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Submission 33 

From: ----------- 
To: Policy, Natural Heritage 
Subject: Submission regarding the Tasmanian Wildlife Regulations Review 2021 
Date: Wednesday, 29 September 2021 11:14:49 PM 

 
 

To whom it may concern, 
 

I am 100% supportive of the Shooters Farmers and Fishers Party’s position on the matter of 
wild fallow deer as a partly protected species. 
Wild fallow deer are of significant cultural and heritage value in Tasmania. 
Access to grounds shooting recreational hunters into world heritage areas should be 
permitted to help control and manage wild fallow deer                in these areas. 
Wild fallow deer must not permitted to be commercially harvested and/or sold, if this 
occurred this would completely undermine and destroy the Tasmanian deer farming 
industry. 
Deer meat currently imported should be clearly branded to protect the Tasmanian local 
farmed deer brand. 
To impose additional red tape and additional cost burdens onto Tasmanian deer farmers 
such as individual deer tagging is impractical                     and is not supported. 

 
We support TDAC position that Trophy stag antlers should not be              permitted to 
removed from a property under a CPP or PPP. 
SFF does not support replacing the secretary permit approval process  down to department 
level. 
SFF supports the introduction of recreational hunters to be allowed to take their hunted deer 
to their butcher to prepare their deer for 
their own personal consumption only. 
Recently the requirements for doe tags were suspended just as Covid  restrictions arrived. 
Several seasons must be allowed to pass before evaluation can be done properly. It’s not 
logical to consider implementing additional regulations under the no doe tag change can 
been evaluated 

 
Regards, Chris Murtagh 
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Submission 35 

From: ------- 
To: Policy, Natural Heritage 
Subject: Comment Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 
Date: Thursday, 30 September 2021 8:54:21 AM 

 
 

Submission: Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 
 
Helen Tait 
67 Bourke St. 
West Launceston 
Phone: 0429 293 647 
E-mail: ------------- 
30/9/2021 

 
This representation asks for a focus on the need for Regulations to allow the management                of deer as a 
feral animal. 

1. Essential to have deer classified as feral animals 
2. Legislation to require the control of deer incursion *post prescribed or accidental burn               by agency or 

private land owner. 
* increased post burn 'green-pick' encourages proliferation of deer populations. This is especially 
important for remote areas where new incursions are naturally encouraged post fire. 

3. Recognising deer as a feral animal for regulations related to the keeping of deer, including strict 
management and penalties for escape or release of deer from farms. 
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Section head (Policy and Projects Section), 
Natural and Cultural Heritage 
By email 

 
September 30, 2021 

 
RE: Submission re the draft Wildlife Regulations (2019) 

Dear sir/madam, 

The Tasmanian Wildlife Rehabilitation Council Inc would like to submit the following comments for 
consideration in the upcoming review of the Wildlife Regulations. 

 
Part 2 
r16(2a) and (2b). We oppose the inclusion of r16(2a) and (2b) in the regulations. The primary impetus for 
including species in the specially protected classification, many of which also feature on the Tasmanian 
Threatened Species List, is that they are currently at risk of extinction. To facilitate their ‘taking’ or disposal for 
any reason other than scientific or educational purposes has the potential to place them at unnecessary risk of 
harm. Everything must be done to protect these species, not provide a vehicle for their destruction. r18(4a&4b). 
The information included in r18(4b) could be potentially confusing as while it is illegal to take partly                  protected 
wildlife without a permit, it is not illegal to possess them if they are a wallaby, a brushtail possum and  so forth. 
Given only people with permits, hunting or otherwise, are able to take these species, the ‘or’ included in r18(4a) 
is superfluous and needs to be removed. While this clause could potentially apply to those rescuing               an animal 
and transporting it to help, the species list indicates it is designed primarily to apply to hunters, in              which case 
a permit is always required and there is no situation where the ‘or’ should apply. Otherwise it may be 
interpreted that any member of the public could have possession of a wallaby or brushtail possums as a pet  for 
example. 
In addition, the preferential treatment given to forestry in this area of the regulations is concerning as it seems no 
animal is safe from this pervasive and destructive industry, regardless of its status. This is evidenced again in r19 
where protected species are also potential victims. 
r22. This section generates considerable concern as it refers to a wildlife exhibition licence, a travelling exhibition 
permit or a wildlife display permit, the latter referred to again in r40. However the detail for this last permit is even 
more sparse than under previous regulations, and animals within its remit have been grouped together with 
exhibited animals which, according to r22, they are not - leaving them in limbo. 
Unlike exhibited wildlife which has a clear definition, the animals covered by the display permit have no such 
clarification, and this vagueness could have serious and detrimental impacts on wildlife. There is no indication as 
to what purpose the wildlife would be displayed for, nor under what circumstances. The lack of any clear direction 
on this activity must be addressed. In addition, the motivation for the activity is not questioned and this is where 
the concern arises. There is no qualification regarding the potential for commercial benefit from this display nor is 
there any outline as to what could be considered a suitable environment. Rural shows, fairs and community events, 
commercial shopping centres or as part of the Airbnb experience with the specific intention of attracting 
prospective custom, are not suitable venues for displays of any wildlife under rehabilitation and should be expressly 
identified and clarified by the regulations. There have been numerous examples of Tasmanian wildlife being 
displayed in completely inappropriate ways for personal gain. For example a woman in the south of the state 
used a pademelon on a lead to beg for money in public places. While this is an extreme example, because there 



 

are no prerequisites around who can obtain a permit and where the animals can be displayed, there is the potential 
for negative welfare impacts. There is also a reference to these permits being single use but again no indication of 
this is provided in the regulations. 
There also needs to be greater clarity on how and when wildlife under rehabilitation in private homes can be 
displayed under permit such as applications for media and photographing when education about wildlife is the 
express intention. 
We were very pleased to see the inclusion and clarification of exemptions in Division 4 r26, r27 and r28 for rescue, 
transport and treatment of wildlife. 
Part 4 
We are very pleased to see the inclusion of r42 which clearly defines and legitimises the vital services and activities 
of the wildlife rehabilitation sector. 
Part 5 
r44. We believe that the fit and proper person test should remain. While we understand the desire for consistency, 
this is hardly the same as applying for a permit to buy wallaby skins. These permit and licence holders are going to 
be responsible for the welfare of living, sentient creatures. Therefore their background and expertise are of 
paramount importance. 
r49(1). There is no provision that the animals being kept in the display are suitable for such display. No wild animal 
should be confined but there are some for which confinement is more detrimental than others. A clause stipulating 
this should be included. In addition, (d) should be amended to stipulate that the cages and enclosures should not 
just be “suitable for that purpose” but rather be species specific and meet all the needs of the individual species 
being confined. 
r49(2). While opposed to the implementation of any type of lethal control for wildlife, we are pleased to see greater 
definition under which a property protection permit will be granted. We would however like this to go further to 
include: 

(a) proof that all other deterrent methods have been explored and proved unsuccessful; and 
(b) lethal control must be undertaken using humane methods and must not include poisoning with 

substances like 1080. 
(c) that all guidelines, procedures and frameworks be specified and complied with. 

Part 6 
r63. This section highlights a clear hypocrisy in the management of wildlife in Tasmania. Hunters may only dispatch 
wildlife by shooting because of the obvious welfare implications, yet farmers are permitted to shoot, poison, trap 
and hunt animals as well. Permits to cull protected wildlife under crop protection regulations such as foresters and 
wombats are far too easy to obtain and the lack of policing of these permits is a huge issue. A written declaration by 
farmers is insufficient and should be considered as good as worthless. A further concern is the lack of education on 
the identification of target species being hunted or culled with documented evidence of wrongful culling of 
endangered species available. The express ban on hunting with dogs is also a strong recommendation. Regardless of 
the circumstances and their status, the welfare of animals should be paramount and the same guidelines which 
apply to hunting animals should be adopted across the board. It is also contradictory and counter-intuitive in the 
extreme that animals listed as specially protected, most of which are included on the Tasmanian Threatened Species 
List, are hunted at all. Their presence on this list is a clear indication that they are vulnerable and at risk, so why are 
these animals included in an activity which contributes to and increases existing pressures on species, adding to the 
threats of climate change and habitat loss? We recommend the removal of all of these animals from those classified 
as permissible to hunt. 
 

r72. There is no definition of a trap. This must be clarified to exclude leg hold traps, glue traps and items such as 
snares from the process in line with the Animal Welfare Act (1993). 
Part 7 
r78. Requires additional clauses added to bring it into line with contemporary thinking and research regarding 
animal sentience which relates to the provision of an environment which meets the physical, mental and emotional 



 

needs of the animals. It is no longer enough just to keep animals warm and feed them. There is an expectation that 
animals will be mentally and physically stimulated as well. The requirement for this must be clarified in these 
regulations. Also while there is provision for sick and injured animals, this section should factor             in pregnant or 
animals with very young offspring. This can be an incredibly stressful time for animals depending not just on species 
but the health and experience of the mother, the type of social structure of the confined group and other 
characteristics. These should be assessed on an individual basis and as such be included in the regulations. The 
following critical inclusions are missing and must be reintroduced from the earlier iteration of the regulations, 
particularly for the wildlife display permit: 
(c) that wildlife that is diseased or suffering from any wound is not displayed; 

(d) that wildlife is not handled by the public; 

(e) that wildlife is not subject to stress; 

Also see our comments on r49(1). 
r80-84. This section requires clarification, particularly now permits for wildlife rehabilitation are included and 
cover the possession of wildlife by carers. It is highly unlikely that the Secretary would wish to be notified that a 
wallaby had escaped from care or from a zoo. On the other hand, they may be interested in a Bengal tiger on the 
loose. With this in mind, we recommend changing the wording to reflect this level of severity. 
r85. Again with the advent of rehabilitation permits, it is unlikely that a wildlife rehabilitator should notify the 
Secretary regarding an animal suffering from toxoplasmosis or mange for example. We would recommend 
including a list of notifiable diseases. 

 
This concludes our submission. 

 
We would like to thank the department for the opportunity to participate in the process and would be more than 
happy to discuss our submission further with you. 

 
Kind regards, 

 

 
 

President 
Tasmanian Wildlife Rehabilitation Council 
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Bob Brown Foundation Submission. 
The Bob Brown Foundation (BBF) is a strong proponent of protecting Tasmania’s wild places and in 
particular our national parks, conservation reserves and the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage 
Area. (TWWHA) 

 
The explosion of feral deer in Tasmania, well beyond the traditional range in the Midlands, has 
become so alarming that the BBF commissioned the Invasive Species Council to write a report 
earlier this year to propose a world’s best practice management regime to bring the situation 
under control. 

 
We submit the report, ‘Feral Deer Control: A Strategy for Tasmania’, August 2021 to the review 
process. https://www.invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/ 

 
It is clear that the partly protected status of feral deer in Tasmania is the core of the problem. It is a 
hangover from colonial times. Deer were introduced to Tasmania in 1836 as a hunting resource by 
colonial settlers, just as gorse was introduced to make people feel at home. It is totally inappropriate 
to prioritise recreational hunting over the natural environment and livelihoods of Tasmanians. 

 
It is disingenuous to commission a study on the economic and social value of recreational hunting 
in Tasmania and not one on the economic and social cost both ecological and financial of 
protecting a destructive invasive species like fallow deer for the benefit of hunters. Feral deer, like 
rabbits and blackbirds are not native wildlife. They must be managed in a biosecurity context as 
the report outlines. This is consistent with the Senate Inquiry report on the Impact of Feral Deer, 
Pigs and Goats earlier this year which recommended that 

 
1. All Australian jurisdictions make any necessary changes to their existing legislative and 

regulatory frameworks to ensure that wild deer are treated as an environmental pest; 
2. Maximise the ability of landholders to control feral deer on their land and maximise the 

ability of park managers to control deer in World Heritage Areas and National Parks; 
3. Governments commit to eliminating wild deer populations in World Heritage Areas; areas 

of environmental significance, and national biodiversity hotspots. 
 

Feral deer now occupy over 2 million hectares of Tasmania and are now in the Douglas Apsley, 
Ben Lomond, and Freycinet National Parks, throughout the Central Plateau and in the Walls of 
Jerusalem in the TWWHA. Research suggests that the number of deer is already at the 100,000 
mark and increasing at a rate of 11.5% a year to the point where it is predicted the population will 
be more than one million by 2050. Deer graze, browse, trample vegetation, and ringbark trees. 

 

http://www.invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
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They threaten the habitat of many native animals which have less protection than feral deer under the 
very regulations which are meant to protect endemic species and natural landscapes and ecosystems. 
Fire is an increasing risk in the TWWHA, and deer inhibit fire recovery by grazing any new vegetation. 

 
They threaten many of the natural values of the TWWHA, undermine Tasmania’s Aboriginal 
community’s cultural values, degrade the experience of visitors as they see feral animals in 
outstanding natural landscapes. BBF has already brought these issues to the attention of the 
World Heritage Secretariat at UNESCO. 

 
More than 56% of Tasmania’s land area is suitable for deer and they are rapidly moving to occupy new 

areas. Farmers and land managers are forced to expend large sums, according to the TFGA upward of 
$80m per annum trying to protect areas of revegetation and cropping. Farmers and land managers 
must be permitted to prioritise biodiversity, crop protection and their business ahead of preserving a 
quality deer herd for hunters. 

 
One of the problems has been the complete failure of the Government to impose serious fines on              deer 
farm owners whose negligence has resulted in escapes or who have opened the gates and deliberately 
released deer. Satellite populations now exist in peri urban areas especially around Launceston and out 
to Legana and on Bruny Island for example as a result of irresponsible behaviour. The Government is 
well aware of the individual responsible for the deer infestation on Bruny Island but has taken no action 
against that individual and eradication will now be at community expense. The risk of serious motor 
vehicle accidents and fatalities is real as deer have been seen right beside the West Tamar Highway 
where speed limits permit 100kms per hour. 

 
Tasmania is seriously out of step in its failure to take feral deer seriously. Every state except Victoria 
regards deer as a pest species and Victoria is reviewing its regulations. Tasmania needs to               rapidly shift to 
a biosecurity management model and act accordingly by abolishing the partly protected status of an 
invasive pest species. 

 
Tasmanian Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 Recommendations: 

 
1. Deer must be removed from Section 3 (Interpretation) of Nature Conservation (Wildlife) 

Regulations 2021 and Schedule 8 where they are listed as partly protected wildlife. 
 

2. Deer must be managed under Tasmania’s Biosecurity Act 2019 as a pest species. 
Biosecurity zones must be established that determine management strategies from 
prevention to eradication and to containment. 

 
3. Deer must be recognised in Regulation 9 as a “Restricted Animal” and as such listed in Schedule 9 of the 

Regulations to make it an offence to import any species of deer to Tasmania. [The Nature Conservation 
Act 2002 (sec. 32) provides for the prohibition on, and penalties for, the introduction 
of certain animals. Restricted Animals are defined under regulation 9 of the Regulations and listed in Schedule 
9.] 

 
4. Importation of any species of deer to Tasmania should be an offence with serious  

penalties. 
 

Deer Farming Regulations 2021. 
 

1. There should be no exemption from tagging deer as proposed 11 (2). Identifying and tracing 
escaped deer is only possible through tagging. Exemptions from tagging is a deliberate 
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strategy to shield deer farmers from the serious penalties that need to apply  following 
escapes. 

 
2. Introduce higher fencing standards similar to the protocols introduced in South Australia for 

example, to prevent escapes. Regular inspection of same by wildlife officers should be 
mandatory. 

 
3. Conditions should be developed to provide for the immediate closure of deer farms if 

escapes are repeated or anticipated because of poor fence maintenance or bad 
management practices. 

 
4. Restrict the sale of live farmed deer only to other approved deer farms or abattoirs. 

 
5. In the event of a deer farm ceasing to operate and approved sales completed, the residual deer are  to be 

slaughtered. 
 

6. Introduce severe and enforceable penalties for owners of escaped deer. 
 

7. No new deer farms should be permitted beyond the traditional deer range defined as the Control                        and 
Containment Zone in the map of Feral Deer Strategy Biosecurity Zones page 18. 
https://www.invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/ 

 
Contact 

 

 
Christine Milne AO  
Bob Brown Foundation 

  

http://www.invasives.org.au/publications/feral-deer-control-a-strategy-for-tasmania/
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 SSAA Tasmania INC 
PO Box 516 
GLENORCHY TAS 7010 

 

 

 

 29 September 2021 

 
 
 

Section Head (Policy and Projects Section) 

Natural and Cultural Heritage 
GPO Box 44 
HOBART TAS 7001 
 
RE: Draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 2021 

 
Introduction 

The Sporting Shooters Association of Australia Tasmania Incorporated, (SSAA (Tas)) wishes to make a 
submission regarding the draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 2021, subsequently referred in  this 
document as the “Regulation”. 

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, including hunting, fishing and access to public land for 4WD driving. Thus our members have the 
potential to be adversely impacted by the Regulation, especially if it is inadequately drafted, not sufficiently 
holistic (i.e. focuses on the wants of compliance as opposed to being workable), inordinately complex, or 
lacks access to avenues of appeal to administrative decisions. 

Unfortunately, we see elements of all these concerns in the Regulation. Our concern is compounded by the 
short time frame from the end of the consultation period to the time required to implement these Regulations, 
which suggests that time afforded to the Department and OPC to digest and consider submissions and to fully 
brief the Minister will be inadequate. This all seems very last minute and we hope this timing is not a deliberate 
action. 

Given the Regulation is a such a major change in style to the existing and is especially verbose in its wording it 
has been somewhat awkward to truly understand the changes. The information sheets are quite  inadequate in 
this regard and in places misleading. Our approach has been to work through the Regulation  from start to finish 
and try and find comparisons with the current Regulation when we stumble over an issue. We have also sought 
some legal input from a prominent local barrister, and we would be obliged for you to note, if some of the 
comments we make that seem pedantic, they are grounded in solid background  advice and are of significant 
issue. 
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Comments on draft Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulation 2021. 

Clause 3 

• Wildlife Officer part (c) is now just defined as an “authorised officer”, when previously this was 
qualified with a reference back to the parent Act? Without this qualification this clause makes little 
sense especially when followed up by the authorisation in part (d) 

Clause 4 - Relevant offence 

We are pleased to note that concerns regarding the existing Regulation have been taken into account and            the 
scope of the penalties and mandatory nature of them have been ameliorated. 

However, we still have issues with this clause and also the associated clause 48(3). These are; 

• It is not clear if the wording restricts the Secretary to declaring individual parts of an Act or whether 
the whole Act can be unilaterally declared. If an Act in total can be declared this would be 
somewhat self-defeating regarding the desired transparency. 

• The Regulation repeats existing law, in a somewhat convoluted way, the Acts from which 
offences can be drawn but still includes “any other Act”, 4(3)(f) which retains this incredibly 
broad ranging scope for adding in irrelevant offenses. There should be an explicit appeal 
mechanism to the Magistrates Court to guard against such occurrences. 

• 48 (3) is quite verbose and tangled in its presentation. However, the most pertinent point of 
our concern is the restricting of the Secretary’s discretion by the use of the of the word 
“exceptional”. This seems to suggest very few, if any licenses or permits will be reinstated. 
We are advised that it is a goal of legislation to be consistent and therefore in this case it 
would be more appropriate to use the term “special circumstances” as per clause 17(5) 
of                the Road Safety (Alcohol and Drugs) Act 1970. This is a term the courts understand 
and regularly use. There must also be a specific ability to appeal such administrative 
decisions to  the Magistrates Courts as available in other parts of the Regulation. 

Clauses 16 (2), 18(3), 19(2) 

• Why are only the Acts exempted in the Regulation, the Forest Practices Act and the Water 
Management Act when there are other Acts, e.g. LUPA, Mineral Resources, Rail 
Infrastructure that have similar standing and exempt other Acts from their provisions? 

Clause 25 – Export Permits. 
 
The current regulation contains clause 23. Permit for export and it is defined as 
 
A permit for export issued under this Part authorises the removal from the State of partly protected, protected 
or specially protected wildlife, or any product of such wildlife, specified in the permit. 

 
This wording defines a permit but is not prescriptive in its application. A question on this to Departmental staff 
suggests that the current process is very rarely required of hunters. A new definition of an Export Permit is 
made in clause 41, somewhat more wordy but seemingly reasonably straightforward as similar in  intent to the 
existing clause 23 
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However in the amended Regulation is clause 25, which seems to have no existing equivalent clause; 
 
“A person must not remove, or cause or permit to be removed, partly protected wildlife, protected wildlife, 
or specifically protected wildlife, from the State other than in accordance with a wildlife export                      permit.” 
 
This new clause would mean a person with a hunting licence, who is already authorised to take and possess 
wildlife and said products would be mandatorily required to have an Export Permit? This seems to                     be a 
nonsensical broad brush application of mandatory red tape across a whole bunch of licences and permits. This 
represents a real potential trap for hunters both local and interstate, and for what purpose; the rights to 
remove from the State to any jurisdiction within the Commonwealth of Australia should be imbedded in the 
original licence or permit, not repeated in such a broad brush way to trap the unwary in a                         new bit of red tape, 
that has probably just been added to allow the compliance officers to catch the odd repeat or big time 
offender. 

Clause 27 – Exemption for Roadkill 

• Does restricting this removal action to a public street fetter the ability to act in such a way on 
private access roads? 

Clause 34 - Property Protection Permits (PPP) 

• 34 (b) (i)(ii) – Shouldn’t this be gender non-specific? i.e. “They” not “He or “She”? 
 

• 34 (b) (ii) – This seems to be an entirely pointless set of prescriptions? Surely the action under (b) 
itself of “to perform an action” implies some measure of direction will be given in the process of 
delegation? To add supervision to this clause will also create unnecessary confusion; surely 
direction surely includes supervision (if required), but we expect this would be a very rare 
requirement in the interaction between such parties and to add it, even with an “or” creates some 
unneeded complexity and potential for misinterpretation. Simple is better. 

We note that PPP’s are issued for a purpose of crop and property protection but the existing Crop Protection 
Permits (CPP) have been used assist trophy male deer harvest just prior to the game season. The taking of 
such deer under the guise of cull buck management is a serious abuse of the system and the                            concept of fair 
chase and catch. It is suggested under the new system prohibit the removal of antlers from  the property for all 
male deer harvested under PPP. 

Additionally, we believe it was a Government undertaking not to use CPP for commercial use of deer. Any sale 
that may eventuate was to be under a specific permit e.g. the new Commercial Purpose License. We believe 
the current wording of the Regulation regarding PPP’s subverts the Government’s undertaking and                             therefore 
needs to be adjusted. 

Clause 49 (2) 

• What constitutes financial loss? 
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Clause 52 

Under the existing equivalent clause, 10(1), the Secretary is constrained in setting conditions by the words 
“considers appropriate”, which we are advised contain elements of a both a logical process and focus on matters 
that are relevant to the subject. 

• The proposed amended clause 52(1) use the words “thinks fit”. It would appear that this revision 
gives the Secretary an even greater latitude for creating conditions that that may well be 
inappropriate. We believe the existing words (considers appropriate) should be retained at the 
least. 

Clause 59 & 60 (Cancellation and Suspension of Licences & Permits) 

It is noted and objected that clause 59 (6) severely restricts access to the Magistrates Court for licence 
cancellations (including our key constituents – hunters), whilst clause 60 (7) allows access to the Court for  all 
suspensions? 

Why the distinction? The irony is that the Firearms Act is the reverse of this. We have voiced our concern with 
this situation in the Firearms Act on multiple occasions, as what happens is Firearms Services applies      rolling 
suspensions that are non-appealable as opposed to cancellations. Does DPIPWE intend to do the  reverse? 

There is no excuse for this discrimination in this Regulation and the clause must be made consistent, both                      
with a right to appeal. 

Clause 63 (b) 

This clause prohibits certain methods of hunting. In particular sub section (b) prohibits silencer (sound 
suppressor) use. Sound suppressors are gaining wide recognition across the globe as a legitimate management 
and hunting tool. One of the big issues with this Regulation is that it should not unduly interfere with enabling 
primary producers to control pests and sound suppressors are a major plank in  advancement of doing this. 

It should be solely the purview of the Firearms Act to regulate suppressor use and if they become a more 
widely recognised tool, this Regulation should not be yet another blocking mechanism to their use. 

Clause 71 – Detection Devices 

We believe that in trying to restrict illegal use of new technology, the Regulation has gone a long way to 
making it difficult or tenuous for people from all walks of life to own or use the listed devices, especially with 
the use of the broad term “or possess”. The form of Clause 71 should have been discussed with key 
stakeholders (i.e. Game Council), not just compliance officers, long before it was put into this draft 
regulation. 

In our view and most people we talk to, what we are seeing is the purpose for the previous restrictions on                         use 
of spotlights (Clause 46) conflated with a range of technologies that have multiple purposes and work outside 
the scope of illegal night activity. 

Given that it is self-evident that spotlights don’t work to assist taking during the day it has been easy to 
equate a spotlight with operating during prohibited hours, so a spotlight or use of the term has become a 
substitute for the concept of night. 



 

 

 

Furthermore, a spotlight provides the conditions i.e., you can see with and it will allow you to shoot 
(principal reason to spotlight is to shoot with the aid of its illumination) with it, whereas a motion 
detection device 71 (c) could hardly be considered to be of any value in the direct taking of anything. The 
inclusion of these devices is most non sensical of all in this clause. 

Items other than trail cameras such as thermal scanners (not thermal rifle sights) do little to directly aid in 
the taking; they are simply cameras, can find wounded game of carcasses etc. We already use and 
encourage improved technology, such as range finders, telescopic sights, wind meters etc to assist take 
and animal welfare outcomes, so let us be careful about jumping all over other new technology in a way 
that precludes its sensible use. 

Back to the purpose of this Regulation; existing clause 46 could just as easily have read “Prohibition on 
Night Activities”. 

Clause 71 should be rewritten to change to the focus to; 

• Prohibiting the taking of wildlife in said categories at night (or during prohibited hours); and 
•  Recognising and prohibiting (unless authorised) the functions of new technologies that allow the 

location AND taking at night when linked directly to a device such as a firearm that can take from 
a  distance; and 

• Restricting the use of the concept of possession to the act of taking or being in a place in the 
landscape that can be clearly linked with an intent to take rather than just having an ownership 
of  such a device. 

These actions or situations need to reasonably line up. Currently the extraordinary broad nature of the 
clause misses the point of the Regulation and potentially opens many people to perverse outcomes. 

Clause 74 

This clause (current Regulation clause 47) has been identified as one that was inserted back in the 1980’s 
for a specific purpose, which is no longer relevant (Avoca wallaby hunt). The world has moved on and 
there seems little reason to continue it, especially given that in subsequent years the Department has 
encouraged groups for property based game management with little concern whether it involved five, ten, 
fifteen or whatever numbers. 

It was thus disappointing to see that this has been retained with a clumsy bit tacked on the end to exclude 
groups that may be in possession on a Property Protection Permit, whilst the original consultation point 
was to recognise that hunting groups arise for various reasons and by and large such a rule makes no 
sense; i.e. where is the science in the number 15? Given this clause must have “sat on the shelf” for most 
of its existence proves by fact that it has been little used, enforced or needed and has probably been 
superseded in the odd case by other permitting options. e.g., goose culling on Flinders Island. 

 
 

Yours sincerely 
 
 

Donald Riddell  
Senior Vice President 
 SSAA Tasmania 
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30 September 2021 

Section Head (Policy and Projects Section) 
Natural and Cultural Heritage 
GPO Box 44 HOBART TAS 7001 

 

Correspondence via email: NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au 

Re: Wildlife Regulations Review 

Dear Policy and Projects Section, 

Tasmania’s feral deer population now numbers up to 100,000, occupying more than two million 
hectares of the state. Climate and habitat suitability modelling predict that fallow deer could inhabit 
fifty-six percent of Tasmania, and the population will be more than one million by 2050. The ‘partly 
protected’ status of feral deer has hindered the reduction of deer numbers and led to an 11.5 percent 
annual increase in the feral deer population. Farmers, conservationists, rural landowners, Aboriginal 
Tasmanians, and rural community members are exasperated by the worsening impacts of feral deer. 

Deer must be no longer considered partly protected wildlife under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) 
Regulations 2021. As such, deer must be removed from Section 3 (Interpretation) of Regulations, and 
European fallow deer (Dama dama) removed from Schedule 8, where they are prescribed as partly 
protected wildlife. This adjustment will allow feral deer to be managed as a pest species under 
Tasmania’s Biosecurity Act (2019). All species of deer are to be prescribed Restricted Animals and as 
such listed in Schedule 9 of the Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 to make it a serious 
offence to import any species of deer to Tasmania. 

The Society would also appreciate the Tasmanian Government better regulating deer farms. In 
Tasmania, deer escaping from deer farms has led to new feral deer herds in areas previously free of this 
destructive, introduced animal. There needs to be a strict requirement for deer on farms to be tagged 
and recorded and severe and enforceable penalties for escaped deer. There needs to be a provision for 
more robust fencing standards, closing deer farms if the threat of deer escaping persists, and strict 
conditions on the sale and disposal of live farmed deer need to be implemented. Furthermore, no new 
deer farms should be allowed outside the ‘traditional deer range’. 

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, and community involvement. 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 

  

mailto:NaturalHeritage.Policy@dpipwe.tas.gov.au
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