
NRE RTI 009 – Property Protection Permits (PPPs) 

3) Information about the compliance and enforcement activities undertaken by the

Department in relation to Property Protection Permits (PPPs), including site

inspections.

Site Inspections 

In implementing the Standard Operating Procedure for Assessing Applications for Property 

Protection Permits and Special Purposes Wildlife permits for Deer in zone 1 (provided as 

Attachment B) a risk-based approach is taken by Game Services Tasmania (GST) staff to 

undertaking site inspections.  

Site inspections are performed by GST: 

• to determine if a permit for 1080 should be issued and conditions of issue;

• when, following a desk-top assessment and communications with the permit applicant,

further information is required to be able to make a risk-based assessment and

decision; and

• when assessing permits to take wombat.

GST site inspections may be performed in other scenarios such as (for example) if an 

application is for a new species not previously considered, or if there may be complicating 

factors involving the applicant such as any historical non-compliance, complaints, and/or other 

relevant information. 

Biosecurity Tasmania and the Investigation and Enforcement Services (IES) section in the 

Environment Branch undertake compliance-based site inspections in relation to PPPs using 

1080. Guidance is provided by the 1080 Code of Practice (COP)  Code of Practice for the Use 

of 1080 for Native Browsing Animal Management.  Ten percent of PPPs using 1080 are 

audited. In accordance with this, there was one proactive compliance inspection during this 

period which was deemed compliant with the PPP conditions. 

Compliance and enforcement 

IES is responsible for investigating alleged breaches of environmental legislation, with a 

particular focus on the Nature Conservation Act 2002, Threatened Species Protection Act 

1995, and Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975. 

IES applies a graduated and proportionate approach to compliance and enforcement, 

consistent with the compliance pyramid. This model prioritises education, engagement, and 

voluntary compliance as foundational steps, while reserving formal enforcement actions for 

more serious or persistent non-compliance. IES undertake risk-based assessments to 

determine the most appropriate compliance response, which may include: education and 

communication to raise awareness and encourage behavioural change; cautions and advisory 

notices for minor or first-time breaches; statutory instruments and enforcement actions where 

warranted by the nature, severity, or frequency of the activity. 
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The frequency and scope of compliance audits are determined by the level of risk associated 

with the regulated activity, ensuring resources are targeted where they are most needed to 

protect Tasmania’s natural and cultural heritage. 

 

There were five investigations into allegations relating to the unlawful taking of wildlife 

connected to a PPP in 2024, all undertaken following receipt of complaints.  

 

 

4)  Enforcement actions taken 

- Any penalties, prosecutions, suspensions, or warnings issued due to breach of 

licence conditions 

- Internal reports or correspondence regarding these actions 

 

As noted, there were five investigations in 2024.  One resulted in a Letter of Caution on a 

different legislative basis, two resulted in educational outcomes and two led to no further action 

due to insufficient evidence. 

 

A running sheet of the investigation that resulted in the Letter of Caution is at Attachment A. 

 

 

 

7) Threat verification protocols 

-  All documents outlining how agencies assess and verify claims of a) danger to human 

safety b) economic damage (e.g. to crops, livestock), c) other hardship claims that form 

the basis of issuing a licence 

 

8) Non-lethal alternative assessments 

- Policies, guidelines, or internal decision-making documents outlining: a) how non-

lethal methods are considered during assessment, b) when and why they are ruled out 

as “unsuitable”, c) whether applicants must demonstrate attempts at deterrence or 

other alternatives.” 

 

Standard operating procedures for PPPs are included as Attachment B. 
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Investigations and Enforcement Section 

Running Sheet 

WOMS Number: 24/131 

Offence:  Unlawful take and possession of partly 

protected wildlife and animal cruelty 

No. Date/Time Activity Action 
1 13 May 2024 

16:37 
Wildlife Services (Ettles) received complaints 
made by two campers (  and 

) at  campground 
regarding a person on a property adjoining 
campground to the south using dogs to hunt 
and kill wallabies. Advised that expecting  

 to send in a video he had taken. 

SW identified that 
campground operated by 
PWS and likely land in 
question was  

 
 
 

). SW pulled 
together LIST images for 
discussion with MB.  
Review of Site Risk Entry 
layer on the LIST identified 
no reported NRE Tas risks. 

2 14 May 2024 
11:11 

In response to a request made by SW, Wildlife 
Services (Ettles) searched Pepperberry and 
provided SW with copy of Property Protection 
Permit  held by  
over  – which 
allowed for the taking of Bennetts Wallaby, 
Rufous Wallaby and Brushtail Possum - by 
Shooting only. 

SW elected to talk to 
witnesses directly by 
telephone  

3 14 May 2024 
11:42 

SW called  and 
established he had witnessed on two different 
days a landowner using dogs to systematically 
hunt/kill pademelons. Contemporaneous 
notes filed. 

SW identified that  
prepared to provide a 
statement. 

4 14 May 2024 
12:10 

SW called  who advised he had 
seen dogs chasing a pademelon and of a 
gentleman picking pademelon up and flinging 
it into back of a ute.   advised he had video 
footage of this. SW requested that he email it 
to him. Contemporaneous notes filed. 

SW identified  willing to 
provide statement and 
that as initial step he 
would email video he took 
to SW along with pin drops 
of where he saw activity. 

SW elected to talk to 
landowner directly by 
telephone to determine 
what they knew about 
activity – primary objective 
to cease such activity. 

Attachment A
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2 

No. Date/Time Activity Action 
5 14 May 2024 

14:12 
SW called  on mobile phone 
and left message on message bank.   

 called back about 5 minutes later. 
SW advised  he would like to talk to .  

 said she would pass message on. 
Contemporaneous notes filed. 

SW decided to also call 
landline and leave a 
message. 

6 14 May 2024 
14:28 

SW called landline and left a message asking 
 to call back.  Contemporaneous notes 

filed. 

SW waited for call back. 

7 14 May 2024 
15:39 

SW called  back after a missed call.   
volunteered that dogs did get one wallaby the 
other day. SW advised  that would need to 
have further discussions with him about this 
matter after receiving further information 
from witnesses.  SW requested that  do 
everything he could to control his dogs to 
ensure no similar incidents occurred.   said  
to SW words to the effect of “when we meet I 
should bring with me name of the fella” – 
which SW took to be threatening and 
cautioned  against use of such language. 
Contemporaneous notes filed. 

SW put priority on 
obtaining witness 
statements and decided 
to: a) contact PWS person 
which knowledge of 
campground to see if PWS 
had received similar 
complaints in past; and b) 
contact Tas Police and ask 
them to conduct periodic 
welfare checks at 
campground (and advise 
IES if they receive similar 
reports from campers). 

8 14 May 2024 
17:45 

SW arranged with  to come to Prospect 
office on Friday 17.5.24 to provide statement 
– via text exchanges.

9 15 May – 
17:52 

In response to earlier phone call and email, 
Greg Hocking (NRE GST) emailed to SW a copy 
of Wallaby Hunting Standard June 2003 which 
clarified where, on NRE website and in Game 
Tracks, the reference to dogs being able to be 
used to “flush permitted game” came from. 
Copy of email on file – with attachment. 

10 15 May 2024 
21:46 

 emailed SW short video and Google Map 
image with pin drops. 
Copy of email on file – with attachments. 

SW identified further 
information required 
regarding date/time video 
taken. 

11 16 May 2024 
7:49 

SW emailed  seeking clarification about 
date/time when video taken. 
Copy of email on file. 

12 16 May 2024 
8:33 

SW sent email to Michael Spauling (MS) at 
PWS seeking name of person to talk to at PWS 
familiar with campground and who might 
have knowledge of any similar reports made 
previously by campers. Copy of email on file. 

13 16 May 2024 
- AM

SW established on Pelis that  also 
holds a hunting licence. 

14 16 May 2024 
9:47 

Following an earlier phone call made to Tas 
Police (put through to ) SW 
sent a follow up email to DS outlining matter 
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No. Date/Time Activity Action 
under investigation and requesting Tas Police 
conduct welfare checks on campers when 
undertaking regular patrols, and report to NRE 
IES any other similar incidents that they may 
become aware of when talking to campers. 
Copy of email on file. 

15 16 May 2024 
15:09 

 from Tas Police sent through email 
thanking SW for detailed information as 
provided and advising that he had submitted 
an intelligence submission on ATLAS system 
with reference number: . 
Copy of email on file. 

16 16 May 2024 
15:48 

MS replied, advising Paul Flood RIC Deloraine 
best person to contact. Copy of email on file. 

SW obtained contact 
details for PF from 
intranet. 

17 16 May 2024 
15:53 

 emailed into SW an image taken from video 
he took with two times shown. 
Copy of email on file – with still photo 
included (taken from video). 

SW identified that still 
unclear when video taken 
and that covering email 
did not clearly set out 
sequence of events. 

18 17 May 2024 
6:02 

SW sent email to  seeking further 
clarification on time when video taken and 
seeking clarification on dates when  arrived 
at campground and when he left. Copy of 
email on file. 

No response received – 
see below p/c made on 
20.5.24. 

19 17 May 2024 
10:30 - 12:45 

SW took statement (Stat Dec) from  at 
Prospect - witnessed by JP. Original SD in 
locked cabinet at Prospect, copy provided to 

, scanned copy on file, copy also emailed 
to  for his records. 

20 20 May 2024 
13:22 

SW called  and enquired when might be a 
suitable time to meet in/around Hobart for 
SW to take a statement from him.  SW advised 

 he would be in HBT from Wed 22.5.24 to 
Fri 24.5.24.   said he would get back to SW 
on Wed AM regarding suitable time. 

21 21 May 2024 
10:15 - 11:00 

SW took photos and video of  
from PWS side of fence and from park 
entrance, including photo taken from 
approximate point where  must have been 
located when taking video. 
See Photos and Videos on file. 

22 21 May 2024 
11.05 

SW took call from Paul Flood (PF) of PWS. PF 
advised not aware of previous complaints 
from campers regarding dogs being used to 
take wallabies. Described historic 
arrangement where PWS share fence costs 
with owner of  – most 
recently done a couple of years ago. PF then 
sent through an email at 11:44 containing snip 
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No. Date/Time Activity Action 
taken from PWS AMS system identifying new 
fence completed from 18/11/21 to 28/3/22. 
Copy of email on file. 

23 21 May 2024 
14:10 

SW called  back (missed call from ) and 
arranged for  to provide a statement at 
11.00am on Thursday 23.5.24 at New Town – 

SW to text to  location 
details. 

24 23 May 2024 
10:45 - 12:15 

 provided Stat Dec at New Town office. 
Original SD in locked cabinet at Prospect, 
copy provided to , scanned copy on file, 
copy also emailed to  for his records. 

25 23 May 2024 
13.44 

SW rang  (potential witness 
mentioned in  Stat Dec) and left 
voice message asking them to call back. See 
notes of P/C on file 

26 25 May 2024 
15:14 

Received email from Ranger Christopher 
McMonagle of PWS advising that various 
complaints received from campers over 
recent years about vermin control practices 
(shooting) on neighbouring property (none 
recorded) but no complaints re use of dogs. 
Copy of email on file 

27 27 May 2024 
11:43 

Called potential witness  again 
and requested he call.  Also sent a follow-up 
text message requesting he call.  See notes of 
P/C and screen shot of text message on file. 

If most recent voice 
message and text message 
to  doesn’t get response 
will not follow up further. 
Reaching out to PWS and 
Tas Pol has not turned up 
any other witnesses. Have 
two witnesses who have 
provided statements. Will 
proceed to interview.  

28 12/6/2024 JH conducts MRS checks on POI (placed into 
case file) 

29 12/6/2024 JH RDS request sent on POI 

30 12/6/2024 JH sends email to MVC (generic email) 
requesting contact with Animal Management 
team as per SW’s request.  

24/1/2025 SW emailed MG requesting that Formal 
Caution letter be issued to  

28/1/2025 Formal caution letter created and sent to 
 by mail by MG. 

Matter closed on WOMS 
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Department of Natural Resources & Environment, Tasmania 
NATURAL AND CULTURAL HERITAGE DIVISION 

Hobart GPO Box 44, Hobart, Tasmania, 7001 
Web www.dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

28th January 2025 

Dear  

FORMAL LETTER OF CAUTION 

I refer to a complaint made to the Department of Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (NRE 
Tas) on 13th May 2024.  The complaint stated that in 2 separate incidents on 11th and 12th May 2024 
2 dogs under your charge attacked and killed 2 Rufous wallaby (Partly protected wildlife) on your 
property at .  I understand that your property is subject to a Crop 
Protection Permit ( ) issued by NRE Tas for the purpose of shooting Bennetts & Rufous 
wallaby & Brushtail possum.  That permit allows for the lawful control of wallaby through means of 
shooting only and does not permit the use of dogs to take protected wildlife.  

The Department has concluded an investigation into this matter and based on the information 
obtained, believe that the above incidents were contrary to section 19(3A) of the Dog Control Act 
2000.  Section 19(3A) states ‘If a dog that is not a dangerous dog or a restricted breed dog attacks or 
bites any animal and causes a serious injury or death to the animal, the owner of the dog is guilty of 
an offence’.  The penalty per offence under this section carries a fine not exceeding $4,040. 

In this instance I am using my discretion to issue you with a formal caution.  I am satisfied that you 
meet the criteria under the NRE Tas Compliance and Enforcement Policy for this caution rather than 
the alternative to issue an infringement notice. 

To ensure that you fully understand your obligations under the Dog Control Act 2000 you are 
reminded of the advice already provided to you by Wildlife Rangers, that it is your responsibility to 
ensure that all dogs under your ownership and control do not attack, injure or kill any animals 
including all forms of protected wildlife.  I would encourage you to ensure that your dogs are under 
effective control when they are located in areas of your property known to harbour wallaby 
populations. 

If you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me within seven days of the date of this 
letter, otherwise this matter will be closed. 

Yours sincerely 

Mark Gibson 
A/Section Head, Investigations and Enforcement Section 

Inquiries:  Mark Gibson (A/Section Head) 
Phone:   
Email:  mark.gibson@nre.tas.gov.au 
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Permit Principles - April 2023 

Permit principles 

A standard operating procedure for assessing applications 

for Property Protection Permits and Special Purposes 

Wildlife permits for Deer in zone 1. 

Background 

In granting permits to take Fallow deer pursuant of the Nature Conservation Act 2002 Game Services 

Tasmania (GST) must undertake the task consistently and deliver consistent messages to clients.  

Clients and the general community must have confidence that wildlife is being sustainably managed 

while protecting agriculture, forestry and conservation interests. 

Taking wildlife by any means for any reason is receiving more intense scrutiny from community 

stakeholders. It is therefore important that GST has defendable processes that clearly demonstrate 

that property protection permits are issued responsibly, and that wildlife species are being 

sustainably and humanely managed. 

Legislation underpinning 

1. Permits to take partly protected wildlife including deer are issued under provisions of the Nature

Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 (the Regulations).

2. Property protection permits are described in Regulation 34 of the Regulations.

3. Regulation 49(2) details the requirement of likely financial loss to be considered when assessing

an application for a property protection permit.

4. Special purposes wildlife permits are described in Regulation 38 of the Regulations.

5. Decisions regarding granting permits and licences are reviewable for the purposes of the

Magistrates Court (Administrative Appeals Division) Act 2001.

The Pepperberry permit and licence management system issues such authorisations using templates 

which have been developed to take account of the legislative and policy requirements associated 

with permits and licences.  This ensures a consistent approach and authorisations that meet 

legislation requirements without the need for assessors to address a whole range of issues over 

which they have no discretion. 

Overarching principles 

Property protection permits are issued for the specific purpose of “protecting crops or stock or 

both” and to “protect equipment or infrastructure or both used in the production of crops or stock” 

from wildlife (Regulation 34 of the Regulations).  

Moreover, the applicant must be “likely to suffer financial loss if the crops, stock, equipment or 

infrastructure are not protected” (Regulation 49 of the Regulations). 

In this sense a crop can consist of annual or perennial plants used for direct human food or 

consumption by stock, so pastures are considered crops and in fact are the crop that makes the 

largest economic and product volume contribution to Tasmanian agriculture as well as occupying the 

largest proportion of the land used for agriculture. 

Attachment B
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Permit Principles - April 2023 

It is not acceptable to issue a property protection permit in a situation where browsing wildlife 

species are present but are not causing or are not likely to cause any damage to crops or stock.  An 

example may be sulphur crested cockatoos that are known to damage poppy crops being present in 

an area growing poppies but they are not causing any damage to a particular poppy crop. 

The presence of a population of wildlife capable of damaging a developing or emerging crop at a 

time when it is very vulnerable to destruction by any browsing wildlife can be assessed as a 

legitimate situation for early intervention by issuing a property protection permit.  This enables 

farmers to act in a timely manner to minimise damage which, if not mitigated, can result in long 

term consequences.  A typical example is removal of cotyledons from an emerging crop or pasture 

which usually results in death of the seedling and thus potentially significant longer term economic 

loss. 

Non-lethal methods of management must be considered before issuing a permit that can result in 

death of animals, but such managements must be physically and financially viable. 

Documentation of reasons 

When granting or declining a permit it is essential that the reason for doing so is recorded in 

Pepperberry.  This reason must relate to crop protection and be specific by recording the wildlife 

species, an estimate of the number present doing the damage and attempts to manage them using 

non–lethal controls.  It should also refer to the specific crop being damaged and the likely financial 

impact of the damage.  It should also record any discussions the GST officer had with the applicant 

regarding using non-lethal or deterrence strategies as alternatives to lethal control.   

Similarly, the reasons supporting a decision to decline an application must be documented and could 

include issues of public safety regarding firearms use, the absence of the proposed target species or 

the absence of damage caused by the proposed target species. 

It should be remembered that lethal control has two outcomes – (1) being reducing the population 

of a species in an area and (2) deterring members of that species from frequenting the area where 

the control is being used.  The latter is very important because it is both ecologically undesirable and 

impractical to kill sufficient numbers of a local population to reduce its browsing impact to being 

negligible.   

Justification of take number 

The assessment by GST needs to demonstrate that the long term sustainability of a population 

(locally and state wide) is not being compromised by the take.  

How do we set take numbers for the various species? 

GST uses the most up to date datasets available from annual monitoring programs (such as long-

term spotlight surveys for mammals) and the long-term waterbird surveys for species (such as ducks 

and black swans).   

Assessment officers are to estimate the numbers of the wildlife species doing damage and to 

compare this with estimates provided by the property protection permit applicant.  

Conversations with the landholders, the property protection permit manager and/or hunters as well 

as contract or commercial shooters are useful in determining the appropriateness of the requested 

take number. Discussing the species abundance, behaviours and impacts is important.  Further, 
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Permit Principles - April 2023 
 

property inspections allow GST officers to gain an understanding of the local population and 

impacts.  It may be necessary to undertake a local survey (including spotlight) to determine 

abundance of the species. 

Dealing with long lived species about which we have limited biological understanding is a challenge 

because there is a long lag time between management intervention and observed population 

impact.  In these circumstances biological understanding together with regular monitoring are 

critical inputs into determining take.  It is also important to relate previously approved takes to the 

current observed damage and abundance of the wildlife species on the property and regionally.   

Some species such as ducks move between several states so conditions in areas outside Tasmania 

need to be considered when determining take.   

GST officers are to document the process and considerations taken into account to determine the 

take numbers set on a permit. 

Permit decision trees 

There are two dimensions to a property protection permit namely its granting and its associated 

take quota. These should be considered separately as components to the overall property protection 

permit decision. 

Property protection permit or no permit 

1. a) Confirm presence of the target animal (observe scat numbers and types, footprints and other 

species-specific signs) on the property for which a property protection permit is being sought.   

b) Check the Natural Values Atlas (NVA), use personal and GST team knowledge and consider 

conducting a property inspection.  The NVA can provide some guidance but should not be over 

relied on as observations can be distorted in an area where there are greater numbers of people 

reporting natural values.   

If present – Proceed to 2. 

If not present – No grounds for issuing a permit. Permit application declined 

2. Is the target animal causing browsing damage or likely to cause it as a crop emerges? Consider 
personal knowledge, property history and potentially conduct a property inspection.  If damage 
is observed determine whether the permit applicant is likely to suffer financial loss if the crop, 
stock or capital infrastructure are not protected. 

If Yes – Document damage and potential financial loss and attempt to quantify it.  Issue a property 

protection permit or an emergency property protection permit for deer in zone 1 as per guidelines 

below. 

If No - No grounds for issuing a permit. Permit application declined. 

Confirm deer management zone 

In the case of deer property protection permits confirm using LISTMap for the deer management 

zone location of the property for which a deer property protection permit is requested. 

Issue the property protection permit applicable to the deer management zone in which the property 

is located. 
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Permit Principles - April 2023 
 

Cross deer management zone business units 

A business unit can be comprised of cadastral parcels in one or more deer management zones.  If 

such cadastral parcels located in different deer management zones are geographically separated by 

up to 15km and the above property protection permit conditions are met, issue a property 

protection permit according to the zone determined in consultation with the property owner. 

If cadastral parcels are geographically separated by more than 15km issue a separate property 

protection permit for cadastral parcels in each zone. 

Zone 1 Deer emergency property protection permit  

This permit can be issued to take antlerless deer during the fawning moratorium period 

(16 November to 14 March) and bucks during the adult male hunting season if these classes of deer 

are, in the opinion of the authorised applicant, causing browsing damage or likely to cause it as a 

crop emerges with the consequence of the applicant suffering financial loss. 

Zone 1 – Natural values special purposes wildlife permit - fallow deer  

Confirm presence of environmental assets protected under legislation 

Consult the LIST to determine whether a covenant or species protected by legislation are present on 

the property for which this permit is requested. Complete a NVA Report for the property and file in 

Pepperberry.   

Confirm the impacts of deer on the environmental assets 

The assessment officer needs to ensure that the impact of deer on the identified environmental 

asset is documented and that the take numbers are commensurate with the impacts on the 

environmental asset. 

Document the impacts and take numbers in Pepperberry. 

Confirm presence of a property based wildlife management plan or property based game 

management plan 

Through consultation with the property owner determine whether a property based wildlife or game 

management plan is in place for the property or whether the property owner is prepared to develop 

such a plan. 

If species protected by legislation AND a property based wildlife management plan or a property 

based game management plan is in place or will be prepared in relation to the property for which 

this permit is required issue a special purposes wildlife permit - fallow deer  

Pass on property details to the property based wildlife management plan officer to commence the 

process of providing assistance to the property owner or delegate to develop the property based 

wildlife management plan for the property. 

File the property based wildlife management plan or a property based game management plan in 

Pepperberry. 

Setting take quota 

ASSESSED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT TASMANIA UNDER THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 
 

11

RTI - 
DL -

 R
ELE

ASE - N
RE



Permit Principles - April 2023 

Some species (including wallaby and possum and antlerless deer) and all classes of deer in zones two 

and three do not require a take quota to be determined.  A take quota is required for male deer in 

Zone 1 so as the appropriate number of tags can be issued rather than to limit take. 

Determine the abundance of the target animal on the property, local region and state by checking 

the NVA, personal and GST team knowledge and population trend monitoring on both a state and 

local basis.  Check previous take quotas in Pepperberry for the property of interest and for 

neighbouring properties. 

If sustainable and resilient population issue a take quota based on above assessment 

If unsustainable and resilient population issue a take quota of 1 or 2 to enable shooting to be used as 

a deterrence.  However, there is a need to have ongoing communication with the applicant to 

ensure that the take quota is adhered to. 

Permit period 

The maximum permit period is set by the Regulation with the assessment officer having discretion to 

set the permit period for a lesser time.  In making this determination the assessing officer will 

determine a balance between allowing the applicant sufficient time to manage the browsing wildlife 

problem without undue administrative burdens and ensuring the issue is reassessed within a 

practical time through another permit application.  Generally permit periods are set longer for more 

abundant species such as wallaby, possum and antlerless deer. 

The permit period can be adjusted to encourage the best outcomes with the least take and public 

concern. For example, a long permit period for birds (12 months) will allow swift action throughout 

the year to move birds on before they settle thereby reducing the number that need to be killed.  

A short permit period may be chosen to limit the time killing can be used to reassure the public that 

action is limited and controlled.  This is applicable if a species only causes damage when the crop is 

at a specific development stage such as ripening fruit.  1080 permits are limited to a month and bait 

lines are enforced to ensure neighbours understand 1080 is used in a very limited window. 

Other issues 

The following issues should be considered when assessing an application for issuing a property 

protection permit. 

Use of non-lethal deterrence strategies. 

The best known and understood strategy in this suite of tools is fencing to exclude ground dwelling 

mammals.  The effectiveness of other methods, particularly associated with bird management, are 

largely unknown or of variable effectiveness such as gas guns.  The assessor should note the 

applicant’s attempts to deter and their relative success.  The best outcome can often be achieved by 

using a combination of lethal and deterrence strategies. 

Community sensitivities 

As discussed above, there is increasing community sensitivity regarding killing wildlife from the 

perspectives of population sustainability and ethics.  Assessors need to note this and explain to 

applicants the need to abide by permit conditions and to manage the visibility of wildlife control 

strategies. 

ASSESSED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT TASMANIA UNDER THE RIGHT TO INFORMATION ACT 2009 
 

12

RTI - 
DL -

 R
ELE

ASE - N
RE



 

Permit Principles - April 2023 
 

The use of gas guns as a deterrence strategy can result in significant neighbourhood tensions 

particularly where there is a significant peri-urban lifestyle community. 

Other legal and policy considerations 

Firearms cannot be discharged within 250m of an occupied dwelling without permission of that 

occupant. Permit assessors should therefore bring this requirement to the attention of permit 

applicants and ensure they understand that the permit does not override this aspect of the firearms 

regulations. 

The 1080 policy, as articulated in the 1080 Code of Practice, needs to be considered if the use of this 

poison is contemplated being approved. 

Wildlife control is generally not permitted on areas subject to conservation covenants. The status of 

land to which any permits apply should therefore be checked prior to them being issued. 

Non-target species 

The presence of non-target species and the likely impact of the control method on them needs to be 

considered as part of the approval process.   
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