã�Ì��Li�V��Ã�`iÀi`�>�`���«�i�i�Ìi`��Ì�V�Õ�`�Li�>�Û�>L�i��«Ì����v����Ü��}�wÀi��À�Üi>Ì�iÀ�
iÛi�ÌÃ�Ü�iÀi�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�>��Õ�ÌÃ��v�vi�V��}��Ã�Ài«�>Vi`]��°i°�Ü��`�`�}�vi�ViÃ�Ài«�>V��}�V��Ûi�Ì���>��
v>À��vi�V��}�>vÌiÀ�Ì�i�ÓääÎ��Ài>Ì�Ƃ�«��i���ÀiÃ����6�VÌ�À�>]� -7�>�`�Ì�i�Ƃ
/°�/��Ã�V�Õ�`�Li�>�Û�>L�i�
�«Ì�������«�ÃÌ�wÀi�ÀiV�ÛiÀÞ����Ì�i�Óä£�qÓä�wÀiÃ����6�VÌ�À�>�>�`� -7°

6.4 Chemical deterrents. 
At present limited effect and effectiveness – also requires ongoing upkeep and maintenance. 
Repellents (topical application of distasteful chemicals or predator scent) may be useful at high-value 
Ã�ÌiÃ]�LÕÌ�>Ài�}i�iÀ>��Þ�ivviVÌ�Ûi�v�À�Ã��ÀÌ�«iÀ��`Ã����Þ�Üii�Ãq���Ì�Ã®�7>�ÌiÀ�et al. 2010 cited in 
Davis et al]�Óä£È®°

6.5 Contraceptives and immuno–contraception. 
Very limited effect and effectiveness. Research published in 2004 (Webley et al]�Óää{®����
V��ÌÀ>Vi«Ì�Ûi�ÌÀ�>�Ã����,ÕÃ>���� -7�iÃÌ>L��Ã�i`�Ü���i��Ì��Ã�«�ÃÃ�L�i�Ì��}�Ûi�>�`iiÀ�>�V��ÌÀ>Vi«Ì�Ûi]�
V�ÃÌÃ����V>«ÌÕÀ��}]�>`����ÃÌiÀ��}�>�`�«�ÃÃ�L�Þ��>Û��}�Ì��Ài�V>«ÌÕÀi�>�`�Ài�>`����ÃÌiÀ��>�i��Ì�
«À���L�Ì�Ûi°���Ûi��Ì�i��Õ�LiÀ��v�>���>�Ã�Ì�>Ì�Ü�Õ�`���Ì�Li�ÌÀi>Ìi`����>�«�«Õ�>Ì���]�>�`�Ì�i�v>VÌ�Ì�>Ì�
Ì��Ãi�ÌÀi>Ìi`�>Ài�ÃÌ�����>Û��}�>����«>VÌ]�Ì��Ã��Ã�Ã��«�Þ���Ì�>�vi>Ã�L�i��«Ì���°

6.6 Toxins 
"Ì�iÀ��vÌi��Ì�ÕÌi`�Ã��ÕÌ���Ã�ÃÕV��>Ã�Ì�Ý��Ã�>Ài�Ã��i�Ü>Þ�vÀ���Li��}�Û�>L�i]�>�`�LÀ��}�Ü�Ì��Ì�i��>�
À>�}i��v�>���>��Üi�v>Ài]�L��ÃiVÕÀ�ÌÞ�>�`�L��`�ÛiÀÃ�ÌÞ�V��ViÀ�Ã�Ü��V��>�Üi�����v�À�i`�«ÕL��V�Ü�Ì����
Australia or overseas) are unlikely to tolerate. They also present a toxicity risk in wild shot venison 
to recreational and commercial hunters and threaten the farmed venison industry if a contaminated 
>���>��}�Ì���Ì��>�«i��>�`�Ü>Ã�ÃÕLÃiµÕi�Ì�Þ�����i`�>�`�«À�ViÃÃi`°�/�i�ivwV>VÞ��v�«��Ã����}�Û>À�iÃ�
with the mass of deer (Nugent and Yockney 2004 cited in Davis et al]�Óä£È®�>�`�v��`�>Û>��>L���ÌÞ�
(Crouchley et al. 2011 cited in Davis et al]�Óä£È®°�1Ã��}�«��Ã���Ü�Õ�`�«�Ãi�Ã�}��wV>�Ì�À�Ã�Ã�Ì������
target species in Australia (McIlroy 1982 cited in cited in Davis et al]�Óä£È®°

6.7 Biological Control 
,�Ã��>ÃÃiÃÃ�i�Ì�v�À�L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ����Ã�`�vwVÕ�Ì�LiV>ÕÃi��v���Ü��>À`��Ì��Ã�Ì��«Ài`�VÌ�V���Õ��ÌÞ�
and ecosystem-wide impacts of introduced species and because introduced species disperse and 
evolve. Biological control introductions have adversely affected non-target native species in the 
«>ÃÌ°�Ƃ�Ì��Õ}���>�Þ��v�Ì�iÃi�«À�L�i�Ã��VVÕÀÀi`����Ì�i�i>À�Þ�`>ÞÃ��v�L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ��]�Ã��i�>Ài�
ÀiVi�Ì°�	iV>ÕÃi��v���Ü���ÌÌ�i�����Ì�À��}��Ã�`��i����Ã«iV�iÃ]�V���Õ��Ì�iÃ]�>�`�iV�ÃÞÃÌi�Ã�Ì�>Ì���}�Ì�
Li�>vviVÌi`�LÞ�L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ���>}i�ÌÃ]��Ì��Ã�µÕ�Ìi�«�ÃÃ�L�i�Ì�>Ì����Ü��«À�L�i�Ã�>Ài�Ì�i�Ì�«��v�>��
iceberg. 

,i}Õ�>Ì���Ã�v�À��vwV�>��Þ�Ã>�VÌ���i`�Ài�i>ÃiÃ�v�À�L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ���>Ài���ÃÕvwV�i�Ì]�>�`�Ì�iÀi�>Ài�>�Ã��
freelance unregulated releases undertaken by private citizens (e.g. dispersal of rabbit calici virus in 
the 1990’s. 


�ÃÌ�Li�iwÌ�>�>�ÞÃiÃ�v�À�V��ÃiÀÛ>Ì�����ÃÃÕiÃ]���V�Õ`��}�Ì��Ãi�>ÃÃ�V�>Ìi`�Ü�Ì��L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ��]�>Ài�
iÝVii`��}�Þ�`�vwVÕ�Ì�LiV>ÕÃi��Ì��Ã��>À`�Ì��>ÃÃ�}��Û>�ÕiÃ�Ì��Ì�i���ÃÃ��v�Ã«iV�iÃ��À�iV�ÃÞÃÌi��vÕ�VÌ���Ã°�
���>��Þ]�L����}�V>��V��ÌÀ����v�`iiÀ�`�iÃ���Ì�>««i>À�Ì��Li�>�vi>Ã�L�i��«Ì����v�À��>�>}��}�`iiÀ�LiV>ÕÃi�
of the threat this would pose to farmed animals (Nugent and Fraser 1993).

7Australian Deer Association



7. Standards

/�i�Ƃ�Ƃ��>Ã��`i�Ì�wi`�v�ÕÀ�Ài�iÛ>�Ì�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã�Ü��V��>Ài�>««��V>L�i�Ì��Ì�i���*\

• hunter skill development

• volunteer management

• impact assessment

• program design and delivery.

�v���i��L�iVÌ�Ûi��v�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ������Ã�Ì��i�iÛ>Ìi�Ì�i�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>]�Ì�i��
it is axiomatic that the ADA must be prepared to involve itself with imperfect programs in order to 
bring about that improvement over time. 

That does not mean that the ADA is prepared to contribute to on-going sub-standard programs 
Ü�iÀi�Ì�iÀi��Ã���ÌÌ�i�ÃÕ««�ÀÌ��}�iÛ�`i�Vi]�>�`É�À������Ìi�Ì����Ì����«À�Ûi��ÛiÀ�Ì��i°�

�v���Ì�«ÀiÃi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�V���i�Vi�i�Ì��v�>�«À��iVÌ]�Ì�iÀi��Ã�>�V�i>À�iÝ«iVÌ>Ì����Ì�>Ì�i>V��«À��iVÌ�Ü����
strive to maximise their level of achievement against the relevant standards in the mid-to-long term.

���i�>�Þ�µÕ>��ÌÞ��>�>}i�i�Ì�vÀ>�iÜ�À�]�Ì�i�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã�>««��i`�Ì��Ì�i������>«��ÕÌ�LiÃÌ�«À>VÌ�Vi�
>««À�>V�iÃ°�/�iÞ�`����Ì�«ÀiÃVÀ�Li���Ü�i>V��ÃÌ>�`>À`��Ã�Ì��Li��iÌ]�LÕÌ�`iÃVÀ�Li�Ì�i���Ìi�Ì�>�`�
criteria against which the level of achievement of that standard can be assessed.

How each individual deer management project group decides to give effect to and satisfy those 
ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã]��Ã�v�À�i>V��«À��iVÌ�}À�Õ«�Ì��`iV�`i�>�`�`�VÕ�i�Ì°

�Ì��Ã���«�ÀÌ>�Ì�Ì����Ìi�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�`�iÃ���Ì�Ãii��Ì��`�VÌ>Ìi�>��>�`>Ì�ÀÞ�º��i�Ã�âi�wÌÃ�>��»�Ã��ÕÌ����
upon our partners. This paper simply sets out how the ADA will organise and conduct itself within 
��Ìi}À>Ìi`��>�>}i�i�Ì�«�>�Ã]�>Ã�`iw�i`����Ì�i�i�>L���}���ÃÌÀÕ�i�ÌÃ�i°}°��"1Ã]�«>ÀÌ�iÀÃ��«�
>}Àii�i�ÌÃ]�iÌV°®°

8.Volunteer management standards

�Ì��Ã�Ü�`i�Þ�ÀiV�}��Ãi`�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i���ÃÌ�`�vwVÕ�Ì�>Ã«iVÌ��v�Ü��`��vi��>�>}i�i�Ì��Ã�«i�«�i��>�>}i�i�Ì°�

/�i�ÃÕVViÃÃ��v�>�Þ�V���>L�À>Ì�Ûi�>ÀÀ>�}i�i�Ì��Ã�V��Ì��}i�Ì�Õ«���Ì�i�}��`Ü�����v�>���Ì��Ãi���Û��Ûi`]�
and a willingness to set aside differences of opinion at the margins in order to achieve common goals 
in the centre.

The ADA makes a distinction between membership and volunteering.

Not all ADA members wish to volunteer for the deer management programs which the ADA are 
��Û��Ûi`�Ü�Ì�]�>�`�Ƃ�Ƃ��i`�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�«À�}À>�Ã��>Þ��ii`�Ì����V�Õ`i�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ�Ü���>Ài���Ì�
ADA members.

����À`iÀ�Ì��v>V���Ì>Ìi�Ì�iÃi���ÌiÀ>VÌ���Ã]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ��>Ã�>`�«Ìi`�6��Õ�ÌiiÀ��}�ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>½Ã�National 
Standards for Volunteer Involvement.
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Standard 1: �i>`iÀÃ��«�>�`��>�>}i�i�Ì�

Standard 2: Commitment to volunteer involvement

Standard 3: Volunteer roles

Standard 4: Recruitment and selection standards

Standard 5: Support and development

Standard 6: Workplace safety and wellbeing

Standard 7: Volunteer recognition

Standard 8: Quality management and continuous improvement

/�iÃi�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã�Ü����Li�ÕÃi`�Ü�i��`iw���}��ÕÀ�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀ�i�}>}i�i�Ì���`i��v�À�Ì�i��ÛiÀ>���
«À�}À>�]�>�`�v�À�Ã«iV�wV�«À��iVÌÃ�V��`ÕVÌi`�Õ�`iÀ�Ì�i�*À�}À>�°

9. Impact assessment guidelines and principles for DMPs

The following guidelines describe the general principles which should govern and guide assessing 
Ì�i���«>VÌ��v���*Ã\

•  Scoping:�Ì��`iÌiÀ���i�Ì�i�i�Û�À���i�Ì>�]�Ã�V�>��>�`�iV�����V��ÃÃÕiÃ�Ài�iÛ>�Ì�Ì��>�«À�«�Ãi`�
DMP and the points in the decision-making process when these issues need to be addressed;

•  Technical analysis and assessment: in terms of understanding the environmental effects (adverse 
>�`�Li�iwV�>�®��v�>�«À�«�Ãi`���*]�V��«>À��}��«Ì���Ã�v�À�>V��iÛ��}�Ì�i�«À�«�Ãi`��L�iVÌ�ÛiÃ��v�
Ì�i���*]�>�`��`i�Ì�vÞ��}���Ì�}>Ì�����i>ÃÕÀiÃ�v�À�«�Ìi�Ì�>��>`ÛiÀÃi���«>VÌÃÆ

•  Reporting and stakeholder involvement: commonly through a reporting or communication 
document for the land owner / land manager as well as other stakeholders and possibly 
government agencies; and

•  Independent review:��v�Ì�i�«À�}À>���Ã��v�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�Ã�âi�>�`�ÃÌ>ÌÕÃÉ��ÌiÀiÃÌ�>�`���`i«i�`i�Ì�
review of the program and its outcomes/outputs could be warranted.

10. Deer management program criteria

�����`�Óä£È�Ƃ�Ƃ�`iÛi��«i`�VÀ�ÌiÀ�>�LÞ�Ü��V��Ì��iÛ>�Õ>Ìi�i>V��`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�«À�}À>�]�����À`iÀ�
to assess ADA’s appetite for potential or ongoing involvement.

7i�Li��iÛi�Ì�>Ì�>���`iiÀ�V��ÌÀ���«À�}À>�Ã�Ü�iÌ�iÀ�Ì�iÞ�>Ài�ÕÃ��}�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ]�«>�`�Ã���ÌiÀÃ��À��Ì�iÀ�
�i>�Ã®�Ã��Õ�`�Li�Õ�`iÀ«���i`�LÞ�Ã���`�`>Ì>�Ì��µÕ>�Ì�vÞ�Ì�i��ÃÃÕi]�>�V�i>À�Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`��}��v�Ü�>Ì�
�ii`Ã�Ì��Li�>V��iÛi`]�>««À�«À�>Ìi�ÀiÃ�ÕÀV��}�Ì��i�ÃÕÀi�Ì�>Ì�Ì>À}iÌÃ�V>��Li��iÌ]�>�`�V��Ì��Õ�ÕÃ�
monitoring and review to ensure that programs are meeting expectations.
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ƂÃÃiÃÃ�i�Ì�VÀ�ÌiÀ�>�>Ã�v����ÜÃ\�

U� ��Ã�Ì�i�«À�L�i�É�ÃÃÕi�V�i>À�Þ�µÕ>�Ì�wi`¶

• Is there a clear understanding of what is required to address the issue?

•  Is the treatment possible/feasible through simply opening the area in question to some form of 
recreational hunting (assuming that is appropriate and achievable politically)?

• Is there robust monitoring of all species of wildlife involved in the undesired impact?

• Is there robust monitoring of the environmental asset which is being impacted?

• Is there adequate resourcing to achieve the desired outcomes?

• Is there monitoring of volunteer and community sentiment?

These criteria are consistent with those published independently by The Centre of Invasive Species 
Solutions.

11. Governance and strategic fit

ƂÃ�>�Ã��}�i��i}>��i�Ì�ÌÞ]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�	�>À`�>Ài�Ì�i�L�`Þ�i�ÌÀÕÃÌi`�Ü�Ì��Ì�i�}��`�}�ÛiÀ�>�Vi�>�`�
administration of the Association nationally. Board members are asked to take primary responsibility 
for one or more key areas of ADA activity. 

���>V���Ü�i`}��}�Ì�i�Vi�ÌÀ>��ÌÞ��v�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì�Ì��Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�iÌ��Ã]���i���ÀiVÌ�ÀÃ��«��Ã�>ÃÃ�}�i`�
to Deer Management. Recognising another area in which the ADA has a long and proud history of 
>V��iÛi�i�Ì]�>��Ì�iÀ���ÀiVÌ�ÀÃ��«��Ã�>ÃÃ�}�i`�Ì��`ÕV>Ì���°

The Deer Management Initiative is intended to be a formal volunteering arrangement to be 
established within the ADA as a national Special Interest Group (SIG) which is independent of the 
current branch structure.

/�i�À>Ì���>�i�v�À�Ì��Ã�>««À�>V���Ã�Ì�>Ì��Ì\

•  allows the ADA Board to ensure appropriate governance is in place across all deer management 
programs it involves itself with;

U� �̀ À>ÜÃ�vÀ���Ì�i�Ü�`iÃÌ�«�ÃÃ�L�i�«�����v�Ƃ�Ƃ�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ]�>�`��vviÀÃ�Ì��Ãi�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ�Ì�i�LiÃÌ�
possible support;

• aligns most closely with the expectations and preferences of our partners;

U� ��>Ý���ÃiÃ�Ì�i�Û>�Õi��v�Ƃ�Ƃ½Ã���ÛiÃÌ�i�Ì����ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�V���>ÌiÀ>��ÌÀ>����}��>ÌiÀ�>�]�`iv>Õ�Ì�
�«iÀ>Ì���Ã�>�`�À�Ã���>�>}i�i�Ì�«�>�Ã]�iµÕ�«�i�Ì]�>`����ÃÌÀ>Ì����>�`�`>Ì>��>�>}i�i�Ì]�iÌV°®Æ�
and

•  facilitates heuristic* and continuous improvement.

The DMP Special Interest Group (SIG) functions under the direction of the Director of Deer 
�>�>}i�i�Ì]�>�`��Ã�ÃÕ««�ÀÌi`�LÞ�Ì�i���ÀiVÌ�À��v�`ÕV>Ì����ÀiviÀ���*�-���"À}�
�>ÀÌ®°

*“A heuristic technique, often called simply a heuristic, is any approach to problem solving, learning, or discovery that employs 
>�«À>VÌ�V>���iÌ��`���Ì�}Õ>À>�Ìii`�Ì��Li��«Ì��>���À�«iÀviVÌ]�LÕÌ�ÃÕvwV�i�Ì�v�À�Ì�i����i`�>Ìi�}�>�Ã
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12. DMI Organisation chart
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13. Expert Advisory Panel

ƂÃ�`i�vÀ���Ì�i����Ü�i`}i�L>Ãi�V��Ì>��i`�Ü�Ì�����ÌÃ��Ü���i�LiÀÃ��«]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ��>Ã�Ài�>Ì���Ã��«Ã�
Ü�Ì��>�À>�}i��v���ÌiÀ�>Ì���>��>�`���V>��iÝ«iÀÌÃ����`iiÀ�iV���}Þ�>�`�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì]�>�`�Ãii�Ã�Ì��
leverage those relationships to enhance the effectiveness of the DMP. An Expert Advisory Panel will 
Li�iÃÌ>L��Ã�i`�V��«À�Ã��}��i�LiÀÃ�Ü���>Ài�ÀiV�}��Ãi`�iÝ«iÀÌÃ����>Ài>Ã���V�Õ`��}\�>���>��Üi�v>Ài]�
Ü��`��vi��>�>}i�i�Ì�>�`�V��ÌÀ���«À�}À>�Ã]�`iiÀ�L����}Þ]�>�`�À�Ã���>�>}i�i�Ì°

/�À�Õ}��Ì�i�Ý«iÀÌ�Ƃ`Û�Ã�ÀÞ�*>�i�]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�Ü����«À�Û�`i��ÕÀ�«>ÀÌ�iÀÃ�Ü�Ì��>VViÃÃ�Ì��>�Üi���ÀiÃ«iVÌi`�
knowledge pool. Deer management projects within the DMP can call upon this pool for advice and 
guidance. It is anticipated that the data generated and learnings from the DMP will be peer reviewed 
and published both locally (e.g. in the Australian Deer Magazine) and internationally.

���iÃÌ>L��Ã���}�>�`���ÃÌ��}�Ì�i�Ý«iÀÌ�Ƃ`Û�Ã�ÀÞ�*>�i��Ƃ*®]�Ì�À�Õ}��>`���V�V���>L�À>Ì�����À�Ì�À�Õ}��
��Ài�v�À�>��V��viÀi�Vi�ÃÌÞ�i�iÛi�ÌÃ]�Ã�>Ài`�Õ�`iÀÃÌ>�`��}Ã�Ü����Li�`iÛi��«i`�>�`�Ì�>Ì�bottom up 
strategic reset which has been called for will commence.

14. Annual “State of deer management in Australia” report

ƂÃ�>��>��Õ>��iÝiÀV�Ãi]�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ�Ü����iÛ>�Õ>Ìi�>���VÕÀÀi�Ì�`iiÀ��>�>}i�i�Ì����Ì�>Ì�ÛiÃ����ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>�
Ü�iÌ�iÀ�Ì�i�Ƃ�Ƃ��Ã�«>ÀÌ�iÀ��}�Ü�Ì��Ì�i���À���Ì®�>}>��ÃÌ�Ì�i�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã��ÕÌ���i`�Li��Ü]�>�`�Ü����
publish that assessment.

*À�}À>�Ã�Ü����Li�ÀiµÕiÃÌi`�Ì��Ãi�v�>ÃÃiÃÃ�>}>��ÃÌ�Ì�i�ÃÌ>�`>À`Ã°�7�iÀi����ÀiÃ«��Ãi��Ã�ÀiVi�Ûi`]�
consideration will be given to FOI requests to obtain the necessary input data.

7�iÀi���«ÕÌ�`>Ì>��Ã���Ì��>`i�>Û>��>L�i]�Ì�i�«ÀiÃÕ�«Ì����Ü����Li�Ì�>Ì�Ì�i�`>Ì>�`�iÃ���Ì�iÝ�ÃÌ�>�`�Ì�>Ì�
particular project will be scored accordingly.

Members of the Expert Advisory Panel will be asked to be the independent reviewers of the report 
prior to its publication.

Potential exists to develop a series of national awards to recognise excellence in deer management.

15. HUNTS – the ADA Hunter National Training System

The ADA Hunter National Training System (HUNTS) is an education program for ADA Members. 
Hunter education and training is a key component of Deer Management Programs. HUNTS ensures 
that members wanting to participate in DMP operations are suitably educated and trained so that 
Ì�iÞ��>Ûi�Ì�i�Ã����Ã�Ì��Li�>L�i�Ì��Õ�`iÀÌ>�i��«iÀ>Ì���Ã����>�Ã>vi]��i}>�]�iÌ��V>��>�`�ivviVÌ�Ûi��>��iÀ°�

/�i��1 /-�ÃÞ��>LÕÃ�>««��V>L�i�Ì��Ì�i���*���V�Õ`iÃ\

U� ��i}>�]�iÌ��V>��>�`�i�Û�À���i�Ì>��
responsibilities.

• First aid.

U�  >Û�}>Ì���]��>«�Ài>`��}]��*-�ÕÃi°

U� ��Ài>À��Ã>viÌÞ]�Ãi�iVÌ����>�`��>À�Ã�>�Ã��«°

• Deer biology and behaviour.

• Bush craft and survival.
• 4WD driving and vehicle recovery.
• Hunting  equipment.
• Hunting techniques.
• DMP data collection.
• DMP Operations planning.

The ADA acknowledges that there may be variations in the core skills and training required to 
participate in programs in the respective States and will work with landowners and land managers to 
develop program requirements that are practical and applicable to the operations in their area.
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16. Definitions

Term Definition

ADA Branch 
Education Teams

Volunteers inside the ADA Branch structure who deliver training to ADA 
�i�LiÀÃ�Õ�`iÀ�Ì�i��i>`iÀÃ��«��v���ÀiVÌ�À]�`ÕV>Ì���°

DMP Program 
Manager

-i���À���*��>�>}iÀ����i>V��-Ì>Ìi]�Ü��Ãi�«À��i�ÀiÃ«��Ã�L���ÌÞ��Ã�6�"�
engagement and relationship management. Single point of contact for 
Senior VIO Reps.

DMP Assistant 
Program Manager

Delegates for Program Manager if required. Primary focus is the effective 
V���À`��>Ì�����v�ÃiÀÛ�Vi�`i��ÛiÀÞ]���V�Õ`��}�À�ÃÌiÀ��}�>�`�ÀiV�À`��ii«��}°

DMP Ground 
Operations 
Manager

�i>`Ã����Ì�i�}À�Õ�`��*���«iÀ>Ì���Ã�v�À�Ƃ�Ƃ]�������i�Ü�Ì��«���VÞ�>�`�
agreed SOP’s. Single point of contact for local VIO Reps.

Expert Advisory 
Panel

��ÀÕ���v�>V���Ü�i`}i`�iÝ«iÀÌÃ����`iiÀ�iV���}Þ�>�`�Ài�>Ìi`��>ÌÌiÀÃ]�Ü���
have volunteered their time to ensure that DMP projects have a factual 
L>Ã�Ã]�>�`�>Ài����i�Þ�Ì��ÃÕVVii`°�6�"�Ài«Ã�Ì��Li���Û�Ìi`�Ì��Ƃ*�v�ÀÕ�Ã°

The status of deer How deer are perceived by the general public.

*Formal 
volunteering

/��i�Ü�����}�Þ�}�Ûi��v�À�Ì�i�V������}��`�>�`�Ü�Ì��ÕÌ�w�>�V�>��}>��]�
taking place within organisations (including institutions and agencies) in a 
structured way.

*Leadership and 
management

The governing body and senior employees/volunteers lead and promote a 
positive culture towards volunteering and implement effective management 
systems to support volunteer involvement.

*Manager/s of 
volunteers

/�i�«iÀÃ��ÉÃ�Ü���>Ài�ÀiÃ«��Ã�L�i�v�À�Ì�i�ÀiVÀÕ�Ì�i�Ì]���`ÕVÌ���]�ÌÀ>����}�
>�`�ÃÕ«iÀÛ�Ã�����v�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ]�>�`�Ü���«À�Û�`i���}���}�ÃÕ««�ÀÌ�v�À�
volunteers in an organisation.

*National Standards 
for Volunteer 
Involvement (2015)

The National Standards for Volunteer Involvement (2015) are recognised 
as the best-practice guide for volunteer involvement in Australia. The 
Standards are the intellectual property of Volunteering Australia.

*Recruitment and 
selection

6��Õ�ÌiiÀ�ÀiVÀÕ�Ì�i�Ì�>�`�Ãi�iVÌ����ÃÌÀ>Ìi}�iÃ]�«���V�iÃ�>�`�«À�Vi`ÕÀiÃ�>Ài�
«�>��i`]�V��Ã�ÃÌi�Ì�>�`��iiÌ�Ì�i��ii`Ã��v�Ì�i��À}>��Ã>Ì����>�`�Û��Õ�ÌiiÀÃ°��

*Volunteer 
Involving 
Organisation (VIO)

Any organisation that engages volunteers may be known as a Volunteer 
Involving Organisation (VIO).

*Volunteers Those who give their time willingly for the common good and without 
w�>�V�>��}>��°

I�iw��Ì���Ã�Ì>�i��vÀ���Ì�i�6��Õ�ÌiiÀ��}�ƂÕÃÌÀ>��>�
�������>�}Õ>}i��Õ�`i]�ƂÕ}ÕÃÌ�Óä£n°
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Appendix III 
 
Commercial Harvest – Situational Analysis 



A situation analysis of commercial wild deer harvesting in Australia 
with reference to New Zealand 

From Australian Deer Magazine – Vol 45, No 5, September/October 2020 
 
Abstract 
 
This paper gives a broad overview of the state of commercial wild deer harvesting in 
Australia. An extensive literature review combined with interviews with a number of 
industry participants revealed that the commercial wild deer market in Australia has 
some potential for growth along with considerable market and supply hurdles to 
overcome. The market is constrained primarily by the logistics of processing large, 
wild harvested wildlife, limited local demand for product and a relatively low 
wholesale prices. The downturn in the hospitality sector associated with the COVID-
19 pandemic has further restricted potential for growth in the short to medium term.  
 
Introduction 
 
Twenty-two species, subspecies and varieties of deer were imported to Australia 
post European settlementi. Six species of deer are known to exist in the wild in 
Australia, having been introduced by acclimatisation societies, hunt clubs, and 
private individuals, mainly during the mid-1800’sii. Long established herds account 
for around 85% of wild deer in Australia with translocated herds making up 9% and 
escapees from deer farms around 6%. Fallow deer are the most widely distributed 
species, ranging from the sub-tropical coast and ranges of Southern Queensland in 
the North of the Country, the South of Western Australia in the West and Central 
Tasmania in the Southiii. Eradication of wild deer in Australia, whilst desired by 
someiv, is rarely a feasible management goalv.  
 
Recreational hunters are the most widely used management option chosen by 
wildlife authorities to manage wild deer throughout the world. Whilst not appropriate 
for all situations the regulation of recreational deer hunting can contribute to the 
achievement of specific aims across a variety of habitats and land tenuresvi.  
 
Effective management of wildlife requires monitoring. Having data on of the amount 
of deer in any given area allows for the assessment of the effectiveness of a 
management activityvii. Where the intention of management is the reduction of the 
negative impacts of deer it is important to quantify the impacts to justify expenditure. 
Management activities aimed at reducing vertebrate pests in Australia have a poor 
track record of monitoring despite the expenditure of millions of dollarsviii. 
 
Internationally, wild deer have been harvested for the purposes of trade and 
commerce for over a thousand years. Archaeological evidence suggests that Native 
Americans had well established trade networks, including trade with deer antlers, as 
early as 500 BCix. In the 1600’s, native people in the Americasx and Asiaxi were 
actively involved in the trade of deerskin with European colonialists. In the 1800’s, 
widespread harvesting of deer and other wildlife for the meat trade in North America 
became the impetus for the modern, North American model of wildlife conservationxii.  
 



 
Processing for commercial sale 
 
Farmed venison market 
 
The farmed venison market in Australia has been established since the early 
1970sxiii. In 2016, the herd in deer farms Australia wide was circa 40,000 head with a 
national annual slaughter of circa 7,000 head, down from a record slaughter of circa 
32,000 head in 2002/03. Domestic consumption accounts for approximately 10% of 
the market. Around 100 farmers remain in the industry, down from a high of over 
1,500 in the early 1990sxiv. In Tasmania where the commercial farmed deer herd 
was established from trapped wild fallow deer, farmers have moved off into other 
industries following a rapid collapse of the marketxv. The farmed venison industry 
relies on the leveraging of value-added products such as velvet sales, antler chewsxvi 
for the pet food marketxvii and small-scale ‘trophy’ huntingxviii.  
 
Wild harvest in Queensland 
 
Wild deer are harvested commercially in Queensland, typically incidentally to the kill 
by harvesters involved in the wild macropod harvestxix. A North Queensland based 
company, Tusker Australia, process around 1,000 Chital deer a year from the 
Charters Towers area. Wild deer have also been commercially harvested around 
Stanthorpe in Southern Queensland. To participate in the wild venison trade, 
macropod cullers need to equip their vehicles with additional, specialised racksxx.  
 
Wild harvest in Victoria 
 
In March 2018, the Victorian Government passed changes to legislation to enable 
wild venison to be harvested for human consumption and pet food by approved field 
harvesters. Animals are required to be delivered whole and into a cooling facility 
within two hours of harvest (daytime harvest) or two hours after sunrise (night time 
harvest). Harvest predominately happens during the night time where animals are 
more detectable with thermal imaging equipment and spotlights.  
 
A private company, Wild Game Resources (WGR), contracts harvesters and 
processes venison from Victoria at a facility across the border in Howlong, New 
South Wales. Volume fluctuates between 60 and 120 carcasses a week with almost 
all production being for export pet food to the United States of America. WGR offers 
a base rate for farmers of $0.25 per kg of carcass weight and pays harvesters a flat 
$2 per kg. WGR currently has 47 harvesters on the books with between 7 and 10 
that are active. Work effort for active harvesters varies from 4 nights a week to one 
or two nights a month. Initial set up costs for harvesters (excluding vehicle costs) are 
in the range of $30,000 and $40,000, including around $7,000 for a vehicle rack, 
$9,000 for a thermal scope and $9,000 for a thermal monocular. Ongoing 
accreditations and insurance cost harvesters a further $2,000 or so per yearxxi.  
A boutique, Western Victorian based abattoir, Koallah Farms, commenced 
commercial processing of wild shot venison for human consumption in early 2020 as 
a means of keeping the plant working and busy as a supplement to their kill for 



service work and farm gate sales. Koallah is a domestic abattoir (no export licence) 
and focuses on putting prime cuts into the human food chain whilst selling lower 
grade meat through the pet food market. A mobile depot (a 12 m refrigerated trailer) 
has been positioned in Kiewa in North East Victoria and takes in between 25 and 30 
deer a week (predominately sambar). Koallah is paying harvesters $2 per kg of 
carcass weight (headless). Koallah intends to focus on high end food service 
markets and sees potential to process up to 70 animals per weekxxii.  
 
Traceability is achieved with tags on animals with property identification codes.  
 
Wild harvest in New South Wales 
 
Wild harvest in New South Wales operates along similar guidelines to those in 
Victoria, although a more mature commercial harvester pool is present owing to an 
established history of commercial macropodxxiii and wild pig harvestxxiv.  
 
Lethal control of overabundant deer is widespread in New South Wales, however, 
utilisation of carcasses is uncommon.  
 
A Lismore based business, Fair Game, processes around 16 deer a week, sourced 
from six licenced harvesters who also shoot macropods. The business is not yet 
profitable for its operatorxxv.  
 
Wild harvest in South Australia 
 
There are currently five licenced commercial processors licenced in South 
Australiaxxvi. A small range of wild venison products (prime cuts) are packaged and 
retailed through independent supermarkets by Macro Meats under the ‘Gourmet 
Game Venison’ labelxxvii.  
 
Export 
 
Mature export markets show a clear preference for farmed venison over wild 
harvested meat. Factors in this include reliability of supply chains, traceability and 
consistency of product. In New Zealand in 2015, farmed deer accounted for 96% of 
the total export market for venisonxxviii.  
 
The only notable export of wild shot venison from Australia is for pet food markets in 
North Americaxxix.  
 
Domestic 
 
Venison is not popular as a table meat in Australia. For every 1 kg of commercially 
produced venison consumed domestically in 2003/04, 7,019kg of beef was 
consumedxxx. Almost all domestic venison is consumed in the upper-end food-
service industry or as low value products such as animal feed.  
 
 



 
Processing for charitable purposes 
 
In New Zealand the Fiordland Wapiti Foundation (FWF) runs a joint programme with 
the Department of Conservation (DOC) to manage the impacts of wapiti deer. The 
foundation has controlled the animal numbers in the Fiordland National Park since 
2004 and funds aerial control and recovery with donations from hunters taken during 
the annual wapiti ballotxxxi. In years with high market prices, the venison harvest 
subsidises the control, in poor years the income from hunting subsidises control. In 
2020 the FWF and its partners donated 18,000, one-kilogram packages of venison to 
foodbanks across New Zealandxxxii.      
 
Processing for personal consumption by recreational hunters 
 
Regulatory changes made in Victoria in December 2019 make it possible for 
recreational deer hunters to have wild deer processed in unlicensed meat processing 
facilitiesxxxiii. These facilities are not licenced by PrimeSafe (the meat safety 
regulator) and are not regulated for safety or hygiene.  
 
The formation of the industry has been slow due to primarily to COVID-19 
restrictions on hunting and a lack of guidance for both operators and hunters. A 
small number of operators are beginning to offer servicesxxxiv.  
 
Deer density control 
 
New Zealand 
 
The commercial recovery and export of venison from New Zealand began with trial 
shipments to the USA around 1958xxxv. The number of deer harvested for venison 
peaked around 1972 at 133,000, and then dropped to about 20,000 per year 
between 1982 and 2000xxxvi.  
 
The impact on commercial control on deer densities varies markedly between 
habitats, with the significant reductions occurring in alpine grasslands where deer 
are highly vulnerable to aerial hunting. The smallest decline happened in low 
elevation forests where deer have some protection from detectionxxxvii.  
 
South Australia 
 
A limited (two week) trial in the Upper South East region of South Australia utilised 
commercial harvesting as a tool for overabundant wild deer mitigation. There is no 
clear follow up or monitoring in place to measure the ongoing effectiveness of the 
approachxxxviii.   
 
 
 
 



 
Other commercial use of wildlife in Australia 
 
The kangaroo industry has consistently failed to achieve use levels anywhere near 
the maximum sustainable quota, at which real conservation benefits would be 
delivered. In 1994 the kangaroo take was 79% of the annual quota. In 2014, 20 
years later, it was as low as 25% of the quotaxxxix. Notwithstanding cultural 
impediments to the consumption of kangaroo meatxl, it remains considerably more 
popular than venison as a food choice in the niche meat industriesxli.  
 
COVID-19 
 
The impacts of COVID-19 have significantly restricted the scope for the market of 
wild shot venison in Australia and beyond.  
 
Export markets for all meat have been impacted with downturns as high as 50%xlii. 
New Zealand has seen export venison markets collapse, resulting in usually saleable 
venison being donated to foodbanksxliii.  
 
The COVID-19 restrictions have resulted in a loss of millions of jobs and billions of 
dollars in revenue for the restaurant sector worldwidexliv. High end restaurants, a key 
market for wild shot venison, have been heavily impacted with a number of venues 
(industry sources estimate 30%) closing permanentlyxlv. 
 
Conclusions 
 
As exotic (introduced) wildlife in Australia, decisions concerning the management of 
wild deer are too often driven by ideology rather than by a sound factual basis.  
 
Threats posed by wild deer tend to be wildly exaggerated, this is particularly the case 
when it comes to traffic accidentsxlvi and the transmission of agricultural diseasesxlvii.  
 
The links between the presence of wild deer on agricultural enterprises, their impacts 
and subsequent economic loss are likewise, typically poorly quantified and 
exaggeratedxlviii.   
 
The market for wild shot venison in Australia is small and developing.  
 
The experience of ‘boom-bust’ nature of the farmed venison industry and the wild 
harvesting in New Zealand suggest that expansion will be slow and that market 
saturation levels will be limited.  
 
Preferred local outlets for prime cuts in particular will be particularly constrained for 
the foreseeable future due to the COVID-19 related downturn.  
 
Commercial harvest has the potential to assist in overabundant wild deer population 
management, although the value and scale of that can be overstated.  



 
Further research into potential market opportunities should precede any further 
government investment or regulatory change.   
 
Government should also consider the impacts on the farmed venison industry and 
recreational hunting of any proposed regulatory changes.  
 
Effort should be extended to the creation of a branding and self-accreditation 
scheme for the processing of wild shot venison for personal consumption to allow the 
industry to expand and for recreational hunters to be able to present their harvest 
with confidence.  
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From: Bruny Is. Environment Network
To: Deer Management Plan
Subject: Draft Management Plan
Date: Friday, 3 December 2021 5:05:27 PM

Dear Sir/Madam,

In the past our network has raised the issue of fallow deer on Bruny Island which we see as
a real threat to the natural values of the island and to agricultural ventures. We do not
regard deer as a species that should be allowed to roam in any part of Tasmania.

It is pleasing to see the management plan recommends culling and removal of deer outside
of core areas and we urge that priority funding be given towards removal of deer in Zone 3
and especially island populations such as Bruny Island.

Regards,

Marg Graham
Secretary

BIEN Inc
mob 
WWW.bien.org.au

       

brunybirdfestival.org.au

  

mailto:bien.network@gmail.com
mailto:DeerManagementPlan@nre.tas.gov.au
http://www.bien.org.au/
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Our ref.: S01-02-005 

 

23 July 2020 

 

 

 

 

Mr Tim Baker 

Secretary, Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Office of the Secretary 

Tas Plan Building 

1 Franklin Wharf 

HOBART   TAS    7000 

 

 

 

Dear Mr Baker 

 

RE:  Risks from Fallow Deer on Roads 

 

In a recent incident a motorcyclist was seriously injured when he collided with a fallow deer 

on the Bass Highway in the vicinity of the South Esk Bridge, Hadspen, prompting this letter. 

 

Fallow deer have been of considerable concern to Council over recent years, as their 

numbers appear to be on the increase. Deer pose a significant risk to commuters, particularly 

around dusk and dawn when they can be hard to see. 

 

Given that deer range into our peri-urban and agricultural landscapes, we are seeking advice 

on control options for a pest that has proven its ability to cause serious harm or death. 

Traveller’s Rest and Mole Creek are known hotspots for deer incursions. 

 

Fallow deer are a regional issue that is beyond the scope of Meander Valley Council to 

manage and take a lead on. We are looking for leadership and a commitment from the 

Tasmanian Government to address a known and serious public safety issue. Meander Valley 

Council is willing to assist as needed. 

 

The recommendations from the Tasmanian Deer Advisory Committee’s “The Way Forward 

For Tasmania’s Fallow Deer” (25 July 2019) and the Tasmanian Government’s “Response to 

the Legislative Council Government Administration Committee “A” Inquiry and Report on 

Wild Fallow Deer in Tasmania (25 July 2019) are silent on the issue of deer risk to traffic and 

the general public. 
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Former General Manager Martin Gill corresponded with  Manager Game 

Services Tasmania on 29 May 2019 regarding the issue of deer on roads.   

acknowledged the increasing problem and suggested that “…a community based 

management strategy would be most effective…” with Local Government support. 

 

Council would appreciate an articulated response on what a community based management 

strategy might look like and how it would be effective given the limitations of Local 

Government.  It is, on face value, difficult to see how a community based approach could 

achieve effective management of fallow deer and the related risk. 

 

In summary, fallow deer pose a road safety risk.  Meander Valley Council is seeking the State 

Government to identify and implement practical strategies to prevent further harm or death 

to road users. 

 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

John Jordan 

GENERAL MANAGER 

 

 

cc Hon Guy Barnett MP 

Version: 1, Version Date: 02/03/2021
Document Set ID: 1419776



 

 

 

 

 

2 December 2021 

 

DPIPWE 

PO Box 46 

Kings Meadows, TAS 7249 

Email: deermanagementplan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

 

Re: Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 

 

To whom it may concern, 

The Tasmanian Land Conservancy (TLC) is a for-purpose, apolitical, conservation organisation that 
protects nature on private land (www.tasland.org.au). Our vision is for Tasmania to be a global 
leader in nature conservation. Through various programs and initiatives, we look after Tasmania’s 
unique natural places, rare ecosystems, and the habitat of threatened plants and wildlife on private 
land. We value nature and the cultural, social and economic benefits it provides us all.  

As one of Tasmania’s largest private landholders, we protect and manage areas with significant 
conservation values for nature and for the public good. We also work with local landholders and the 
broader community to conserve nature, connecting habitat to build resilience across the landscape.  

As detailed in our submission to the Wildlife Regulations Review (30 September 2021), the TLC have 
observed significant increases in the number of deer across our properties over recent years. In 
addition, we have also observed an increase in the spatial distribution of deer; in 2016, the TLC 
identified fallow deer on two more of its properties for the first time. Fallow deer were seen on our 
Vale of Belvoir Reserve near Cradle Mountain where the previous landholders reported never having 
seen deer in this landscape before, and deer were seen on our Lutregala Marsh Reserve on Bruny 
Island.  

As a private landholder committed to managing land for conservation purposes, the TLC is seriously 
concerned at the level of environmental damage that is being caused by this introduced species, not 
only on our properties but also more widely across the Tasmanian environment.  We also note that 
the cost of management of this species is significant to our organisation. 

General Comments 

Deer management is a complex issue in Tasmania, and we commend the Tasmanian Government for 
all the hard work that has gone into the development of the draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan (the Plan). The intent to remove deer entirely from some areas of the state is 
particularly pleasing to note, and we are happy to work with the government to help achieve this 
objective. We also welcome the Plan’s intent to provide greater scope and ability to landholders to 



 

 

enable them to control deer, and look forward to greater clarity as to what this means in practice 
across each of the deer management zones (as detailed below).  

 

1) De-listing wild fallow deer 
To protect Tasmania’s natural values and agricultural assets, the Plan should support rescinding wild 
fallow deer as a partly protected species under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021. 
Deer should be removed from Section 3 (Interpretation) of the regulations and from Schedule 8 
where they are prescribed as partly protected wildlife. This will allow deer to be managed as a pest 
species under Tasmania’s Biosecurity Act 2019, as appropriate. Landholders should be able to freely 
reduce fallow deer on their property provided approved humane methods are used. 

2) Clear targets and timelines 
Clear targets for the reduction in overall numbers of deer across the state and for each of the 
identified zones should be included in the Plan, as well as associated high-level timelines. Setting 
targets for population reductions is a critical component in setting the scale and scope of the Plan, 
and this should not be left to the implementation strategy. Without these, it is difficult to 
understand and comment on whether the draft Plan will be adequate to address the deer problem 
in Tasmania.  

3) Protection of natural and cultural heritage values 
In recognition of the outstanding biodiversity and cultural heritage values of Tasmania, the Plan 
must include goals and objectives specific to the protection of natural and cultural values.  The Plan 
includes social and population goals, but they are vague and not targeted at the protection and 
conservation of natural and cultural values.  For example, the midlands of Tasmania is an 
internationally recognised biodiversity hotspot, yet a large proportion of this area is in zone 1 and 
regardless of the landowners capacity to manage deer in the is zone there will consequently always 
be incursions and threats by deer to the outstanding natural values. 

4) Resourcing 
The success of any plan will be dependent on appropriate levels of resourcing. Given the scale of the 
deer issue in Tasmania and the need to act quickly to bring this under control, the Tasmanian 
Government will need to ensure commensurate resourcing to implement the Plan, particularly in 
terms of research, population monitoring and compliance. We look forward to further details on 
budget allocations in this regard. 

Comments on the Management Objectives 

5) Management Objective 1 
Sustainable Hunting Zone (Zone 1) 

While the general principle of creating different zones for deer management across Tasmania may 
be sensible, the language and intent of having a ‘sustainable hunting zone’ is problematic. In 
particular, it raises the question as to how deer will be managed ‘sustainably’ within the sustainable 
hunting zone. In the Plan it appears that landholders have a great deal of discretion as to how they 
manage deer on their own property, and as such while some landholders will be working to reduce 
numbers others will be focused on maintaining or building their populations. What does this then 
mean for the overall, landscape and regional level population numbers for Zone 1, and how will this 
be sustainably managed at the regional level?  



 

 

Deer are already having significant impact on agricultural, natural and cultural values in the midlands 
of Tasmania, and as such the objective in this zone must surely be to reduce population growth and 
numbers. Given that a large part of the “traditional deer range” is in a nationally listed biodiversity 
hotspot and the impact of deer on native vegetation is well recognised, having a sustainable hunting 
zone in this area seems to be at odds with the goals for managing biodiversity at the state and 
Commonwealth level.  

It is unclear in the Plan how a landholder in zone 1 will be able to manage deer populations on their 
property. For example, if a landholder wishes to eradicate feral species from their property, it would 
appear they would need to develop a new Property-Based Wildlife Management Plan, or otherwise 
seek a one-off permit, both of which are additional imposts on a landholders time. However, as 
stated in the Plan, “[h]arvest and culling restrictions apply as determined by property managers and 
hunter groups if under a PBWMP, or defaults to take restrictions as per Regulations and current 
policy if not under a PBWMP”.   

As such, we would appreciate clarification on the following: 

• the ability of landholders in zone 1 to eradicate deer from their properties without the need 
for a PBWMP or a one-off permit; and 

• whether having a PBWMP will enable a landholder to take deer above the current level 
allowed under the regulations (with regard to number taken and timing/season).  

It should also be noted that our properties are under constant threat of re-incursion from 
neighbouring properties, where they are not managing their deer populations or are managing for 
hunting. This can be a frustrating experience and hugely costly for many landowners. Protections for 
landholders in this regard are not reflected in the Plan.  

We would like to recommend that the Department makes available clear maps, preferably electronic 
files, identifying the three proposed zones. This will allow us and all landowners to understand the 
zones at the property level. 

Evaluating deer management tools 

The TLC are happy to work with the Department to trial new control strategies should there be that 
opportunity.  In particular, areas west of Bronte Park or the central east coast where deer are now 
frequently recorded on wildlife monitoring cameras. 

Enhanced Deer Farming Regulations 

While it is commendable to have better regulations around deer farming, enforcement of the 
regulations will need to be increased and established deer farming operations may need to be re-
evaluated and licenced in light of the new regulations. 

6) Management Objective 2 
The greater flexibility for landholders through “lighter-touch” policies and PBWMPs would appear to 
be a reasonable objective and will hopefully lead to more opportunities to take deer as desired. 
However, it is not completely clear if this is dependent on landholders developing a PBWMP.  In zone 
1 landowners should be able to control feral species on an ongoing basis as they see fit and not be 
reliant on one off permits/agreements or property plans to take. 

7) Management Objective 3 
We are pleased that monitoring of populations will continue and note the research on the impact of 
deer as vectors of disease will be a priority in the plan. The Tasmanian Government should ensure 
there is appropriate resourcing to allow for adequate monitoring and research. 



 

 

8) Management Objective 4 
As stated in the Plan there is acknowledgement that public safety is a key concern, with partnerships 
and collaboration to be strengthened to support enforcement activities with a focus on anti-social 
and unsafe behaviours. We are highly supportive of this, and encourage continued enforcement of 
unsafe behaviours. From time to time our field staff have encountered illegal access associated with 
deer hunting, which has potential for personal safety concerns as well as impacting our resourcing.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and we look forward to the associated implementation 
strategy. 

 

 

Regards,  

 

 

James Hattam 

CEO 

Tasmanian Land Conservancy 

  

 

 



3 December 2021 

Game Services Tasmania 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TASMANIA 7302 

By email: DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

To whom it may concern

Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan – Public Consultation 

Forico Pty Limited (Forico) is Tasmania’s largest private forest management company. Forico 
manages 170,000 hectares of freehold land and has joint venture relationships with several 
hundred private landowners to grow plantation forests. 

Forico generates more than $180M p.a. in export revenue for Tasmania, 80% of which is 
returned to the Tasmanian economy for goods and services. 

Forico identifies its purpose as ‘the custodians of the natural environment, trusted to make the 
best use of natural resources for future generations’. 

To support this purpose, Forico positions itself as an industry leader, certifying its forest 
management against two of the world’s best environmental standards; Forest Stewardship 
Council® (FSC®), and the Responsible Wood Certification Scheme. 

Given the context above, Forico is significantly invested in matters relating to the European 
Fallow Deer and appreciate the opportunity to participate in a timely review of Government 
policy, specifically the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan (Plan). 

Forico’s position in relation to the Plan is as follows; 

1. As a foundation principle, European Fallow Deer should be delisted from Schedule 4 -
Partly Protected Wildlife

As a leader in forest management, Forico recognise European Fallow Deer in Tasmania as a 
feral species and have sustained a value statement that feral deer in Tasmania should be 
deregulated, empowering private landowners to manage the species as they wish. 
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Forico considers it absurd that feral deer are more highly protected than Tasmania’s native 
fauna, and that minority groups can dictate rights to primary producers who are responsible for 
environmental stewardship and economic wealth creation for all Tasmanians. 

Advocates for protection of feral deer are quickly losing social licence, with widespread 
recognition of feral deer as; 

- A population that is growing out of control and invading most regions of Tasmania
- A browsing impact to farmers and foresters that impacts Tasmania’s Agri Vision 2050

targets, and associated forest growth plans
- An unnecessary compliance burden to landowners in the form of administration and access

by third parties
- A safety risk for road users, which will inevitably result in a contribution to road death

statistics.

Accordingly, Forico seeks to have European Fallow Deer delisted from Schedule 4 – Partly 
Protected Wildlife. 

2. Management Zones (1,2,3) need to be amalgamated with management prescriptions
as per Zone 3 - providing a consistent regulatory approach for all landowners.

It is unreasonable for any landowner to carry the financial and environmental burden of housing 
and feeding a feral species for the recreation of a minority group. Forico manage significant 
areas of land in Zone 1 which are impacted by mobs of feral deer that impact the viability of 
plantation forestry, and any other primary production enterprise in the landscape.  

- Management zones should be abandoned, and a consistent approach applied across all of
Tasmania.

- The overall intent of the plan should be to manage populations down to a level whereby
impacts to primary producers, the natural environment and road safety are minimal.

- The plan should encourage landowners to prepare a Property Based Wildlife Management
Plan (without the proposed endorsement of recreational hunters) and where these exist the
landowner should have the freedom to manage their land according to their own
management objectives.

Under the existing system and the current Plan proposal the recreational hunters receive all the 
benefit of hunting feral deer whilst private landowners bear all the cost ! 
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3. Permit and tagging controls need to be abandoned to align with established
government objectives of removing regulatory barriers to economic growth in our
primary production sector.

It is absurd that Tasmania’s landowners have the imposition of a feral species that has 
exploded in population, geographic range and impact, all arising from inadequate government 
policy that appeases a minority group with no investment in the land, the environment, nor the 
economic realities of primary production. Compounding this, landowners are expected and 
required to absorb the bureaucracy and cost of 4 separate Property Protection Permits, and the 
health and safety impacts of adhering tags in spotlight environments.  

In summary, Forico is actively seeking political leadership to deregulate feral deer in Tasmania, 
empowering private landowners to make sensible decisions to protect the environment, the 
economy and public safety. 

Regards 

Bryan Hayes 
Chief Executive Officer 



To whom it may concern, 

 

Connorville Hunting group is a recreational hunting group providing Connorville station with a  
membership group of recreational hunters controlling vermin whilst maintaining a strong focus on 
Hunting values, and we believe this is an opportunity to have our say on what we think is the way 
forward for Fallow deer QDM in conjunction with Land owner approval. 

 

It is unfortunate that the recreational hunter and land owner find ourselves being held back by 
government department issues with applications and requests to better manage the fallow deer 
population within Tasmania. 

 

We can provide an example of an application to the GMSU to cull antlerless deer, which to this day 
that application has never been acknowledged, and at the time antlerless deer were having a 
significant impact on Connorville as a business, and this was witnessed through invite by a GMSU 
official, hence the reasoning behind the Connorville recreational hunting group having no confidence 
in being able to manage the fallow deer herd through the appropriate channels of the applications 
process. 

 

The “RUT” is somewhat of an important issue to the fallow heard in Tasmania…WHY? 

 

1. Tax payers money is being spent to patrol both in the field and by means of Helicopter to 
prosecute the illegal harvest of a Fallow buck outside the allocated season period. Would it 
be a feasible option to allow ALL recreational hunters to maintain a presence during the  
‘RUT” period on that particular property to harvest that particular Stag that would be taken 
illegally any way, and this is also a fantastic opportunity to harvest the inferior or 
management bucks during this “ RUT” period which will then intern provide a better quality 
heard, a deer management practice that currently adopted throughout the world. 

 

2. To our knowledge Tasmania the only state in Australia that doesn’t allow the recreational 
hunting of male deer during the rut period, WHY? The illegal hunting of male fallow deer 
during the “RUT” period will always be an issue within Tasmania whilst the recreational 
hunter is denied the ability to participate in an extended season, therefore proving the 
opportunist un interrupted access to trespass and illegally take a Fallow buck out of the 
currently allocated season, which currently is costing the tax payer a considerable amount of 
funding to manage. 
 

We don’t believe that Fallow Stags are the real issue to combat to overpopulation of Fallow deer in 
Tasmania. The GMSU spent considerable time and money to introduce QDM under the advice of 
Brian Murphy. QDM Is often used to defend what is actually required to bring the Fallow deer herd 
in Tasmania to manageable level, but Brian Murphy always maintained that to have a quality 
manageable deer herd in Tasmania, the ratio needed to be 2 does per 1 stag, so more access to 



harvesting does is need to be acknowledged and approved to better manage the population of 
fallow deer in Tasmania, therefore also adopting the QDM practice. 

 

Landowners need to be able to manage deer populations instantly. It is not feasible to expect a Land 
owner to apply for permits to either be delayed or not approved whilst irreversible damage is being 
created by an over population of Fallow deer to improved pastures and cropping. 

 

We look at the over population of Sambar deer in Victoria at the moment and the tax payer funds 
being spend to better manage the deer herd. This is another example of not enough antlerless deer 
being harvested (Hinds). We would ask the question, would a Stag maintain his presence in a World 
Heritage Area if no does were present? The simple answer is NO. Currently if a Landowner has too 
many Rabbits, they are managed all year round and if a Landowner has too many Bennett’s Wallaby, 
they are managed all year round, why is Fallow deer in Tasmania any different? 

 

In closing our submission to support the Land owner to manage deer populations on their land, as 
recreational hunters we cannot but wonder if the GMSU had of been involved with the Landowners 
and recreational hunters to better manage the fallow deer herd in Tasmania from a sustainable 
point of view, we may not have ended up in the situation we find ourselves in currently. We believe 
we have been miss represented from a minority of hunters who have lost the perspective of QDM in 
co-operation with the landowner. Some of us have children which are showing interest in hunting, 
we believe that the recreational hunter and landowner can work together to adopt a QDM plan for 
many years to come, if allowed to opportunity through what should be the new Fallow Deer 
Management for Tasmania. 

 

If required the Connorville Hunting group would be available to discuss past experiences to hopefully 
develop a better future for Fallow deer hunting in Tasmania for Family, Friends, General Public and 
the Landowners. 

 

Thank you 

Connorville Hunters Inc 
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DRAFT TASMANIAN WILD FALLOW DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN

 

SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF TASMAN LANDCARE GROUP

 

Tasman Landcare Group is based on the Tasman Peninsula.  Group
activities cover the Tasman and Forestier Peninsula’s and the adjacent
area east of Carlton River and south of Wielangta State Forest.

The proposed zones are a sensible first step in controlling rising deer
populations and our group broadly supports the boundaries and
management principles.

Our Group agrees with the impacts identified in the plan of wild deer,
especially the significant environmental impacts.  Loss of biodiversity,
forest conversion and damage to agriculture and forestry resources are
particularly relevant to our region.

One area of concern to our group is the possibility of breaches of
responsible animal welfare with the uncontrolled shooting proposed in
Zone 3.  The orphaning of suckling fawns is potentially an unintended
consequence of the draft plan.

All of  the Tasman Landcare Group “catchment” area is in Zone 3.  The
zoning map shows isolated pockets of wild deer on the Tasman
Peninsula.  There are plenty of anecdotal reports from reliable sources
of small numbers of wild deer on the Forestier Peninsula as well.

It appears that the draft plan has missed an opportunity to permanently
eradicate wild deer populations from geographically isolated areas
around Tasmania.  Tasman and Forestier Peninsula’s, Bruny Island and
King Island are all areas that have isolated wild populations that could,
with minimal resourcing, be eradicated and kept quarantined from
future incursion by their geographical isolation.

On the Tasman and Forestier Peninsula’s the isolated wild populations
are found on land managed by Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service and
Sustainable Timbers Tasmania.  The employment of professional
shooters by these agencies to eradicate the wild deer pockets could be
achieved at minimal cost if properly enabled and resourced.

Parks and Wildlife were able to successfully eradicate feral goat
populations from the Tasman Region in the 1980’s and 90’s.  In
conjunction with the proposed changes to hunting practices on private



land in Zone 3, a “go hard, go early” approach to the wild deer problem
by all land managers in our region could provide permanent solutions
and a model for similar geographically isolated areas to adopt.

 

Ian Hoyle
PRESIDENT
TASMAN LANDCARE GROUP
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Overview 

This submission is in response to the invitation by the Tasmanian Government to provide comment 
on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 2021. 

The Invasive Species Council (ISC) welcomes the development of a Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan. Feral deer have been increasing in population and spread at alarming rates in 
Tasmania with the population likely to be now approaching 100,000 and covering 27% of the State. 
The current estimated annual population growth rate is 11.5% despite hunting.  If nothing is done to 
stem this growth it is likely that Tasmania will have 1 million feral deer occupying up to 56% of the 
state by 20501. This will have dire consequences for the environment, economy and community.  

The feral deer situation in Tasmania has evolved while the Tasmanian Government’s focus has been 
on a Quality Deer Management (QDM) policy, which is in essence about maintaining a quality herd 
of feral deer for hunting and trophies. This hunter focussed policy is now proven to be far from 
adequate in dealing with the growing feral deer problem in Tasmania and has hindered the effective 
control of feral deer as the population has grown and spread.  

Feral deer have evolved from being a resource for the enjoyment of hunters to now being a serious 
environmental and agricultural pest as well as being a threat to community safety and amenity. 
There is now an urgent need for Tasmania to take a new, biosecurity-based approach to managing 
feral deer. 

1 Cunningham, C., et al. (2021) Dynamics and predicted distribution of an irrupting ‘sleeper’ population: fallow 
deer in Tasmania. ResearchGate.  https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351835171 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/351835171
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The Invasive Species Council is so concerned about the feral deer situation in Tasmania that we  
released a comprehensive feral deer strategy in August this year. This followed extensive 
consultation with a range of people and organisations concerned about the impact of feral deer and 
includes full referencing to source data and information. We believe this outlined a constructive and 
realistic path to tackling the problem of feral deer in Tasmania that takes into account recreational 
hunting. The ISC encourages Game Services Tasmania to consider carefully the approach in that 
strategy for incorporation into the final plan.  The strategy is available here Feral Deer Control 
Strategy for Tasmania 

Supporting Principles 

There are a number of positive principles in the draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
that the ISC welcomes and  supports. These include:  

1. Zoning: We support strongly the principle of having deer control zones in Tasmania however
ISC has issues with the boundaries and objectives for the three zones that we have outlined
below. This is a positive step towards taking a serious biosecurity approach to controlling
feral deer. The “no deer zone” is supported in principle but it needs significant amendment
to effectively alleviate the impact of feral deer on the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage
Area (TWWHA), national parks and Tasmania’s biodiversity and cultural values generally.

2. Part deregulation: The ISC believes that fundamental to effective control of feral deer in
Tasmania is complete deregulation of their protection. Nevertheless, some deregulation in
Zones 2 and 3 to stop hindering effective control is welcomed as a first step.

3. Community education: The ISC agrees that investment must be made into community
education so there is a better understanding of the impacts of feral deer to enable growing
social licence for control programs and support for eradicating deer from areas of high
conservation value.

4. Hunting wont alone won’t control numbers: The ISC welcomes this acknowledgement. It is
abundantly clear that the population is exploding irrespective of hunting yield.

Nevertheless, the ISC has a number of key issues and concerns with the draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow 
Deer Management Plan and puts forward recommendations to be considered for the final plan. 

Summary of Key Concerns and Recommendations 

The key concerns and recommendations of the ISC are outlined in detail below and in summary they 
include:   

Deregulate feral deer. 

To enable the effective management of feral deer, the plan should support rescinding the partially 
protected status of deer for game in Tasmania’s Wildlife Regulations (2010) as part of the current 
review of the regulations. 

The no deer zone must be in place in the TWWHA and other national parks. 

To protect the outstanding values of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) and 
Ben Lomond and Douglas Apsley national parks “Zone 3 no deer zone” must be expanded to include 
these all of these areas and deer must be eradicated from this zone within 5-10 years. This will have 
a very small impact on hunting opportunities. 

https://invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
https://invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
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The objective of the no deer zone must be firm and ambitious: no deer within 5-10 years. 

The objective proposed for the “Zone 3 no deer zone” is vague – eradicate, manage down or 
contain. These are vastly different outcomes and give no clear direction on what “no deer” actually 
means. The “no deer zone” currently has no timeframe for having no deer. 
 
Need clear population and impact reduction policies and targets. 

The plan needs to tackle the exploding fallow deer population in Tasmania by putting in place clear 
population and impact reduction policies and targets. The plan should put in place a realistic policy 
on when deer will be eradicated from Zone 3 and for Zone 1 & 2, a policy that reduces and contains 
the population of feral deer in Tasmania to an initial target of 10,000 by 2032. This would then be 
subject to review based on scientific analysis of impacts. 
 
Recognise the impact of feral deer on natural and cultural values. 

In recognition of the outstanding biodiversity and cultural heritage values of Tasmania the plan must 
include goals and objectives specific to the protection and conservation of natural and cultural 
values from the threats of feral deer. 
 
Stop hindering landowners wanting to control feral deer. 

Landowners shouldn’t have to rely on agreements with hunters or one off permits to effectively 
control deer on their own land in “zone 1 sustainable hunting zone”. They must be able to control 
feral deer as they see fit for their circumstance, including for conservation purposes. The fawning 
season exclusion period for control must be removed for all landowners. Removal of all landowner 
restrictions will greatly lower the costs of control to landowners and not remove future hunting 
opportunities on other properties in Zone 1. 
 
Need professional pest controllers. 

The plan must re-enforce that the use of professional pest controllers undertaking aerial and ground 
shooting and trapping must be part of the range of methods utilised to eradicate feral deer from the 
“ zone 3 no deer zone” and bring down the numbers in other zones. 
 
Community outreach. 

The plan must continue to support improved community involvement, education and awareness of 
the threats of feral deer to Tasmania’s precious environment and economy to gain social licence for 
control methods. Removal of the partially protected status will help build community acceptance for 
control. 
 
Time to act. 

The plan should be implemented immediately with a commitment to significant additional funding 
allocated to the control program to ensure the deer population is rapidly reduced.   
 
Improve governance. 

The feral deer control program is complex and not just about hunting and game. It should be 
managed by a broadly representative task force working under Biosecurity Tasmania. 
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Discussion of Key Concerns and Recommendations 

1. Deregulate feral deer 

To enable the effective management of feral deer, the plan must support rescinding the partially 

protected status of deer for game in Tasmania’s Wildlife Regulations (2010) as part of the current 

review of the regulations. 

• The partial protection of deer for game purposes under the Wildlife Regulations (2010) has 
enabled feral deer populations in Tasmania to explode from a few thousand in the 1970’s to 
now approaching 100,000 and covering 27% of the state. 

• Farmers, other land owners and public land managers efforts to control feral deer to 
minimise their impact on agriculture, biodiversity, ecological restoration and amenity will 
continue to be hindered under this plan by red tape and permits associated with their 
partially protected status for game. 

• The Australian Senate Report on the Impact of Feral Deer, Pigs and Goats, 2021 called for all 
Australian jurisdictions to change their existing legislative and regulatory frameworks to 
ensure that wild deer are treated as an environmental pest, maximise the ability of 
landholders to control feral deer on their land and maximise the ability of park managers to 
control feral deer in World Heritage Areas and National Parks.” 

Regulation in the fawn season at least must be removed 

• The impact of restricting feral deer control in the fawning season from Nov – March is a 
major hindrance for landowners trying  control feral deer. This is ostensibly for animal 
welfare reasons but the draft plan recognises that ethical hunters can manage this risk by 
accounting for fawns dependent on does, and noting that from about three weeks of age 
fawns start to forage for food and become less dependent. In the draft plan this regulation 
for animal welfare reasons remains in place in Zone 1 and Zone 2 (unless by permit or 
PBWMP) but won’t apply to zone 3. It’s either an animal welfare issue or it’s not.  

• Tasmania is the only state in Australia that has this regulation for the fawning season as 
other states recognise the need for ethical year round control.   

• Given this, the fawn dependent season should be abolished altogether in all zones based 

on the plans own reasoning. 

2. The no deer zone must be in place in the TWWHA and other national parks 

To protect the outstanding universal values of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area and 

Ben Lomond and Douglas Apsley national parks these areas must be included in the “Zone 3 no 

deer zone” and deer must be eradicated from this zone within 5-10 years. 

• Most disturbingly, the plan sanctions the retention of feral deer in parts of the Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area and all of Ben Lomond and Douglas-Apsley national parks. 
Such an approach will eventually see feral deer invading Cradle Mountain and beyond.  

• The draft plan refers to the TWWHA being in Zone 3 (no deer), but the zone map shows the 
TWWHA Great Western Tiers area in zone 1 (sustainable hunting zone) and parts of the 
TWWHA Central Plateau CA in Zone 2 (mixed management). This is a contradiction. 
 

• This is an entirely unacceptable standard and quite surprising given the Tasmanian 
government’s stated support in 2017 for recommendation 3 in the final report of the 
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parliamentary inquiry into fallow deer in Tasmania “to eradicate deer populations in World 
Heritage and other areas classified as conservation land” 2 3.  Moreover, these areas have a 
small contribution to feral deer hunting opportunities.  

A buffer to the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area and Ben Lomond and Douglas Apsley 

national parks of a no deer zone (or at least zone 2) must be in place to be able to effectively 

manage these protected areas as a no deer zone.   

• Zone 1 also runs up to the boundary of the TWHHA boundary SW of Great Lake, around the
Central Plateau and below the Great Western Tiers. This will make it very unlikely that the
TWWHA can remain free of deer.

3. The objective of the no deer zone must be firm and ambitious: no deer within 5-10
years.

• The “no deer zone” is supported in principle but it needs significant amendment to make the
objective less vague and to effectively alleviate the impact of feral deer on the Tasmanian
Wilderness World Heritage Area, Ben Lomond and Douglas Apsley national parks and
biodiversity and cultural values generally.

• The objective proposed for the “no deer  zone” is – eradicate, manage down or contain.
These are vastly different outcomes and give no clear direction on what no deer actually
means. The “no deer zone” currently has no timeframe for deer eradication and infers that
managing down or containing deer may be all that is achieved. This clearly lacks
commitment or ambition.

4. Need clear population and impact reduction policies and targets.

The plan needs to tackle the exploding fallow deer population in Tasmania by putting in place 

clear population and impact reduction policies rather than relying on old QDM policies aligned 

with maintaining a quality feral deer herd and trophies.  

• The plan re-enforces hunter focused policies that have seen feral deer populations explode
in Tasmania from a few thousand in the 1970’s to now approaching 100,000 and covering
27% of the state.

The plan should be recognising, acknowledging and be guided by the contemporary work and 

research that the University of Tasmania has been carrying out on fallow deer population growth 

and potential spread. 

• Research undertaken through the University of Tasmania indicate that fallow deer may
occupy 56% of Tasmania based on climate and habitat modelling and the population is
growing at 11.5% a year despite hunting.  That means there may be 1 million feral deer in
Tasmania by 2050 without significant intervention1.

2 Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Committee “A” Inquiry and Report on Wild 
Fallow Deer in Tasmania November 2017 
3 Legislative Council Report of Wild fallow Deer 2017 
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• It is odd that this work isn’t referenced in the plan as the Tasmanian government stated in
2017 that “DPIPWE will work with research partners on a project that will assess the
distribution and numbers of wild fallow deer in parts of the TWWHA to complement the
state-wide census” 4.

The plan should put in place a realistic policy that reduces and contains the population of feral 

deer in Tasmania to 10,000 by 2032. 

• Reducing the population to 10,000 and containing them to the Midlands area is entirely
feasible and continues to provide ample opportunity for recreational hunting 5.

• This would then be subject to review based on scientific analysis of impacts

5. Recognise the impact of feral deer on natural and cultural values

In recognition of the outstanding biodiversity and cultural heritage values of Tasmania the plan 

must include goals and objectives specific to the protection and conservation of natural and 

cultural values from the threat of feral deer. 

• The plan includes social and population goals but they are vague and not targeted at the
protection and conservation of natural and cultural values.

• There is no mention of the impact of feral deer on important biodiversity assets in Zone 1
such as the Midlands Biodiversity Hotspot.

6. Stop hindering landowners wanting to control feral deer

Landowners shouldn’t have to rely on agreements with hunters or one off permits to effectively 

control deer on their own land in the Zone 1 sustainable hunting zone. They must be able to 

control feral deer as they see fit for their circumstance, including for conservation purposes. 

• In the Sustainable Hunting Zone farmers and other landowners will continue to be
constrained around managing deer on their properties in line with quality deer management
policy.  This includes significant take limits and seasonal exclusions for controlling deer on
their properties unless they develop a Property-based Wildlife Management Plan that is
agreed to by hunters. If that is not achievable, a one off permit may be granted for a limited
time for less restrictive control based on an assessment by the department.

• Crop protection permits still only refer to permits for impact on agriculture and forestry and
aligned with QDM. There is no mention of the availability of permits needed in Zone 1 to
manage biodiversity values or environmental restoration on private land.  Many property
owners need to control deer for biodiversity protection and restoration and for carbon
farming enterprises.

• We believe that removal of all landowner restrictions will greatly lower the costs of control
to landowners and not remove future hunting opportunities on other properties in Zone 1.

4 Response to the Legislative Council Government Administration Committee “A” Inquiry and Report on Wild 
Fallow Deer in Tasmania November 2017 

5 Feral Deer Control: A Strategy for Tasmania. Invasive Species Council. August 2021 
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7. Promote the use of professional pest controllers 

The plan must re-enforce that the use of professional pest controllers undertaking aerial and 

ground shooting and trapping must be part of the range of methods utilised to eradicate feral deer 

from the “no deer” zone and bring down the numbers in other zones.  

• Research shows consistently that professional pest controllers carrying out properly planned 
programs is by far the most efficient and effective control method for deer. 

• Research also shows consistently aerial culling can have the lowest negative animal welfare 
impacts of all lethal control methods and is the most effective in rugged and inaccessible 
environments. 

• If research and regulatory approvals provide for the use of baits in the future, the plan 
should encourage their deployment. 

8. Community outreach 

The plan must re-enforce support for improved community involvement, education and 

awareness of deer management and the threats of feral deer to Tasmania’s precious environment 

and economy, to gain social licence for control methods. 

• Removal of the partially protected status will help build community acceptance for control. 
 

9. The time to act is now 

The plan should be implemented immediately with significant additional funding allocated to the 

control program to ensure the feral deer population is rapidly reduced.   

• The ISC estimates that the cost of effectively controlling feral deer in Tasmania would be 
$1.8 million annually. This is in the order of 2% of the $100 million a year it is likely feral deer 
already cost the community and economy annually6. 

10. Improve governance 

The feral deer control program is complex and should be managed by a broadly representative 

task force working under Biosecurity Tasmania. 

• Feral deer are now a serious biosecurity issue for Tasmania and have grown well beyond 
being a game issue to be managed by Game Services Tasmania (GST). For this reason, the 
deer control program should be managed by Biosecurity Tasmania in conjunction with GST. 

• The ISC Feral Deer Control Strategy for Tasmania provides further details about our 
preferred governance arrangements 6. 

                                                           
6 Feral Deer Control: A Strategy for Tasmania. Invasive Species Council. August 2021. 
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Conclusion 

The Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 2021 is a step in the right direction to 
recognise the serious situation that is evolving in Tasmania with the exploding population and 
impact of feral deer that has occurred under existing hunting orientated policies. There are some 
positive proposals such as establishing a zoning scheme to include a no deer zone. This is a sensible 
and contemporary approach to developing a plan for a serious invasive species. 

Nevertheless, the plan doesn’t go far enough and is still pandering to hunter interests at the expense 
of farmers, nature and community safety and amenity. While there are some good ideas, the plan 
clearly lacks ambition, targets and commitment and will continue to hinder landowners trying to 
control feral deer in the Midlands and Highlands and will fail to stop the spread of feral deer in 
Tasmania. 

The ISC is firm in the view that continuing to protect feral deer for game while the population is 
exploding in number and area is quite bizarre and exasperates landowners. This isn’t an anti-hunting 
position, far from it, it’s just reality.  It is clear from other states that deregulating deer hasn’t 
negatively affected hunting opportunities. 

Of great concern is the draft plan continuing to sanction the presence of feral deer in parts of the 
TWWHA and other national parks and not having an adequate buffer. This has come as a surprise as 
we expected as a minimum standard feral deer would be excluded from the TWWHA and other 
areas of conservation significance. This is consistent with the Tasmanian government’s stated 
support in response to such a recommendation in the final report of the parliamentary inquiry into 
fallow deer in Tasmania. It is therefore hard to understand why these areas are not wholly classed as 
no deer areas given the Tasmanian governments own stated position, their outstanding biodiversity 
and cultural values and minimal value to hunters. The ISC would expect the Tasmanian Government 
will wisely correct this in the final plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the  Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management 
Plan.  The ISC has invested heavily in trying to guide a sensible and realistic way forward for control 
of feral deer in Tasmania.  We did this as we believe that while the problem is serious, a costly 
economic and environmental disaster can be avoided if well planned action is taken now.  

I hope you find our feedback and comments constructive and helpful. 

If you would like to discuss this submission please contact  on 
 or  
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SSAA Tasmania INC 
PO Box 516 
GLENORCHY   TAS   7010 

1 December 2021 

ATTN: Farmpoint, DPIWE 
P.O. Box 46, 
Kings Meadows, 
Tas 7249 

RE: Comments on Draft Tasmanian Wild Deer Management Plan 

Introduction 

The Sporting Shooters Association of Australia Tasmania Incorporated, (SSAA (Tas)) wishes to make a 
submission regarding the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan (DDMP).  

SSAA (Tas) has nearly 6000 members.  As the State body, its key role is to provide policy advice and 
advocacy on matters of State and National significance. Our members have a deep interest in outdoor 
recreational pursuits that include hunting, fishing, and access to public land for off road driving. Deer 
hunting, either under hunting licence (HL) or property protection permits (PPP), combined with other game 
control is an important element of available hunting opportunities whilst providing significant assistance to 
landholders.  

SSAA has been supportive of a plan to explore some of the science and set some goals and actions for deer 
management. However, we were taken back by some of the proposals in the plan, especially as the 
significant changes made over the last two seasons (initiated by the Tasmanian Deer Advisory Council 
(TDAC)) have not been given time to show an impact, and in fact are not even discussed in depth in the 
plan. It should be noted that we are a member of TDAC and have had input into the TDAC feedback and 
suggested plan structure. 

There is a myriad of faults in this plan which we will attempt to deal with as succinctly as possible, with 
suggested remedies. In preparing this response we note we have also made the effort to attend several 
meetings to gauge opinions. We trust our input is taken seriously. 

Summary of key Issues. 

We see the following as key issues. 

• Issue of permits for Female Deer period Mid November to Mid-March
• Buck (stag) hunting during the rut
• Status of Property Based Game Management Plans (PBGMP)
• Tagging of male deer and compliance
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• Proposed Zones  
• Methods of control 
• Presentation of the plan and factual inaccuracies 
• Implementation 

We propose to deal with these under separate headings, although in some case there will be a spill over 
between sections. 

Issuing Permits for Female Deer period Mid November to Mid-March. 

Despite the DDMP stating on page 21 that “from about three weeks of age “fawn” ……. become less 
dependant” we have heard hunters dispute this assertion and in particular a deer farmer stating that 
mortality is very high if weaned before 4 months, even in penned deer.  

The second statement, not in this plan, yet made often elsewhere by the Department is “they shoot 
females during the fawning season” in the rest of the country. We find this argument hard to accept, even 
more so in the current animal welfare focussed social environment that now exists. That we should be now 
contemplating widespread backtracking on a long-established practice, (approved under the Code of 

Practice for the Hunting of Wild Fallow Deer in Tasmania) is a concern.  

From the meetings we have attended, it seems apparent that this is really the only substantial issue that cannot be 
dealt with under the current policy settings. In saying this we don’t accept that “calls for reduction in paperwork” is 
a setting that is a legitimate deal breaker in achieving an outcome. 

Specifically, deer, both male and female, walking through, feeding on, or camping in maturing grain or 
oilseed crops in the late January to March present a loss of productivity to some farmers. Anticipating this, 
reduction of numbers during the March - November period is the key method of female control, however 
given the mobility of deer this is not going to be the only answer in some localities 

If the Government is prepared to wear the potential backlash for this group of primary producers, we 
suggest that some tight permitting arrangements, i.e., clearly demonstrated need, small numbers with take 
accounting mechanisms, specified time frames, and collection of data to inform future actions based on 
science may be a solution.  

We will not support the long-term issue of PPPs across the landscape for female deer in this time period. 

Buck (Stag) Hunting during the Rut 

From our attendance at meetings, we understand this proposal for the proposed zones 1 & 2 was 
principally included for the purposes of allowing landholders to sell a hunting experience or to reduce 
numbers. 

This is being sold as a “light touch” measure; however, it is actually potentially a very heavy-handed 
proposal that could largely decimate the quality of the hunting resource and thus the experience, which 
would then flow on to farm incomes and general game control outcomes in subsequent years. 

Additionally, the science is clear that removal of the older males (ones with desirable trophy heads) will 
extend the rut and thus the fawn drop. This will be counter to being able to achieve maximum crop 
damage control with minimum animal welfare impacts. 

We will only support hunting during the rut in what is proposed to be zone 3 or what we would prefer to 
call the “Excluded Deer Range” 
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Status of Property Based Game Management Plans 

From meetings we have attended, it has been hard to gauge how the PBGMP will provide the flexibility or 
common goals that it is purported to achieve. It has no obvious legal status, and it has been widely 
acknowledged that it tends not be a collaborative document, but an instructional one issued by the farmer.  

Thus, the additional flexibility becomes an opportunity to grab more concessions and to march down the 
path of deregulation and compliance chaos. 

We suggest that the Department and Government continue to support PBGMP’s as a useful farm and 
people management tool, but not to use them as a smokescreen for undesirable changes. If the document 
can be demonstrated to have some teeth in how it produces better deer management outcomes, than 
what is already being achieved, we are happy to take this advice on board. 

Tagging of Male Deer and Compliance. 

We are told at meetings and forums to “not look back as things have changed”. This type of advice, 
ignoring the experiences of past researchers and administrators is vacuous and an indication of an 
unwillingness to look forward with the benefit of hindsight. 

One such area is compliance and illegal activity, usually described as poaching. 

The plan talks about “light touch” regulation and partnerships between landholders and hunters. We once 
had lighter touch regulation and by all accounts illegal activity and the associated rural crime rates were at 
times chaotic. Tagging was a key requirement in bringing this under control. 

What is suggested in this plan is dropping this requirement in some parts of the State. We heard 
contributors at various forums explain how poachers will be emboldened as they use various approaches 
to illegally take male deer in some zones but claim they were taken elsewhere. Do we have to relearn the 
lessons of the past?  Seems a crazy notion to encourage, not discourage rural crime. 

We believe that tagging / permitting / game licencing / compliance in all its current forms needs to be 
maintained across the State. 

Proposed Deer Zones 

We have long believed that attempting to zone and draw lines on maps only causes its own set of 
problems, especially as those close to boundaries will agitate to be on one side or the other. 

Additionally, although we have heard why the current zones were used, the lack of solid geographical or 
infrastructure boundaries makes a mockery of enforcing or interpreting differences in allowed activities.   

It is a very strongly held view that Zones 1 & 2 as proposed should be largely combined, with conditions 
that equate to those in Zone 1. 

It is acknowledged that parts of Zone 2 could be logically in Zone 3; there needs to be an implementation 
project, involving landholders and hunters, that draws this boundary between inclusion and exclusion as 
pragmatically as possible with clear objective on compliance. 

Additionally, rather than just having a broad brush Excluded Deer Range, it may be more of a focus if 
current knowledge is to define more specially these exclusion regions, with their specific characteristics 
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i.e., Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA), peri-urban, which may then assist in building
up a focus and support for action.

For instance, in terms of potential deer spread the vast majority of the TWWHA is not going to support a 
deer population under current ecological patterns, so it is pointless to include it in a zone. Focus on the 
places something needs to be done or can be done. 

We think it is more logical and easier to implement two zones not one. 

Additionally, the term that has been proffered for Zone 1 is “sustainable hunting zone”, sustainable being 
rather undefined concept that can have many meanings. Some of the measures proposed to be allowed in 
this zone (i.e., buck hunting ) don’t meet a “sustainability test” for hunters. The TDAC has suggested an 
alternative name for the combined Zones I & 2. 

Methods of control 

SSAA supports adopting new technology, night vision, thermals etc to control deer. The best thing the 
Government can do is not stand in the way of these tools as they potentially did in the recent review of the 
wildlife regulations. 

The greatest roadblock that is being presented to making shooting more effective and useful across a 
broader landscape is the use of sound suppressors. Despite the Government continuing to sidestep the 
issue with its recent “inquiry”, the laws already exist to allow their use, and SSAA Tas has on numerous 
occasions outlined conditions on which they could be sensibly managed. i.e., identified and stored like 
firearms and only available to those with a demonstrated reason such as a crop protection permit. The 
hysterical nonsense that has been peddled on these items, in the face of overwhelming evidence to the 
contrary would be unbelievable if it wasn’t true. But then, hysteria is a common surrogate for rational 
debate in this State, so one ought not be surprised. 

Trials into the above shooting aids are NOT required. We know they work. Hunters are already voting with 
their wallets, thermal equipment generally retails from about $4 k upwards, night vision about $1 k and 
above.  Often a scope and a scanner are needed. Let hunters and landholders invest in this gear, don’t go 
crying for Federal money to run unnecessary trials, or pull money out of the State health budget to do the 
same. 

Aerial shooting and baiting are methods that are discussed as able to be trialled. Again, why more trials, 
parameters of these methods are understood. 

The costs of effective aerial shooting and the potential animal welfare issues associated with it make it an 
unpalatable activity to a large section of the community including hunters; it is not supported by us. 

Additionally, landscape scale lethal baiting (different to small scale use of sedatives) is not something that 
has wide community support in this State. Despite the recommendations of the Alternatives to 1080 
Report, some 15 years ago, regarding introducing some specific poisons, no subsequent Government has 
seen fit to open this debate again. It would be ethically nonsensical to suggest that poisoning deer is ok but 
poisoning a macropod isn’t. Either poisons are appropriate for pests (introduced or local) or they are not. 

Thus, we doubt the sense in going any further down the baiting rabbit hole. 
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The Government needs to get back into some real extension work, to harness the skills and knowledge of 
hunters, landholders and Landcare groups before it starts designing more trials. 

Presentation of the Plan and Factual Inaccuracies 

At the highest level the four Management Objectives are reasonable, however beyond this it has been 
disappointing to see the quality of this draft plan. It has apparently been distilled into a marketing tool, as 
it seems bereft of background data, detail, and discussions of the issues, whilst being laced with 
bureaucratic platitudes. 

A Management Plan becomes a reference document. This is certainly not that and is not fit long term for 
that purpose;  the role of a biological management plan would be to base the proposed actions on science. 
It can   be shown that key deer science has not been followed in the actions this plan proposes. 

It needs to be fixed. 

Some of the glaring shortcomings are: 

Page 12, 

The background data used to make the case should be as rigorous as possible. Biological modelling will 
nearly always involve assumptions however, whatever data is used it should be presented as fairly as 
possible, not editorialized. For example, the heading of Figure 3 by including the word “Growth” does just 
that. Growth has been inferred, not proved. 

There is an extraordinarily thin coverage of the population issues on page 12 of this plan and a very high-
level overview of the biology in Appendix 1.  

The centerpiece of page 12 is the graph. Rather than have a discussion on the results of the “Gold 
Standard” Deer Census, we have a chart that is based on the spotlight counts, supposedly because it covers 
a wider area (includes the low population outliers). The spotlight counts are not a random sample of 
population numbers, they occupy a biased place in the landscape which has most likely been influenced 
over time by changes in agriculture. 

Indeed, DPWIPE’s documentation says just that “Due to the inherent biases of surveying from roads, this 

estimate is intended as an index of density to monitor population trends. It is used to provide an indication 

of changes in relative abundance but should not be used for calculating estimates of population size.” 

The survey can show extension in range and that mobile grass eating animals like improved pasture. The 
big jump in abundance numbers can be closely correlated with intensive agriculture developments in the 
early part of the century. Animals are brought out of bush during the night – go back to bush in day. Roads 
generally dissect better parts of the agricultural landscape. But how significantly has this changed real 
abundance? That cannot be answered with this data, and thus should not be the centre piece of this 
section. 

DPIPWE’s documentation also tells us that “In 2002 a change in methodology was made whereby the 

distance an animal was sighted from the survey route was noted, allowing the calculation of density 

indexes for the three most abundant species. Further surveys were also added in 2002.” Figure 3 then goes 
on to mix pre 2002 observations with post 2002 observations, although the survey processes had evolved. 

So rather than just leaving the graph as a display of observation points, and quoting the deer census 
projected increase, the authors, have either by mistake or intention fitted a curve to this data to produce a 
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graph that almost rivals the attempts of previous anti deer authors who have made outrageous claims 
about the likely increases in deer numbers in the next 30 years. This graph overtly sells a message that 
deer numbers are spiraling out of control. The deer Census doesn’t suggest that. 

The chart and discussion as presented, also ignores the impact that may have occurred with the significant 
changes in doe take numbers (somewhat interrupted by Covid in early 2020) over the last two years.  

This line, although not extrapolated outside of the data, lends itself to subconscious extrapolation and 
based on a bit of roughed up graphing, suggests that within say five years the abundance will have doubled 
to somewhere around nine (9). 

We sought the view of someone in the business of managing and analyzing data. His view was that the best 
way of trying to summarize the data (if at all) would be by five or ten-year rolling averages. Even a straight 
line is more plausible than that presented.  The implied growth rate is significantly different. Using this 
rolling average approach, it doesn’t take much to visualize a different scenario, especially if the numbers 
for the last five years don’t change much or start dropping due to changes in take numbers; the message 
could be quite different.  

It could be argued that the data is not being presented objectively. It should also be noted that the 
overwhelming view of hunters we have had discussions with (some who have significant scientific 
background) found that message from figure 3 was misleading with respect to their lived experience. 

page 21; 

Another comment that lacks scientific credibility; “noting from about 3 weeks of age fawns start to forage for food 

and become less dependent” 

Judging from the lived experience of deer farmers, sheep farmers and hunters, this statement is quite untrue. Let us 
not gloss over the real situation. 

Implementation 

Given the lack of detail in the plan, hunters are concerned the devil will be in the Implementation, which 
the Department will feel it has a free hand to proceed with. 

Implementation needs to be a continuing ongoing public process with feedback and reporting processes to 
this end. Thus, community engagement as indicated in Objective 4 is not a one-way process (as the fifth 
lane on Hobart’s Southern outlet appears to be !!). 

 

Your sincerely  

 

Andrew Judd 
President 
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Review of the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer

Management Plan 
(Consultation draft released for comment October 2021) 

Game Services Tasmania 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

Submission from Greening Australia

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
Greening Australia supports the development of this plan as a key step in gaining control of a key threat to 
Tasmania’s environment and farming economy.  

About Greening Australia 

Greening Australia has been working on landscape restoration and management in Tasmania for almost 40 
years. We are committed to developing landscape and ecosystem sciences particularly through 20-year 
partnerships with the University of Tasmania and CSIRO Hobart. We bring a deep and reliable knowledge of 
management of the Tasmanian landscape particularly the economics and risks associated with this work. 
This includes the grazing and browsing impacts of pest animals on those projects and the resulting reduced 
economic viability in regions where species such as deer are common.  

Greening Australia’s Tasmanian Island Ark Program 
Greening Australia is conducting a landscape-scale restoration project within Tasmania’s Midlands which is a 
nationally important biodiversity hotspot. Our central aim is to build important habitat for some of Australia’s 
unique and critically endangered species. 

By 2030, in Tasmania we aim to: 

• Restore 15,000 ha of habitat
• Establish 25 million native plants
• Engage 700 landholders
• Sequester an average of 50,000 tonnes of atmospheric carbon dioxide per annum

To date, Greening Australia has strategically revegetated or restored 1800 ha of native woodland along two 
biodiversity corridors that cross the Midlands, at a cost of about $11million, which included Federal and 
State governments grants ($3.7million), corporate investment ($1.5million), philanthropic investment 
($1million), various donations, University ARC-Linkage research projects ($2.5million) and farmer 
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contributions ($2.1million). We have an ongoing program to engage public and private, international and 
national investors to resource this important work.  
 

Laws and Regulations 

Deer need to be treated as a feral pest and the plan should support farmers to control the impacts of deer on 
their land without restrictions. This is essential for the protection of biodiversity and for ecological 
restoration/revegetation initiatives. The midland’s nationally recognised biodiversity hot spot1 is a fragile 
ecosystem under threat by feral pests such as cats and deer.2 Concerningly, it is in the heart of the area 
proposed to maintain a deer population for recreational hunting. 
 
The requirement for landowners to develop a PBWMP could create unnecessary hurdles and time-delays to 
keeping deer under effective control on their own land.  
 
Revegetation initiatives that cost significant investment to establish can be devastated by the impacts of deer 
(browsing, ringbarking, trampling, rutting behaviour)2. Furthermore, due to the years that it takes for new trees 
to become established, there is a large window of opportunity for deer to damage a restoration planting. Deer 
can kill even well-established trees through ring barking as well as change the structure of the planting by 
removing understory species. This understory structure is essential in providing habitat as protection from cats 
for small marsupials and birds.3 Some of the priority future research areas noted by Davis et al include studying 
long-term changes in plant populations and communities and economic impacts of deer on agriculture and 
water quality.4 
 
Experience with deer breaching deer-proof fences and damaging plantings leaves organisations such as 
Greening Australia no choice but to use tree cages that come at a cost of $50 to $100 per cage and to use deer-
proof fencing at a cost of $34/m or $50,000 for a 17ha paddock (see Table 1, Appendix). Manual labour costs are 
also much higher for a planting with caging or guarding than one without due to the significant additional time 
required to put up cages. 
 

Consequences: 

• Farmers are discouraged from conducting environmental restoration on their own properties. 
• Current plantings are at high risk of failure due to the numbers of deer present in the midlands of 

Tasmania and their increasing population (The Tasmanian Island Ark Project is detrimentally impacted). 
• Farmers are paying high costs to protect their crops 
• Tasmania is not competitive in attracting money for plantings for carbon offset and biodiversity 

plantings 
• Loss of biodiversity 
• Loss of understory structure 

 
1 (Australian Government, 2020) 
2 (Bailey, Gauli, Tilyard, Davidson, & Potts, 2015) 
3 (Hamer, Gardiner, Proft, Johnson, & Jones, 2020) 
4 (Davis, et al., 2016) 

https://www.greeningaustralia.org.au/programs/tasmania-island-ark/
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• Increased spread of weeds
• Biosecurity issues
• Habitat loss and increased vulnerability of threatened flora to feral predators

Recommendations:

• Revoke the partially protected status of deer for game.

• Remove the need for a PBWMP for landowners to control feral deer on their land.

• The deer control program should be managed collaboratively with Biosecurity Tasmania and Game

Services Tasmania.

Zoning and Urgency 

The predicted statistics of the exploding deer population need to be urgently acted upon. The 3 zones 
proposed in the draft are a start, but they do not specify in detail the process of how the ‘no deer zone’ will be 
achieved and maintained. For example, in the summary the goal is to ‘manage towards’ no deer. This is vague 
and implies a lack of urgency and commitment to achieve eradiation. Specific timelines and more detail on 
how/when eradication will be achieved in zone 3 and significantly reduced numbers will be achieved in zone 1-
2 is needed. Culling and monitoring programs would enable certainty and speed of the ‘no deer zone’ to be 
achieved and are essential if we are to keep deer out of the World Heritage, highly productive agriculture, 
reserves and peri-urban areas (safety issue).  

In zones 1-2, which is home to many threatened flora and fauna, there has been no restrictions set on the 
maximum population size of feral deer and the plan lacks timelines with details on deer monitoring and 
population reduction goals. The statistics of up to 1 million deer population by 2050 without significant 
intervention, despite hunting needs to be acted on with speed. 

Recommendations:

• Fund a feral deer taskforce and monitoring program that includes aerial shooting

• Develop a new policy that restricts the feral deer population to <10,000 by 2032 in the midlands.

Timeframe of milestones required to achieve this.

• Develop new impact reduction policies

Revegetation, Climate Change and Economic losses 

There is conflict between the urgent need for revegetation in the midlands of Tasmania and the speed of

delivery of the Draft Deer Management Plan. Without speed of action to reduce deer population dramatically, 
important programs will be hindered including planting trees for climate change and biodiversity programs like 
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Tasmanian Island Ark, which aims to create wildlife corridors between the Western and Eastern Tiers as well as 
restore degraded landscapes and capture carbon. 

Wild deer control methods come at a substantial additional cost within project budgets and as pressures from 
deer increases, we are observing that the cost-effectiveness of planting in Tasmania and financial viability of 
some projects is becoming marginal (see Appendix). Therefore, because of added browsing pressure Tasmanian 
farmers are missing out on income diversification and productivity gains associated with trees on farms.  

“If we want to see a healthy planet where people and nature thrive, then we need 2021-2030 to be a 

transformational decade of change, in which we both curb emissions and capture historic emissions at an 

unprecedented scale.

There are practical actions we can already take as a nation and as a global community to reduce and capture 

emissions. For example, the millions of trees and shrubs Greening Australia plants each year are directly 

mitigating climate change by capturing atmospheric carbon as they grow – not to mention improving the 

carbon-holding capacity of soil.” 5

Recommendations:

• Increase public awareness of deer management and the threats deer pose to the environment.

• Funding invested in supporting research into impacts of deer on biodiversity, the environment and

indigenous cultural heritage.

• Implement timelines and specific targets and methods for deer reduction, with an emphasis on speed.

Contacts 

Dr Claire Knowles 
Senior Program Officer, Greening Australia 

Dr Elisa Raulings 
Science and Planning Manager, Greening Australia 

Dr Elizabeth Pietrzykowski 
Operations Lead Tasmania, Greening Australia 

5 (Cop26-climate-action-urgently-needed-during-decade-on-ecosystem-restoration, 2021) 
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Appendix 

Table 1: Summary of deer control methods, their costs and effectiveness that have been trialled in 
Greening Australia projects 

Method Approach  Cost of interventiion Additional 
cost per ha 
(Estimate 
1000 
plants/ha) 

Effectiveness 

Deer 
proof 
fencing 

We have trialled various 
designs in consultation with 
Parks agencies, farmers and 
deer experts.  The costs vary 
according to the local market 
prices and time of delivery & 
construction techniques. 

• $270,000 at Haining
Farm, Victoria to
protect 29ha (2018)

• $50,000 to protect 17
ha in the Tasmanian
Midlands (2016)

$9,310 at 
Haining 
Farm 
$2,941 in 
the 
Tasmanian 
Midlands 

Has been breached three times 
in one year by fallow deer; high 
maintenance costs Breached at 
least once by deer; plants 
falling on fence have resulted in 
high maintenance costs  

Caging We have trialled various 
guarding and caging designs 
across the country.  These 
designs vary depending on the 
ecosystem context and 
presence of other browsers, 
including macropods, possums 
and rabbits/hares but deer 
have a more intensive caging 
requirement.  These costs do 
not include the cost of 
removing the guards.  

• Corflute guards 120cm
high; $4.92/plant +
installation time (total
estimate $15/plant) in
Yellingbo, Victoria;

• $56/individual tree
cage; $96/multiple tree
cage in the Midlands,
Tasmania

$15,000 
$56,000-/ 
$96,000 

Prevents browsing in the short 
term until plants establish; 
plants can ‘bolt’ and become 
less resilient to wind throw; 
concerns about plastic waste; 
not effective against thrashing 
Effective prevention strategy 
during establishment phase; 
requires maintenance and 
removal; once removed not 
effective in preventing 
thrashing 

Sentree 
chemical 
deterrent 

Applied to restoration 
plantings at Yellingbo 

• 30 cents/plant $300 Good short-term protection (4-
12 weeks) for palatable species; 
cannot be easily reapplied; 
browsing of new foliage means 
that plants do not grow 

Cryptic 
planting 

Hiding plants amongst less 
palatable vegetation, rough 
vegetation and/or behind 
obstructions (e.g. woody 
debris) 

Planting rate was c. 
90c/stem for ‘normal’ 
planting; additional 
planting labour time to 
deliver cryptic planting 
estimated at an extra 
45c/stem (total 
$1.45/stem) 

Research found evidence that 
cryptic planting in non-fenced 
remnant vegetation reduced 
browsing damage for three 
species; Eucalyptus camphora 
(33% less browsing pressure), 
Leptospermum lanigerum
(20%), and Melaleuca
squarrosa (12%).  



From:
To: Deer Management Plan
Cc:
Subject: Comment on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan from ENACT
Date: Thursday, 2 December 2021 5:33:52 PM
Attachments:
Importance: High

Members of our local community at Eaglehawk Neck are impacted by wild fallow deer.
 
On behalf of our community, the Eaglehawk Neck Community Taskforce Inc. (ENACT) request
that you give consideration to the following comments in respect to the Draft Tasmanian Wild
Fallow Deer Management Plan.
 
Wild fallow deer are now a common sight in the Eaglehawk Neck area, particularly at Doo Town
and in the neighbouring Tasman National Park. They present various hazards, including but not
limited to, road safety, personal safety, damage to gardens, competition and reduction in feed
for native fauna.
 
We acknowledge the right to earn an income by local deer farmers and the stringent governance
requirement and oversight provided by the gaming service. Unfortunately, the viability of such a
farming endeavour has now proved unsuccessful for up to six such enterprises in the area.  The
impact of this has been that a number of deer have escaped over the years and a large wild
population is now quite evident locally. Further we also understand the deer farm at Doo Town
will cease to operate, sometime over the next 12 months.
 
In respect to the Draft Management Plan, we acknowledge the three zones proposed and see
that Eaglehawk Neck is located in Zone 3, noting that this zone brings with it the goal to ‘Manage
toward ‘no deer’ in the landscape’. (Page 19).
 
The removal of wild deer from this area is applauded, particularly given the numbers and
negative impact this is having on our community and the near-by Tasman National Park.
 
We ask that high priority be given to a concerted effort being made to eradicate the wild deer in
the Eaglehawk Neck area as quickly as possible.
 
Yours faithfully
 
 
Ted Leeson
President
ENACT Inc.
M: 
 



 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Games Services Tasmania       22 November 2021 
Deer Management Plan 
c/ Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern - Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
 
 
The Tasmanian Farmers and Graziers Association (TFGA) is the peak industry body in Tasmania 
representing farmers and associated/allied primary production industries. We appreciate the opportunity 
to submit our feedback on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan. 
 
Point 1: 
As indicated with your own plan, the population of wild fallow deer in Tasmania has increased by 6.2% per 
annum from 1985-2020. Clearly the problem is only getting worse and current strategies to manage wild 
fallow deer are not working i.e., traditional ways on managing deer are not controlling the deer population! 
This is not a criticism, for example, of recreational hunters, but clearly and demonstrably, they are not the 
answer to this problem, but they can legitimately be part of the solution. 
 
Point 2: 
This is undoubtedly the most crucial point that we can make - farmers and landowners are the ones bearing 
the most financial impost/burden of deer. Deer are causing losses in production (pastures, crops, forestry), 
damaging fences and other infrastructure and there is a significant amount of farmers time and money 
that is being spent on trying to manage the current deer problem, albeit in an encumbered manner. For 
agriculture to continue to grow and provide economic benefits to all Tasmanians, deer must be controlled 
more effectively and efficiently than is currently the case. 
 
Point 3: 
TFGA advocates for farmers to be allowed to use a variety of currently available tools to assist them in 
managing deer. These tools may include baiting, aerial shooting, use of suppressors and thermal detection 
devices. 
 
Point 4: 
TFGA is concerned that the three zones proposed for managing the wild fallow deer issue do not appear 
to have firm boundaries and therefore, it will become subjective and open to interpretation as to what 
zone you may be operating in. We also question the need for Zone 2 as this only complicates the plan 
unnecessarily. Zone 2 would be better being done away with and merging it with Zones 1 and 3. 
 
Point 5: 
TFGA supports the provision of a property-based wild-life management plan (PBWMP) template being 
accessible from the Game Service Tasmania website. A consistent approach to PBWMP, using a template, 
is desirable. 



Point 6: 
The plan needs to be pragmatic, it needs to work and work well, and this can only be achieved with a 
minimal amount of interference and bureaucracy. There must a light touch of regulation and government 
intervention in managing the deer issue, otherwise, the problem will only continue to expand. 
 
 
We note that the government is seeking a good public policy outcome that delivers a constructive, 
workable plan. This can only occur if farmers/landowners are appropriately and proportionally considered! 
Without farmers/landowners being central to this plan, success will be elusive. 
 
The TFGA believe that it is farmers/landowners who are best positioned to effectively manage deer and 
other wildlife on their properties as they will do this responsibly, legally, and proportionally but they need 
the authority and the tools to do this. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and as always, we are willing to discuss this feedback 
directly with the department or Minister on request. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
John McKew 
TFGA CEO 
(On behalf of the TFGA Wildlife, Police & Firearms Committee) 
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26 November 2021 
 
Farmpoint 
DPIPWE 
PO Box 46 
Kings Meadows  
TAS 7249 
 
Correspondence via email: DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 
         
Re: Draft Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
 
Dear Game Services Tasmania,  
 
Australian Wildlife Society, founded in 1909, is a national not-for-profit wildlife conservation 
organisation.  We are dedicated to conserving Australian wildlife through national environmental 
education, public awareness, advocacy, hands-on wildlife conservation work, and community 
involvement.   
 
For too long, the Tasmanian Government’s deer management policies have been in principle about 
maintaining a quality deer herd for hunting and has hindered effective control of feral deer in 
Tasmania as the population has grown and spread.  The Society is concerned with the number of 
feral deer in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area and their impact on native wildlife – 
both flora and fauna.  
 
The Feral Deer Control Report, authored by Peter Jacobs, Invasive Species Council Project Officer, 
maps out a clear path for the Tasmanian Government to rapidly reduce the skyrocketing numbers of 
feral deer and bring the management of the introduced species into line with the rest of the country. 
 
1. The plan should put in place a realistic policy that reduces and contains the population of feral 

deer in Tasmania to 10,000 by 2032 to protect Tasmania’s Wilderness World Heritage Areas and 
native wildlife (flora and fauna).   

2. The plan must support withdrawing the partially protected status of deer for game in Tasmania’s 
Wildlife Regulations (2010), as part of the current review of the regulations, and maximise the 
ability of park managers to control feral deer in Tasmania’s Wilderness World Heritage Areas and 
national parks. 

3. In recognition of the outstanding biodiversity and cultural heritage values of Tasmania, the plan 
must include goals and objectives specific to the protection and conservation of natural and 
cultural values, 

4. To protect the outstanding values of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area, Ben 
Lomond and Douglas Apsley national parks, these areas must be included in the ‘No Deer 
Management Zone’, and deer must be eradicated from this zone within ten years. 

https://invasives.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2021/08/Feral-Deer-Control-A-Strategy-for-Tasmania-2021.pdf
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5. The plan must reinforce that professional pest controllers undertaking humane aerial and ground 
shooting and trapping must be part of the range of methods utilised to eradicate feral deer from 
the ‘No Deer’ zone and bring down numbers in other areas zones. 

6. The plan should support improved community involvement, education, and awareness of deer 
management and the threats of feral deer to Tasmania’s precious environment, and 

7. The plan should be implemented immediately, with significant additional funding allocated to the 
control program to ensure the deer population is rapidly reduced. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan.  The 
Society encourages your strong support for this action and an acknowledgement of the receipt of 
this letter, please.  
 
Yours sincerely  

 
Patrick W Medway AM 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 



 

 
 
 
Bob Brown Foundation Submission 
 
Tasmania Government Draft Feral Deer Management Plan 
 
December 2021 
 
Fallow deer are an introduced feral animal in Tasmania. Their current number is in the vicinity of 
100,000 and at their rate of population expansion of 11.5% per annum, they could reach one 
million by 2050 and spread to more than 56% of Tasmania’s land area unless their numbers are 
radically reduced. 
 
Such a perilous situation requires a serious and urgent response from the Tasmanian Government 
and so Bob Brown Foundation (BBF) commissioned the Invasive Species Council to write an ideal 
Strategic Plan to address what is necessary to bring this problem under control. We urge you to 
consider the recommendations of this strategy as you prepare a final Plan.  
 
When the Government released its Draft Plan the shortcomings were obvious. It fails to address 
either the urgency or scope of the problem. It is good that the Government has recognised the 
merit of a zoned approach to management but the zones are not based on biosecurity principles 
but rather on political imperatives. To determine at the start of the process that the partial 
protected status of feral deer was not negotiable signals that this plan is political and lacks 
ecological integrity. 
 
There is no place in a Biosecurity approach for partly protecting a feral animal. In fact, there is no 
justification in any biosecurity approach for colonial sensitivities. Prioritising the small number of 
votes of Tasmanians who trophy hunt deer at the expense of the public interest namely the 
Tasmanian environment, road safety and agricultural productivity is pure partisan politics. Election 
campaigns are the time for partisan politics, not in the writing of a ten-year Management Plan. 
 
Even the Senate Inquiry Report on the Impacts of Feral Deer, Pigs and Goats, released earlier this 
year, called for all Australian jurisdictions to change their existing legislative and regulatory 
frameworks to ensure wild deer are treated as an environmental pest, maximise the ability of 
landowners to control feral deer on their land and maximise the ability of Park managers to 
control feral deer in World Heritage Areas and National Parks. Yet the Tasmanian Government has 
refused to do so.  
  
This plan is for the next ten years and so it is inexcusable that it is not fit for purpose. If we don’t 
get on top of the deer numbers and spread now, it will be almost impossible as their numbers rise. 
A Management Plan should have specific objectives in terms of numbers, timeframes and 

https://d3n8a8pro7vhmx.cloudfront.net/bobbrownfoundation/pages/3845/attachments/original/1628637913/Feral_Deer_Control-A_Strategy_for_Tasmania-B-Embargoed_to_11_August_2021_sml.pdf?1628637913


 

allocation of resources but this has none of those specifics. It is aspirational and as such is not a 
serious plan. There is no explanation of who will determine how the Plan is implemented or 
whether it will be resourced or even what the Government regards as an acceptable number of 
feral deer by 2030. 
 

1. The Government must remove the partial protected status of feral deer in Tasmania’s Wildlife 
Regulations as the starting point to seriously addressing the problem. 

2. The Government must adopt a biosecurity and science-based approach to the management of 
feral deer and not regard it as purely a cultural and a social issue. 

3. Targets must be set for reduced numbers of deer. Bob Brown Foundation recommends that this 
number be restricted to the traditional Midlands area and be no more than 10,000 animals. 

4.  Timeframes to reduce herds to that number be set. BBF recommends 2032. 
5.  Specific additional financial resources be allocated to the task. It is estimated an additional 

$2million needs to be allocated annually.  
6. Community Education programmes should be developed and delivered to inform Tasmanians of 

the environmental, road safety and agricultural productivity ramifications of exploding feral deer 
numbers.  The community needs to be informed of feral deer management options in various 
areas of Tasmania.   
   

Bob Brown Foundation recognises i) the ecological and cultural values of the Tasmanian landscape 
and ii) understands that the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area is listed on UNESCO’s 
World Heritage List as a place of ‘outstanding universal value’ to humankind and iii) that the 
Australian Government has a responsibility to maintain the values for which it was listed.  As a 
subnational Government with responsibility for the TWWHA, Tasmania must maintain those 
values. It is currently not happening. Feral deer are spreading in the TWWHA throughout the 
Central Plateau Conservation Area and are already in the Walls of Jerusalem and it will not be long 
before they make their way to Cradle Mountain. Already they are browsing, trampling and ring 
barking vegetation including the threatened cider gum and are causing turbidity in highland lakes 
and rivers. Feral deer are a threatening process in the TWWHA, and as such, risk this Australian 
World Heritage Property being listed as ‘In Danger’. 
 
Feral deer are also in the Douglas Apsley, Ben Lomond and Freycinet National Parks and have also 
spread to the Tasman Peninsula.  
 
The boundaries for the ‘No Deer Management Zone’ do not include the TWWHA or these National 
Parks in full and must do so.  It is totally unacceptable to have parts of these areas in the 
‘Sustainable Hunting’ or ‘Mixed Management Zones’. 
 

7. Eradication needs to be the objective of the Plan in the TWWHA and National Parks.  
8. These areas in their entirety need to be clearly marked as ‘No Deer Management Zone’. 
9. Eradication needs to be carried out under the management of the Parks and Wildlife Service.  
10. Professional pest controllers be used in this eradication work in protected areas and where 

deemed appropriate to bring down the numbers and be able to employ necessary methods 



 

including aerial and ground shooting and trapping. Aerial shooting is necessary to access rugged 
country and has the lowest negative animal welfare impact of all control methods. 

11. Eradication in ‘No Deer Management Zone’ must be completed in ten years. 
12. State road signage must identify deer as a feral road hazard and not as ‘wildlife’. 

 
Because of the failure to manage escaped stock from deer farms, satellite populations of feral 
deer have grown into large numbers in places like Temma in the Tarkine, Bruny Island and in peri-
urban areas like the West Tamar to Legana and beyond. Feral deer have also been seen in 
Knocklofty Reserve, Mt Nelson and even the Kingston Golf Course in the south of the state. These 
deer are a road safety hazard and it is only a matter of time before there is a fatality. Any 
Government that prioritises hunting over road safety will be held to account.  
 

13. Eradication must be the objective of dealing with satellite populations of feral deer. 
14. Government should collect statistics of road accidents involving feral deer. 
15. Considerable financial resources for community consultation leading to deer eradication be 

immediately allocated to managing satellite populations. 
16. Wildlife and Farmed Deer regulations be changed to require stock to be slaughtered if a deer 

farm is shut down or is insolvent. 
17. Release of farmed deer be subject to severe fines reflecting the cost of the damage deer do to 

other properties and the environment.  
18. No new deer farms be permitted outside the traditional zone. 

 
Whilst some primary producers regarded deer hunting on their properties as a method of control 
and an added income, the explosion in population has seen many change their minds. We have no 
doubt that the new irrigation schemes and the advent of the pivot irrigator in the traditional range 
have been a driving factor in providing more feed for feral deer and therefore an increase in 
numbers. 
 
Many farmers and land managers such as the Tasmanian Land Conservancy are now engaged in 
restoring native vegetation on their land and are forced into paying much higher costs for fencing 
to protect their new plantings from an ever-increasing deer population.  

It is offensive in the Sustainable Hunting Zone that farmers are being told they cannot manage 
deer as they see fit on their own land without the approval of hunting groups and without a one-
off permit. Take limits and seasonal exclusion will restrict farmers in what they can do unless they 
develop a Property Based Wildlife Management Plan with hunters’ approval is wrong.  

Removal of the partial protected status of deer would enable farmers to use whatever methods of 
control are most suitable on their own land and that should not be subject to approval from 
hunting groups. Many farmers will continue to use recreational hunters to reduce numbers. 
 



 

19. Farmers and land managers, whilst recognising animal welfare considerations, should be 
permitted to manage deer as they see fit on their own land, just as they do with rabbits, without 
the approval of hunting groups. 

20. Removal of the partly protected status of feral deer would empower farmers to reduce numbers 
on their own properties. 

21. If feral deer are to be managed as a Biosecurity issue, then Biosecurity Tasmania should be the 
responsible management authority. Game Services Tasmania delivers for hunters, not the public 
interest. It should be abolished and personnel with relevant science skills be transferred to 
Biosecurity Tasmania. 

 
 
Conclusion 
 
Feral Deer are out of control in Tasmania. Failure to take appropriate action now to eradicate 
them from the TWWHA and National Parks and severely reduce their numbers in the traditional 
range and peri-urban areas and satellite populations will leave a shocking legacy of environmental 
harm in Tasmania. A Plan which prioritises maintaining a quality deer herd over maintaining 
Tasmania’s Environment is a failure of governance in an age of species extinction, biodiversity loss 
and climate emergency.   
 
 
Christine Milne AO     Bob Brown, 
Board Bob Brown Foundation   Patron and Founder              
Ambassador Invasive Species Council  Bob Brown Foundation 



SUBMISSION - DRAFT WILD DEER PLAN &REGLATIONS 

 

RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT TASMANIAN WILD FALLOW DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

I make this submission on behalf of 10 landowners who have given me permission to reply in a group 
response. Those landowners also can or will submit under their own name the individual 
submissions.  

GROUP  

INDUSTRIAL PRIVATE 

Forico – CEO Mr Bryan Hayes -- 150,000ha 

PRIVATE LANDOWNERS  

Peter Downie -- Dungrove and other- 40,000ha 

Robert O’Connor – Benham 20,000ha 

Roderic O’Connor – Connorville and other – 20,000ha 

Scott Bowden – Cluny, Weasel plains and other – 15,000ha 

Julian von Bibra -- 15,000ha 

Hamish Wallace -- 8,000ha  

Tasmanian Land Conservancy – Silver Plains 7000ha 

Simon Cameron –Kingston –5000ha 

Randall Trethewie – Lake Fergus 3000ha 

 

Our group makes up some 275,000ha or nearly 700,000acres and shoot approximately 14,000 deer 
per annum on permit and off and not recorded.  

 

This is a significantly land area as well as representing a major portion of the deer culled in the State   

 

Our response will not follow the draft recommendations point by point but concentrate on the main 
points and make some alternate recommendations 

 

BACKGROUND & COMMENTS 

 



From our Landowners group perspective up to date, we have been living in a world that allowed 
introduced species pest to inundate the Tasmanian environment. 

 

Even the recent regulatory change to doe permits some two years ago has had virtually had no 
impact or inroad to an already extreme situation. Much more needs to be done. 

 

Why are we willing to accept an annual increased deer in a time of widespread deer over population 
when all agree that we need to reduce deer numbers in this State. All the stake holders, bar one, 
have stated we must reduce the numbers of this introduced pest. The Trophy Hunter groups have 
effectively not offered anything more than the existing regulations. 

 

In the ten years, from 2010 to 2020 deer numbers have nearly trebled and are forecast to increase 
at a staggering 6.2 % per annum meaning that the system is out of control and requires a significant 
overhaul.   

These figures alone confirm the need to respond aggressively to halt and then reverse this trend.  

There are too many deer in Tasmania so why do need to have way more deer than we currently 
have? 

 

Landowners have faced the brunt of excessive deer numbers and have been funding the ever-
increasing costs to property, biodiversity and infrastructure and biosecurity.  These costs are varied, 
and in our estimate have more doubled in the last five years, especially if you consider the value of 
land. 

Crops, semi-improved and improved pastures have never been under more deer pressure.  

Why should we solely be expected to carry this burden 

Excessive wild deer impedes our right to farm under the Tasmanian Right to Farm Legislation and is 
in contravention of Governments Agriculture 2050 target 

 

Surely the recent example set by the Federal Senate and all the other Australian States (and to a 
similar degree) in New Zealand; proves our point. 

The proposed new regulations mean that the Government still retains total control of the impact of 
the deer species on private land, the environment, and primary industries.  

What is happening in Tasmania It is plainly unfair and unacceptable. 

 

 



Since Property Based Game Management was introduced in the 1980's it now does not include any 
value for biodiversity and reserves as those values didn't exist then. Today biodiversity, carbon and 
conservation are major sources of income and increased capital value for our group and other 
landowners. It is very unrealistic and unacceptable that these losses are not included when making 
decisions around additional culling. 
 
Feral deer are causing serious environmental damage through impacting endemic flora and fauna in 
our private formal biodiversity conservation covenants and reserves, carbon sequestration projects 
and native forests. The draft regulation refers to crop loss, which inadvertently is limited to pasture 
and crops for domestic animals.  
 

Technically these areas are not agriculture or cropping as specified in the regulations but in today’s 
environment they have the same value as agricultural land. This definition needs to widen. 

 
Biosecurity issues are exacerbated by these introduced deer (e.g., disease, foot-rot eradication and 
fluke spread) is also an issue that needs to be addressed urgently. 

 

If the Government is hell bent on removing deer from World Heritage, National Parks and Formal 
reserves in public, then why does it differentiate between those areas and those of the large private 
conservation reserves that are in Zone 1 and in Zone 2? 

Why is there a zero-tolerance policy in Zone 3 in National Parks World Heritage and formal reserves 
but NOT on private land? 

 

One of the tenets of a Property Based Game Management Plan is for the landowner have the 
minimum amount of deer to reduce damage and to maintain a hunting resource. The Deer 
population is at an all time high and at its biggest range. Property Based Game Management is out of 
balance and has failed.  

There must be some form of Commercial hunting allowed where deer numbers are at their greatest 
irrespective of any Zone. 

 

Game Services Tasmania are to be commended for at least shifting the emphasis of deer 
management in the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan however, it is our view 
that it is too general, not definitive enough and leaves a broader range of major issues that need 
to be urgently dealt with.  

 

The proposed new regulations are sound in principle; however, it is clear there are major areas that 
have been omitted. 

 



THE PROBLEM WITH ZONES 

The Draft Plan fails to grasp the nettle by not properly dealing with those more affected landowners 
in Zones 1 and 2.   

All of our group are affected by the staggering numbers of deer coming off or travelling through 
Public, Crown, Forestry, Parks and Conservation areas. 

The problem are the zones. Why differentiate? A problem is still a problem no matter which zone. 

There are landowners with a massive number of Deer in Zone 1 and 2. Our most recent estimate is 
that some 25% of the landowners in Zone 1 have 70% of the deer problem.   

Q. How do you expect to reduce deer numbers in Zone 3 if you are not adequately or 
appropriately dealing with the excessive deer numbers in Zone 1? 

There are some of our groups’ members who do not have organised hunters. We do not see why 
there needs to be a mandatory agreement with Hunters, especially when PBG Management has 
failed. 

 

ORDER OF THINKING: 

1. There urgently needs to be some Zone 3 listings in Zone 1/2 

2. If this is too hard to construct then, then only have one Zone with the flexible rules of Zone 3 

3. Allow commercial hunting  

4. Provide a large-scale poisoning program 

5. Deregulate deer 

 

The draft Plan does NOT state what the preferred population should be. 

The Department has openly stated that we will never be able not eradicate deer. If this is the case, 
there will always be hunting available for recreational shooters.   

 

We do not see the necessity for a permit as a landowner. If for some reason there is a need to have a 
permit it must be what the individual landowner needs, given their knowledge of what is happening 
on their own properties. 

 

Presently, the landowner cannot deal with this chronic problem. To us the default should be that 
landowners can automatically undertake additional culling as they require or see fit to reduce deer 
numbers whether it be by a permit or not.   
 



If a landowner can reach an agreement with his recreational shooting members for year-round 
anter-less and male deer control, then this is all that should be required. A permit from the 
Department or the Game Services Unit should only be a formality. 

 

Fundamentally, it’s either more landowner control or total deregulation, otherwise we will never get 
the deer population down.  

 

 

 

 

 

OUR RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. It is recommended that properties in Zone 1 and Zone 2, where there is a demonstrated 
commitment to biodiversity conservation through a stewardship agreement or a conservation 
covenant, be treated as per Zone 3 or be given a greater level of support to reduce deer on their 
land should this be their objective. 

 

2. It is recommended that those most affected landowners in these parts of Zone 1 (including our 
group) should be automatically allowed an additional permit being the special purpose permit for 
those who have these Conservation Covenants /Carbon and Biodiversity for control as they see fit  

 

One of the current deer management problems is the low productivity of hunting/shooting.  The 
government assumes that all hunters assist in crop protection permits. This is certainly not the case.  

 

3. It is recommended that PBWMPs should be optional for those landholders in Zone 1 who do not 
wish to adopt them and that these landowners should still be allowed to cull to the full extent they 
require should they wish to do so. 

 

4. It is recommended that the administrative documentation for deer control be a single 12-month 
permit issued to the landholder to encompass the take parameters for the period. 

 

 

 



We are pleased to be able to make objective commentary about the draft Deer Management Plan 
regulations and earnestly make ourselves available for any further consultation and discussions. 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Roderic O’Connor 
Land-Owners’ Group representative 
 

 
 

 



 

 

 

Tasmania Proposed Draft Wild Deer Management Plan Response 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback into the draft wild deer management 
plan 

We have consulted widely and based on the feedback received from many landowners, 
farmers, traditional hunters they have all expressed disappointing on the draft plan. 

The positive economic, social and cultural heritage value of wild Tasmanian fallow deer has 
not been fully appreciated or quantified. 
 
The positive contribution to rural and regional communities and associated businesses is 
significant and it would be worth millions of dollars to the local communities. 
 
SFF does not and will not support the use of chemicals, 1080 poisons or helicopter 
shooting.   The use of poisons puts at real risk other wildlife such as wedge tail Eagles, 
Devils, Quolls and other animals who may access baits or contaminated carcasses.   

1080 poison should be banned from use in Tasmanian 

Some land owners are “claiming inaction” about deer numbers; however, they refuse to 
mitigate deer numbers. They refuse to take accountability to utilise existing methods, 
boundary fencing, crop protection permits or use qualified hunting organisations.  
Landowners, farmers have to work and manage wild life numbers, not eradicate wild life. 

We don’t support incurring additional costs to the Tasmania tax payer to manage wild deer, 
especially when there are over 6, 000 traditional, recreational hunters and volunteer 
hunting organisations ready and available to assist in removing wild deer from TWWHA and 
to manage satellite population. Deer numbers are only about 50,000 which is only a few 
thousand more than foresters, wild fallow deer are being managed and controlled in areas 
where access is permitted. 

In terms of semi urban areas, as they do overseas and mainland Australia the introduction 
of a regulated archery harvest should be pursued. Additional firearms regulations should be 
revisited on the use of suppressors. 
 
Regardless of wild deer location we don’t support the requirement for male deer tags 

 



 

 

 
Additional methods which should be introduced, the use of pointing dogs, archery, and 
suppressors for deer hunting.    Change to regulations to allow this which greatly enchanted 
chances of harvest.  This practice is widely used overseas and, on the mainland, and is a very 
successful tool for the traditional hunter.  

SFF does not support the shooting of stags during the rut or does when fawns are at foot, 
social licence and animal welfare must be considered. Traditional recreational hunters, 
respect animal welfare, they respect their quarry and they respect the environment.  

There is no hard evidence to suggest the proposed three zones are necessary, the issue is 
the poor management of satellite deer populations and poor management of deer in the 
TWWHA, simply because volunteer hunting organisations have been denied access year 
after year. 

Tasmania has an opportunity here to take the lead on wild deer quality deer management, 
fallow deer are an introduced game animal and injects signification tourist, social economic 
value to Tasmania which should not be underestimated 

Hunting is a healthy, social, engaging and fulfilling activity which has proven benefits to 
many, including positive mental health and financial outcomes to regional Tasmania.    
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30 November 2021 

 

Farmpoint 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 
PO Box 46, 
Kings Meadows 
TAS 7249 
 

Submission on the draft Wild Deer Management Plan for Tasmania Review Panel  

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the draft Wild Deer Management Plan for 
Tasmania. 

Feral deer (termed ‘wild deer’ in Tasmania) are increasingly impacting farm productivity, biosecurity, 
environmental sustainability and community safety. Across Australia, the distribution and abundance of 
feral deer have increased to a point that existing policy arrangements, deer control tools and resources 
allocated to vertebrate pest animal control are inadequate to control their impacts.  

Feral deer are now well established in Tasmania, as well as New South Wales, Victoria and parts of 
South Australia and Queensland. Projections of feral deer population growth and spread indicates that 
feral deer impacts will continue to increase in most states of Australia.  

In recent years, local, state and Commonwealth governments, other organisations and land managers 
have invested millions of dollars into feral deer management, culling programs, and research to manage 
impacts. 

To build on this momentum, the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions (CISS), the Commonwealth 
Department of Agriculture, Water and the Environment (DAWE), and Department of Primary Industries 
and Regions SA (PIRSA) recently initiated the National Feral Deer Coordinator project, which is funded by 
the Australian Government and is being led by PIRSA. The project is delivering a National Feral Deer 
Action Plan, to promote the need to manage impacts of feral deer, and build capacity to control feral deer 
at local, regional, state and national scales.  

A draft 5-year National Feral Deer Action Plan has recently been developed by a Working Group, 
which has representatives from local, State and Commonwealth governments, non-government 
organisations, research, volunteer and professional shooting sectors, conservation and farming sectors. 
The draft plan aims to: 

1. Contain deer populations to reduce their spread and impact. 
2. Control deer populations to reduce impacts and, where feasible, eradicate small, isolated 

populations. 
3. Protect nationally significant sites from impacts of feral deer. 

The draft plan proposes 19 actions that focus on research and innovation of new control methods, 
increasing awareness and capability to control feral deer, and coordination and collaboration at all 
scales. We recommend the 4 priority actions in this national plan for inclusion in state plans; 

• a containment strategy (a zone) and program to stop the spread of feral deer (beyond of their 
main distribution areas) that combines targeted, proactive prevention and early response efforts;  

• encouraging management plans to protect nationally and state significant areas, such as World 
Heritage and Ramsar sites that are currently or may soon be threatened by impacts of feral deer; 



• a state awareness program for feral deer impacts and control measures 
• research and development of feral deer control tools that are accessible to land managers. 

The draft National Feral Deer Action Plan encourages states and territories to prioritise feral deer 
populations for strategic control programs, based on: 

• environmental and agricultural values of the area 
• feasibility of meeting annual culling targets (ongoing) that exceed natural population growth 

(fallow populations can increase by 34 per cent each year in good conditions, Hone et al. 2010) 
• ability to reduce biosecurity, environmental, agricultural (including forestry) and community 

impacts, and maintain a low level of impact over time  
• strong support and participation from communities across the home range of the feral deer 

population 
• sub-populations where priority assets are threatened, or where their distribution may spread  
• willingness to use best-practice approaches and control tools in a coordinated way across most 

neighboring properties where the feral deer spend time (control at the single property scale is 
rarely effective because deer frequently move across many properties). 

• presence of new populations next to towns or cities, and small, isolated populations in other 
areas. 

The draft national plan also encourages states and territories to prioritise eradication programs that pose 
a future risk to priority agricultural or environmental assets and biosecurity, and also to effectively 
confine farmed deer to reduce the risk of escapes, which could form new feral populations. 

The National Feral Deer Action Plan Working Group looks forward to engaging further with DPIPWE on 
ways the draft national and state deer plans and future management can support one another to reduce 
the impacts of feral deer on primary production, environment and community safety.  

More information on the National Feral Deer Action Plan and the Working Group can be found at 
www.feraldeerplan.org.au . The draft Action Plan will soon be available on this website for public 
consultation. 

 

Yours faithfully,  

Ted Rowley (Chair), 

On behalf of the National Feral Deer Action Plan Working Group (12 members) 

 

 

http://www.feraldeerplan.org.au/


 

Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001 
Email: info@tnpa.org.au  Web: www.tnpa.org.au 

The TNPA acknowledges the First Nation peoples of lutruwita (Tasmania) and their enduring connection to country. We 
pay our respects to their elders past and present. We also acknowledge that their land was taken, and sovereignty was 
not ceded. 

1 December 2021 

Game Services Tasmania 
DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

RE: DRAFT TASMANIAN WILD FALLOW DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN 2021 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow 
Deer Management Plan. 
The Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA), as an advocate for the long-term 
conservation of Tasmania’s national parks and reserves, regards wild feral deer (Dama 
dama) as a significant threat to the natural values of Tasmania’s unique and valuable 
national parks and protected areas. 
The TNPA’s most immediate concern is the encroachment of wild feral deer into the 
eastern Central Plateau where wet ecological communities are at particular risk of 
trampling damage similar to that inflicted by wild horses on Kosciuszko National Park’s 
fragile alpine and sub-alpine environment (NSWDPIE, 2021). The draft plan does not 
put sufficient emphasis on the exclusion of wild feral deer from this area. A related 
concern is that feral deer control on reserved land must be undertaken by the 
managing authority in the most efficient manner possible (i.e. feral deer control is not 
delegated to unsupervised recreational shooters). 
The TNPA recently provided input to the draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) 
Regulations 2021 and Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021 and 
lodged a submission relating to Fallow Deer management in 2020 (TNPA 2020). 
While there are some positive initiatives in the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan, the TNPA recommends the following modifications and inclusions 
in the Plan: 

 Changing the Wildlife and Deer Farming Regulations. 
 Inclusion of Environmental Protection as a third goal and acknowledging 

legislative obligations for the protection of environmental values, biodiversity, 
threatened species, RAMSAR sites and public and private protected areas from 
deer impacts. 

 Inclusion of specific population targets under deer population goals and a time 
frame to achieve these. 

 Inclusion of an additional initiative under Management Objective 1 to manage 
deer as an invasive species and biosecurity risk. 

 Replacement of the proposed 3 zones with more effective alternative zoning to 
protect environmental values state-wide and the TWWHA, Ben Lomond and 
Douglas-Apsley National Parks. 

 Change Management Objective 2 to “Empower farmers, foresters and other 
private and public landowners to work collaboratively with Biosecurity Tasmania 
to achieve tailored deer management objectives”. 

http://www.tnpa.org.au/
mailto:DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
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 Strengthen Management Objective 3 by stating specific management initiatives 
and actions (in addition to monitoring, data collection and research), to protect 
environmental values state-wide and in protected areas.  

 Commit adequate and ongoing financial resources for successful 
implementation of the plan’s goals and objectives. 

 Align the plan’s goals and objectives with the National Feral Deer Plan and 
recommendations of the 2019 Senate Enquiry into the Impact of feral Deer, 
Goats and Pigs in Australia. 

Additional considerations are listed on the following pages. 

Yours sincerely, 

  
Nicholas Sawyer, President, TNPA 
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1. POSITIVE INITIATIVES IN THE 2021 DRAFT PLAN. 
It is positive to see the concept of zoning given consideration in the Draft Tasmanian 
Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 2021 (DPIPWE 2021a) and adoption of culling 
approaches (described as “light touch” in Zone 3 in the draft plan).  
The TNPA supports the draft plan’s Management Objective 4, to improve community 
education relating to deer management and building community partnerships. The 
TNPA recognises that Government agencies such as DPIPWE require community 
involvement to implement an effective deer management plan.  

2. WILDLIFE AND DEER FARMING REGULATIONS. 
The TNPA notes that the new regulations have not been released concurrently with the 
Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 2021.  A future Plan must 
remove the partially protected status of deer in the Wildlife Regulations and introduce 
effective deer farming controls to prevent escapes and reduce deer numbers and 
range.   

3. GOALS OF THE DRAFT TASMANIAN WILD FALLOW DEER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN. 

“Social” and “Deer Population” goals are outlined in the plan. While it is positive to note 
an intention to reduce the “risks to the natural and cultural values of Tasmania’s 
conservation reserve estate and other public and private lands”; Tasmania’s reserves, 
National Parks, and the TWWHA require a third goal, “Environmental Protection” to be 
included in the management plan to maximise protection of environmental values. 
One obvious shortcoming of the stated deer population goals in the draft plan, is a lack 
of specific population targets for deer numbers across the state and the time frame to 
achieve this. The TNPA supports the view of the Invasive Species Council of a state-
wide deer population goal of 10,000 by 2032 and confined to the core “traditional deer 
range” in the Midlands (Invasive Species Council 2021). 

4. THE DRAFT PLAN’S MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES. 
The TNPA has significant concerns that a future Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
will fail to meet management objective 1 in the draft plan, (to effectively manage the 
impacts of wild fallow deer throughout the state), unless there is a policy shift to 
manage deer as an invasive species and biosecurity risk.  
Therefore, management objective 2 in the draft plan should be altered, to clearly state 
the role of Biosecurity Tasmania as the lead agency, to work with all stakeholders, to 
implement state-wide deer management.  
Another shortcoming of management objective 2 is that it does not explicitly state that 
private landowners and managers of public and private conservation reserves in 
proposed zones 1 and 2, will have access year-round to the same culling strategies 
available in proposed zone 3 to achieve protection of environmental values.  
Management objective 3 (“continue to provide evidence-based deer management”) in 
the draft plan, fails to identify evidence-based actions that will be implemented to 
reduce deer population numbers.  Evaluation tools such as population monitoring, data 
collection and research, while essential components of effective management, are 
insufficient on their own to provide evidence-based deer management. They need to be 
linked in the plan to specific, time-based targeted goals for the reduction of deer 
populations and protection of environmental values. 
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5. TASMANIA’S LEGISLATIVE OBLIGATIONS TO PROTECT THE NATURAL 
ENVIRONMENT. 

A future Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan must be consistent with 
Tasmania’s obligations under State and Commonwealth legislation and international 
agreements. 
 The Tasmanian government has a duty via the National Parks and Reserves 
Management Act 2002 to manage Tasmania’s reserved land to conserve natural 
biological diversity and to protect and rehabilitate national parks, the TWWHA and 
conservation reserves following adverse impacts from introduced species such as wild 
feral deer.   
The Nature Conservation Act 2002 states the purpose of Tasmania’s reserves to 
include the conservation of natural biological diversity and values of areas that are 
unique, important or have representative value.  
The Threatened Species Protection Act 1995, the Commonwealth’s Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Act 1999 (EPBC) and international treaties such as the 
UNESCO World Heritage and Ramsar Conventions, also place obligations on 
Tasmania to manage its reserves to protect natural and environmental values.  
State Governments such as Tasmania, have a responsibility to uphold Australia’s 
commitment to protect biodiversity via the International Convention on Biodiversity 
(CBD)   and to implement key actions of the National Strategy for the Conservation of 
Australia’s Biodiversity 2019 -2030 (Commonwealth of Australia 2019).    
The TNPA recommends inclusion of these legislative obligations under a separate 
Goal, “Environmental Protection”. 

6. ZONING FOR THE TWWHA, BEN LOMOND & DOUGLAS APSLEY 
NATIONAL PARKS. 

DPIPWE’s draft Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Biosecurity Strategy 2021 
– 2031 recognises that deer impacts in the TWWHA are now recognised as a higher 
risk (DPIPWE 2021b). 
The TNPA supports zoning as a management tool to manage invasive species such as 
wild feral deer. However, the proposed 3 zoned approach in the Draft Tasmanian Wild 
Fallow Deer Management Plan is not supported, as it is unlikely to reduce deer impacts 
state-wide, particularly in the TWWHA, Ben Lomond, and Douglas-Apsley National 
Parks; and in other conservation reserves, RAMSAR sites and areas with threatened 
vegetation communities in proposed Zones 1 and 2.   
Visitors to Tasmania’s national parks, the TWWHA and other reserves expect to see 
outstanding natural values, native plants and animals and unique features. Failure to 
prevent or reverse the environmental damage caused by deer will degrade the visitor 
experience.  
All areas of the TWWHA, Ben Lomond and Douglas-Apsley National Parks should be 
included in an eradication zone where “no deer” rather than “sustainable hunting or 
mixed management” is the primary management objective.  Objectives in proposed 
zones 1 and 2 favour recreational hunting, and maintenance of a deer herd, a strategy 
that has resulted in the current unsustainable increase in deer numbers in Tasmania 
and escalating damage to environmental values.  
The TNPA does not support the 3 zoned approach in the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow 
Deer Management Plan. 
The TNPA supports a more nuanced approach to zoning as outlined by The Invasive 
Species Council. This alternative zoning includes a prevention zone and two 
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eradication zones (A & B) with the objective to remove deer from Zone A within 5 years 
and prevention of re-colonisation, and the objective of Zone B to remove deer within a 
ten-year period and prevention of re-colonisation. This enhanced zoning plan will 
protect Ben Lomond and Douglas-Apsley National Parks, the prevention zone of the 
TWWHA, Freycinet National Park and other conservation reserves.  A central control 
and containment zone with buffering to prevent re-colonisation in the Eradication zone, 
and asset protection in areas with high conservation values (such as the Midlands 
biodiversity hotspot) is also supported (Invasive Species Council 2021). 
The TNPA notes the Government’s response to the 2017 Legislative Council enquiry 
into wild deer, and the Government’s intention to eradicate deer populations in World 
Heritage and other conservation lands and to consider recreational hunters as a 
resource (DPIPWE 2017). 
Reliance on recreational hunters to manage an invasive species such as deer in 
protected areas is ineffective and inefficient. The Victorian Government has recently 
completed a deer management trial in the Alpine National Park. The results indicate 
that aerial shooting is most effective; followed by on-ground professional shooting. 
Aerial shooting, ‘Was shown to be very efficient with 119 deer taken over 15 hours of 
operation, which is an average of one deer per 7.6 minutes. This can be compared to 
one deer per 8.6 hours of operation of volunteer-based ground shooting, or one deer 
per 2.3 hours of contracted ground shooting.’ (Victoria Questions on Notice 212 2021). 

7. THREATENED VEGETATION COMMUNITIES AND RAMSAR WETLANDS. 
The 2019 Senate Enquiry on the Impact of Feral Deer, Pigs and Goats in Australia, 
recommends that feral deer be listed as a standalone Key Threatening Process under 
the EPBC Act (Commonwealth of Australia 2021).  
Fallow deer’s environmental impacts include changes in vegetation structure because 
of browsing and grazing, altering the natural succession of saplings and seedlings, 
establishing weeds, and changing ground litter and nutrients. Other species such as 
birds are also at risk as the reduction in biodiversity reduces habitat and food resources 
for native species (IUCN 2021). 
Fallow deer are not regarded as a threatened species.  
In contrast, there are 7 threatened ecological communities in Tasmania currently listed 
under the Commonwealth’s EPBC Act and include sphagnum peatland, Eucalyptus 
ovata – Callitris oblonga forest, lowland native grasses, and Eucalyptus ovata /E. 
brookeriana forests and woodlands.  Unfortunately, these communities are vulnerable 
to impacts from deer. (DAWE 2021a). 
At least 650 animal and plant species are listed as currently threatened in Tasmania 
and are listed on the schedules of the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995. 
(DPIPWE 2021c). 
The Nature Conservation Act 2002 lists 39 threatened vegetation communities (16 non-
forest and 23 forest). (DPIPWE 2021c). 
As feral deer are estimated to have spread to 27% of Tasmania, with an unsustainable 
annual growth rate approaching 11.5 % and the potential of the deer population to 
spread to 56% of Tasmania (Cunningham et al 2021), “high level” immediate initiatives 
are required to protect Tasmania’s environment, individual threatened species and 
vegetation communities.  After reviewing the available evidence to date, the Invasive 
Species Council estimates a current deer population approaching 100, 000 (Invasive 
Species Council 2021). 
In recognition that wild deer are a threatening process, the 2019 Senate Enquiry into 
the Impact of Feral Deer, Pigs and Goats in Australia, recommended preparation of a 
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Threat Abatement Plan for threatened species and vegetation communities). The 
TNPA supports this as a “high level” initiative for inclusion in the Tasmanian Wild 
Fallow Deer Management Plan (Commonwealth of Australia 2021). 
As a signatory to the Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, 
Australia and State governments have an obligation to protect Ramsar listed wetlands. 
The Ramsar Strategic Plan’s 2016 -2024 Target 4, states that Australian States and 
Territories will identify and manage threats from invasive species (Ramsar 2015). 
Tasmania’s internationally recognised Ramsar sites include Interlaken Lakeside 
Reserve near Tunbridge, The Apsley Marshes and Moulting Lagoon on the East Coast 
of Tasmania (DAWE 2021b). 
A future Tasmanian Wild Deer Management Plan needs to identify actions and 
resources to protect these Ramsar sites and their values.  

8. RAPID EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN POST BUSHFIRES TO CULL 
DEER. 

Invasive species such as feral deer, rapidly move into new areas after bushfires and 
prevent the recovery of ecosystems because of their grazing and browsing pressures 
(DELWP 2020). 
In recognition of these threats, the Victorian Government implemented a rapid 
emergency response to protect threatened species and recovering vegetation in the 
State’s protected areas (DELWP 2020). The TNPA supports adopting a similar “high 
level” initiative in the Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan to protect 
environmental values and to reduce deer populations in recovering ecosystems. 

9. FINANCIAL RESOURCES TO IMPLEMENT THE PLAN.  
Placing responsibility for implementation of the Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer 
Management Plan, with Biosecurity Tasmania, will more closely align the plan’s goals 
and objectives with those of the Parks and Wildlife Service and Natural and Cultural 
Heritage organisational groups in DPIPWE, thus saving financial resources. 
The 2019 Senate Enquiry on the Impact of Feral Deer, Pigs and Goats in Australia 
recommended that Commonwealth, State and Territory Governments should ensure 
adequate long-term funding for Deer Management (Commonwealth of Australia 2021). 
The National Feral Deer working group estimate that Fallow deer in Tasmania cost the 
state’s agricultural industry at least $10 million annually and that a minimal Foot and 
Mouth Disease outbreak, could cost Australia around $7.1 billion, while a large 12-
month outbreak would cost $16 billion (CISS 2021). 
The Invasive Species Council (2021) estimates that the social, economic, and 
environmental costs of feral deer in Tasmania, are approximately $100 million annually. 
The TNPA supports an immediate $1.8 million financial commitment to launch the plan, 
as suggested by the Invasive Species Council.  

10. NATIONAL GUIDELINES. 
The TNPA recommends that the Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
incorporates the recommendations of the 2019 Senate Enquiry on the Impact of Feral 
Deer, Pigs and Goats in Australia and that the plan nominates Biosecurity Tasmania as 
the Tasmanian representative on the National Feral Deer Action Plan working group. 
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TFPA Submission:  Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
 
The Tasmanian Forest Products Association (TFPA) welcomes the opportunity to make comment to 
the Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan, as change is required to reduce the 
damage by this introduced species to the forest industry. 
 
The TFPA is the peak body for forestry that undertakes policy development, lobbying and advocacy 
for members interests.  TFPA represents all elements of the value chain from the sustainable 
harvesting of plantations and multiple use natural forest resource including forest establishment 
and management, harvesting and haulage, processing of timber resources and manufacture of 
pulp, paper and bioproducts. 
 
TFPA members contribute to the direct value of the Tasmanian forest industry that is worth over 
$700 million at the point of sale, and over $1.2 billion when considering the flow-on-effects 
generated in other industries as a result of spending by the forest industry. 
 
We recommend the Tasmanian Government needs to make a bold change to assist private 
landowners. As on one hand you want to maintain the partial protective status of fallow deer under 
regulation, and then on the other you want to grow agriculture, forestry and seafood to $10 billion 
by 2050.  Does the Government want to see a growing primary industry sector, or do you want to 
maintain regulation that limits landowners’ ability to control an introduced species?  
 
We support and highlight to the Tasmanian Government the recent completed Senate Report into 
the Impact of feral deer, pigs and goats in Australia, in particular, recommendation 8: 

• The committee recommends that all Australian jurisdictions make any necessary changes 
to their existing legislative and regulatory frameworks to: 

o ensure that wild deer are treated as an environmental pest; 
o maximise the ability of landholders to control feral deer on their land; and 
o maximise the ability of park managers to control feral deer in World Heritage Areas 

and National Parks. 
 

We provide below our comments to the four management objectives presented under the draft 
plan. 

mailto:gamemanagementplan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au


TFPA represents forest growers, harvesters, and manufacturers of timber, wood and fibre products. 

 
Management Objective 1: Effectively manage the impacts of wild fallow deer throughout the state 

• We disagree with delineating the state into three zones, especially for private landowners, 
as this not only adds complexity and confusion, but also adds regulatory burden for 
landowners and government alike. 

• Deer do not respect lines on a map. 
• We propose that on private land it is up to landowners to manage deer. 
• We request the delisting of European Fallow Deer from Schedule 4 of the Wildlife (General) 

Regulations 2010. 
• The current regulative status is adding cost to landowners for no benefit. 

 
Management Objective 2: Empower farmers, foresters and other land managers to work 
collaboratively with hunters to achieve tailored deer management objectives 

• We support empowering foresters to manage deer on their property, based on little to no 
“lighter-touch” policies. 

• As noted in objective 1, we don’t support having three zones. 
• TFPA members understand the sensitivities on taking antlerless deer between 16 

November and 14 March because it is the lactating period for deer and taking a lactating 
female during this period may impact any dependent fawn. 

• Our members use professional shooters to manage deer on their land who are ethical 
shooters and can manage this risk by accounting for fawns dependent on does. 

• Forestry businesses use “professional shooters” not hunters.  
• As per the categories of firearms licences, a category D licence is only available to a 

professional shooter who can prove their principal occupation is the controlling of 
vertebrate pest animals. 

 
Management Objective 3: Continue to provide evidence-based deer management 

• TFPA support the continuing of wildlife population monitoring, especially on public land 
and sensitive areas like the TWWHA. 

 
Management Objective 4: Improve community involvement, education and awareness of deer 
management 

• We support reducing the number of deer in peri-urban and conservation areas, but also the 
need to reduce numbers on private land.   

• We support partnerships to avoid anti-social or unsafe behaviour.  Unfortunately, poaching 
and shooting from public roads onto private land does occur for some of our members. 

 
We welcome the opportunity to further discuss our submission.   
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Nick Steel 
Chief Executive Officer 



655 Main Road
BERRIEDALE   TAS   7011

PO BOX 1185
GLENORCHY   TAS   7010

ABN:  83 812 406 611
www.mona.net.au

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment
GPO Box 44
Hobart
Tasmania 7001

24 November 2021

To whom it may concern,

As  at the Museum of Old and New Art (Mona), I am writing to contribute my
feedback to the Draft Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan.

Having read through the draft plan from the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water,
and Environment, I am particularly keen to emphasise my strong support for the opportunity
to utilise Tasmanian wild fallow deer for commercial use.

I believe there is a sustainable way for commercial harvesters and processors to have
access to this abundant resource, alongside our recreational hunters. As an expatriate Kiwi
living here in Tasmania (who came from a hunting family), I understand the importance and
cultural significance of recreational hunting, and am fully supportive of its continuation.

That said, I am unable to understand why, under current legislated controls, we cannot have
a small, sustainable, regulated commercial approach to our deer population. We do this with
wild harvested wallaby—a native animal in their own environment—which are taken in the
exact same locations as deer.

There are many reasons that this could be a real asset when it comes to the management of
wild fallow deer:

Ethically
Use of a resource that is culled in large numbers and is ultimately put to waste. This could
be prevented by harvesting with the same approach, process and health regulations as
wallaby.

Commercially
Allowing farmers to select who hunts on their land and to sell what is taken from their farms
through quotas and/or fees. This would help to mitigate the damage done on farms to
fencing, crop loss and stock feed, as well as providing income to licenced harvesters.

Environmentally
This is an opportunity to be part of the solution when it comes to controlling an
ever-expanding wild deer population, contributing to the removal of animals in areas where
they pose risk to the ecosystem.



Reputational
To continue to demonstrate Tasmania’s standing as a socially and environmentally
conscious state that works collaboratively with all its varied communities. This is not political,
but rather a real community issue that can be managed together.

Socially
To give people the right to decide what they eat and how it is sourced. Like wallaby, this is a
natural, healthy meat to eat and, with provenance a key factor in many people’s food
choices, this is an opportunity to take a socially aware and responsible approach.

At Mona, we currently use wild harvested wallaby from Tasmania on our menus across our
various restaurants and food venues. It is so well received by our guests. Unfortunately we
are simultaneously required to import wild harvested venison from South Australia and New
South Wales, which is in direct contrast to a broadly sustainable, Tasmanian offering.

I am interested to understand the rationale for DPIPWE’s continued support for the
legislation as it currently stands, in light of the waste of resources this represents.

I am appreciative of the opportunity to express these views, and very much look forward to
hearing the outcomes of this consultation process, as well as working together in future to
champion and protect Tasmania’s unique natural and cultural heritage.

Should you or your team require any further information from us, please do not hesitate to
contact ,  on  or via

Yours sincerely,

November 2021

2



From:
To:
Subject: FW: Deer Management Plan
Date: Wednesday, 16 February 2022 1:47:37 PM
Attachments:

From:   
Sent: Friday, 3 December 2021 1:13 PM
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: Deer Management Plan

 

Hi 

As discussed in the NRM meeting, I have attached an edited map showing the proposed change
to the Zone boundaries along the east coast.

The points of justification for establishing a NO DEER Zone along the East Coast are as follows.

1. There are a relatively small number of deer east of the top of the eastern tiers currently. The
deer that are present cause issues for agriculture and the intensive cropping that has expanded
over recent years.

2. The Area north of Bicheno is predominantly National Park (Douglas Apsley NP) Feral deer
should not be encouraged or allowed to establish in National Parks.

3. The Swan River valley is now under intensive cropping including viticulture, walnuts, olives and
other high value crops. Owners of these businesses do not want feral deer damaging their
investment.

4. The area south of Little Swanport is predominantly the Buckland Military Training Area
managed by the Department of Defence. It is unlikely that the D of D would want another feral
species establishing in that area.

The Management Plan is supported as a positive first step, however as with the populations of
deer in the far North West of the state, the east coast should be classified as a No Deer Zone and
eradication should be the ultimate management aim.

Regards

Vice Chair  GSB NRMC

 
David Tucker



 

 



In this zone, "no deer" is the broad management objective. While recognising that deer currently occur within 

Zone 3, and the inherent difficulty of eradicating them, the "no deer" objective of this zone translates to 

eradicating new incursions and either eradicating or managing down existing satellite populations in a strategic 

and prioritised manner. 

These zones are summarised in Figures 3 and 4. 

Fallow Deer 
Management Zones 

in Tasmania 

Zone 1 Sustainable Huncing 

Zone 2 Mixed managemenobuffer 

1 1 Zone 3 N o deer 
i 

Figure 3: Vv'ild fallow deer management zones in Tasmania 
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NATIONAL PARKS & WILDLIFE ADVISORY COUNCIL (NPWAC) 
GPO Box 1751, Hobart, Tasmania 

 
 
 
 
 
Jason Jacobi 
General Manager 
Parks & Wildlife Service 
 
 
Dear Jason 

 
 

Draft Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Plan 
 
NPWAC strongly supports the proposed zoning and actions identified in the draft Tasmanian 
Wild Deer Management Plan.  In particular, the Council supports the proposal for more 
aggressive control of deer in Zone 3, including aerial shooting and the use of thermal imaging 
as technology allows.   
 
There needs to be adequate resourcing to ensure that deer are removed from Zone 3 and 
that the population is kept in check, especially on reserved lands in Zone 2. Ironically it is 
probably easier and more efficient to control the central and denser populations as opposed 
to that required to track and control dispersed groups of deer in remote areas, particularly in 
places like the West Coast where they were introduced a decade or so ago.  
 
 
 
Malcolm Wells  
Chair 
 
24 November, 2021 
 
 
 



DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

https://www.treealliance.com.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/253932/Corporate_Plan_2021_-_2024.PDF
https://www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/148855/Strategic_Growth_Plan.PDF
https://www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/148855/Strategic_Growth_Plan.PDF
https://www.treealliance.com.au/about
https://www.treealliance.com.au/about
mailto:DeerManagementPlan@dpipwe.tas.gov.au




                                                                                            
 
 
 

 
 

 
  
 
Charlton Hunters club: response to the Department constructed wild deer management plan. 
 
 
  
 
The Charlton Hunters Club members have successfully operated a Property Based Game Management Plan on Charlton estate 
at Ross for the past 25+ years. 
  
Our members have contributed financially and physically to its success, we have renovated farm buildings, we have installed 
cooling rooms that are utilised for both hunters and farmer, we have assisted in fencing and road works. 
 
We have paid for the chance to do this; the reward for this work comes in having asses to hunting mature well-managed Buck 
herd. 
Thousands of hours spent by members, controlling browsing wildlife to assist farmers has virtually eliminated the use of 1080 
poisons in this region and the majority of this is done at the hunter’s expense, this also has a two-sided benefit, being the 
financial stimulus to hunting stores and the small rural towns we travel through. 
 
The glue that hold this together is the ability to maybe harvesting a trophy buck.  
I personal attended 4 meetings and had feedback from the others and it was unanimous that tags should remain for all Bucks 
and no to rut hunting. 
 
In the current plan, the following issue have caused concern for our members. 
 

1. Hunting in the rutting period:  understanding of QDM we totally disagree with the department’s defence of this 
recommendation ( Ross TDAC meeting we just put it in thought you might like it)  
Targeting mature Bucks, will increase the length of the Rut, result in younger age group of bucks doing the bulk of the 
breeding resulting later fawn dropping and lower body weights going into winter the outcome lower quality herd. 
 

2. The Department are suggesting removing the need for tagging male deer or season restriction if you have a PBGMP 
the requirement for Tagging is our last defence for illegal hunting. ( Ulverstone meeting; illegal 
hunting is happening know and you have tags so what is your problem) 

 
Deer managed on Charlton and many other properties will become the target for illegal hunting, if the only deterrent is removed 
by the department’s plans to allow rut hunting without any tagging system to support the properties that have no intention of 
changing. 
 
 
The Charlton hunting club members and their families have supported you and the liberal party delivering a balance.  
We believe the TDAC plan encourages the continuation of this balance, it recommends tags for all bucks it does not support 
Rut hunting and it supports farmers to have access to SPP permits to control problem herds on their land. 
 
 
 
Regards Andrew Winwood 
President Charlton Hunters Club Inc. 
 

 
 

 



 
 

Tasmanian Deer Advisory Committee Inc. 
 
 
 
 

 
Tasmanian Wild Fallow Deer Management Draft Plan 2021 

 
 
TDAC members have been actively consulting with both the hunting community and landowners and 
have attended all the Departments community consultation sessions. 
 
 We therefore wish to propose our alternatives and inclusions for your consideration:   
 

Proposed Zone 1 & 2 renamed as the ‘Accepted Deer Range’ 
 
This area is formerly known as the ‘traditional deer range’ where deer are an accepted part of the 
landscape. TDAC aims to ensure that deer in the ‘Accepted Deer Range’ are continued to be managed 
as a valuable hunting resource whilst encouraging population control in line with Quality Deer 
Management principals such as focusing culling activities on female deer and control excess male 
deer under a property-based permit system. An increase in regulation and red tape is not required or 
encouraged. 

GOALS 

Male Deer Season - 5 week/6 weekend season. Dated from Feb/March to April. One tag per licence 

Female Deer Season - 15th March until 15th November. No tags and no quota 

Female Deer Crop Protection Permits - 15th March to 15th November. No tags and no quota 
 
Male Deer Crop Protection Permits - Available throughout the year other than the rutting period 
and immediately prior to the declared buck season. 
 
Special Purposes Permit - Versatile and adaptable deer control for property specific circumstances  
 
 

ADVANTAGES 

• Properties and hunting groups that have arrangements in place and have no desire or need 
to change can ensure the status quo remains 

• 5 yearly crop protection permits are still available and managed as per current arrangements 
allowing harvest of antlerless deer 230 plus days per year 

• Properties with current PBWMP can apply for a male deer crop protection permit and cull 
animals as required under current conditions. This allows a certain class of male deer to be 
harvested 365 days per year 

• A change to current regulations or restrictions is not required 
• SPP gives landowners the ability to protect high value crops at short notice to reduce the 

impact of travelling deer herds on cropping programs 

 



RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 

Special Purposes Permit in ‘Accepted Deer Range’: 

• SPP made available to quickly remove or reduce problem deer to an acceptable level 
• SPP can be issued to both farming and forestry operations along with hunter groups that 

demonstrate a need to reduce deer numbers in a shorter time frame under a PBWMP 
• SPP focus is purely on herd reduction and not trophy hunting 
• SPP approvals granted over the phone by Game Services Tas. and a copy of the permit 

emailed to the landowner soon after 
• SPP may include refined/relaxed conditions such as: 

- Modified harvest season for female deer (approval required from external stakeholders) 
- 10.5-month harvest season for adult male Deer (excluding rut period) 
- 12-month harvest season for immature male deer. 
- Expanded harvesting options (thermal locating devices, spotlight equipment etc.) 
- No tagging requirement for antlerless deer 
- Some commitment to collection of scientific data 

 
 

• To ensure compliance and continuity between different permits: 
- Game licence required to undertake SPP culling programs 

 
• To ensure that trophy quality males are harvested only during the declared game season: 

- Removal of antlers from the property where male deer are culled under SPP not allowed 
- If antler removal is deemed to be required, an SPP tag must be affixed  
- A copy of the SPP is the only requirement to transport male deer carcasses from the 

property for processing/consumption.  
 

OUTCOMES 
 

• Gives farmers and landholders greater flexibility to manage deer numbers in ‘real time’ 
• By not permitting the removal of antlers from properties, this resolves the hunter concerns 

relating to the killing of trophy bucks outside of the declared season with spotlights etc. 
• An SPP will not interfere with other properties that do not want broadscale change 
• Commitments already made around QDM will be maintained 

 
 

Commercial Harvesting of Fallow Deer: 

• The TDAC will not support the commercial harvesting of wild Fallow Deer 
• A commercial harvest would damage Tasmania’s existing deer farming operations beyond 

repair 
• Commercial harvesting would impact severely on the access opportunities recreational 

hunters that have worked so hard to secure, and may have a perverse outcome by impacting 
associated possum and wallaby control programs 

• Tasmania is famous for its self-sustainable lifestyle. The opportunities for game licence 
holders to harvest wildlife under a PBWMP should be expanded and not reduced 

• Tasmania’s Fallow Deer herd is valued as an important resource for the 6000 Tasmanian 
recreational hunters who utilise the protein to sustain their families 
 

 



Rename proposed Zone 3 to the ‘Excluded Deer Range’ 
 

This area will encapsulate the various deer herds that are on the landscape because of translocations 
and deer farm escapees where eradication and/or extreme herd reduction is required. 

GOALS 

• Manage deer with the aim of total removal from the landscape 
• Includes TWWHA and peri-urban areas 
• Property-specific management and planning 
• Harvest and culling restrictions reduced to aid in deer herd removal 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 

 
Deer Range Project Officer: 
 
The Government appoint a ‘Deer Range Project Officer’ to specifically focus on: 
 

• Community engagement and public relations to enable access to outlying deer herds 
• Develop, undertake, and manage property specific culling plans 
• Collate data by assessing spotlight surveys, animal sightings and take returns 
• Deliver bi-monthly reports to stakeholders on herd reduction progress 
• Engage volunteers from reputable organisations to undertake removal programs 
• The officer will have experience in rural settings and a sound knowledge of hunting practices 

and techniques 
 
Hunting organisation engagement: 
 
Engage and interact with approved hunting organisations to assist the Department with: 
 

• Training and accreditation for individuals or groups  
• Manual labour for trapping and carcase removal 
• Hunting tactics and strategic planning 
• Ongoing management programs for the future 
• A cost recovery system for individuals removing deer in this range would result in 

further utilisation of the resource, improved social licence and a reduction in overall 
costs 

 
 
Special Purposes Permit in ‘Excluded Deer Range’: 

• SPP made available to quickly remove or reduce problem deer to an acceptable level 
• SPP can be issued to both farming and forestry operations along with hunter groups that 

demonstrate a need to reduce deer numbers in a shorter time frame under a PBWMP 
• SPP focus is purely on herd reduction and not trophy hunting 
• SPP approvals granted over the phone by Game Services Tas. and a copy of the permit 

emailed to the landowner soon after 
• SPP may include refined/relaxed conditions such as: 

- Modified harvest season for female deer (approval required from external stakeholders) 
- 12-month harvest season for adult male Deer (no exclusion in rut period) 
- 12-month harvest season for immature male deer. 
- Expanded harvesting options (thermal locating devices, spotlight equipment etc.) 
- No tagging requirement for antlerless deer 
- Some commitment to collection of scientific data 



 
• To ensure compliance and continuity between different permits: 

- Game licence required to undertake SPP culling programs 
 

• SPP issued in ‘Excluded Deer Range’ will also allow for: 
- Harvesting of all age classes of male deer 

 
• Tagging requirements still required for male deer to ensure continuity and compliance  

 
 

 

 

Signed 

 

 

 

Andrew Winwood - TDAC Chairman 
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