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Tasmanian Game Council meeting Monday 27 September 2021 
Present: 

Greg Hall (Chair), Louisa Street, Jim Wilson, Alistair Cameron, Scott Freeman, Don Riddell, Don Jones, 
Andrew Winwood, Thomas Beuke, Anthony Archer. Robin Thompson and Greg Hocking 

It was noted that Lauren Maher has resigned as a member of this Council. 

Introduction 

Chairman Greg outlined the parliamentary procedure associated with the regulation approval 
process. 

Robin Thompson outlined the processes of developing the draft regulations and stakeholder 
consultation. He reminded members that comment on the draft regulations is being sought from a 
broad range of stakeholders and the general community. He also defined the role of Greg and Robin 
at this meeting being to provide explanation and clarification and to document concerns and 
suggestions of members regarding the draft regulations. 

Record of meeting 

In recognition of the meeting being a discussion forum rather than one that comes to a position 
through voting the following attempts to record the diversity of opinion and suggestions so as they 
can be considered in developing the final regulations. 

The apparent dichotomy between caring for orphaned and injured wildlife and killing wildlife for 
property protection was discussed. It was noted that the draft regulations provide for the regulation 
of both activities. 

Section 48(3) makes provision for the Secretary to provide an exemption, under ‘exceptional 
circumstances’, to a licence or permit applicant who has been convicted of a relevant offence 
within the preceding five years and who otherwise would be unable to be granted a licence or 
permit. 

 

Use of word “exceptional” was queried with the preference being “special circumstances”. Special 
circumstances was suggested as it already is in common usage in other legislation such Road Safety 
(Alcohol and Drugs) Act 1970. This is a term the courts understand and regularly use, rather 
than DPIPWE trying to reinvent the wheel. 

Section 4 provides for the Secretary to determine particular offences for the purpose of being 
‘relevant offences’. 

Questions were asked as to whether the Secretary will determine offences under the whole or only 
part of an act as being relevant offences. 

Actions that undermine public confidence in the use of firearms should not be a valid reason for an 
exception. 

Failure to pay royalties or prescribed fees should not be a valid reason for an exemption. 

It is proposed that seasonal bag limits are removed from the regulations and set by Ministerial 
Order under the Nature Conservation Act 2002. 



Members were of the view that stakeholders should have more input into determining any changes 
to take limits through increased consultation with them. 

Take limits should be defined in the Regulations and not set by a Minister. 

The draft regulations (S74) no longer require a separate authority by the Secretary for an 
organised shoot conducted for purposes of property protection only. 

Concerns that landholders will need to provide an agent copy of a property protection permit to 
everyone taking wildlife on their property if the number of shooters exceeds 15. 

Questioned as to why organised shoots are linked with a property protection permit. 

Suggested that a large number of deer hunters hunting on a property under a Game Licence is an 
organised shoot. 

Stated that there are safety reasons as to why shooters on a property are organised and managed. 

It was pointed out that current insurance requirements would prevent organised shots from 
happening in the manner of the ‘Avoca Wallaby Shoot’ that precipitated the organised shoot 
provisions. 

Don’t do anything that could jeopardise loss of social licence to take wildlife. Production of a 
hunting guideline or code of practice for hunting with hounds may help maintain social licence. 

Most members were of the view to delete this entire Section 74 dealing with organised shoots. 

Some misunderstanding with the interchanged use of Secretary and Department in some 
information sheets. 

In the draft Regulations there is consistent use of the word Secretary when granting permits and 
licences and determining their conditions. Any decisions made on these matters by staff of the 
Department are made as delegates of the Secretary acting strictly according to approved policy. 

No issues with royalty payments 

No issue with a single hunting licence endorsed with game species desired to be hunted by the 
holder. 

S63(1)(c) prohibits except with authorisation from the Secretary the use or possession of a spear, 
cross bow, bow and arrow for the purpose of taking partly protected, protected or specially 
protected wildlife. 

S63(1)(b) prohibits use or possession of a firearm fitted with a silencer 

Bow hunting should be allowed until more complete consultation is undertaken including 
determining whether bow hunting is ethically acceptable in Tasmania. 

Bow hunting should be allowed on deer farms where such user is backed up by another person with 
a suitable firearm. 

It was noted that the Deer Farming regulations do not provide for the Secretary to authorise use of 
bow and arrows under certain circumstances, while the Wildlife regulations do provide for this. 

Members agreed that this the Deer Farming regulations should provide for the Secretary to 
authorise use of bow and arrows under certain circumstances. 



Bows could be used in urban areas to effectively take deer. Options regarding use of bows should 

Reference to silencers or sound suppressors should be removed from these regulations and their use 
regulated under the Firearms Act. 

S71 defines detection device to include a light, lamp, lantern or other illumination device, night 
vision equipment, motion detecting device and thermal imaging device which must not be 
possessed or used for the purpose of taking wildlife unless authorised. 

Suggestion that spotlights remain the only detection device. Also suggested that “spotlight” term be 
used to describe these detection devices. 

Suggestion that these devices can be possessed but not used in taking wildlife but can be useful in 
retrieval of shot or wounded animals. 

It was proposed that the wording of the regulation needs to make it clear that only ‘use, or 
possession of any such device in taking, or for the purpose of taking’ wildlife is being regulated. It 
should not apply to the simple possession of the device. 

It was also proposed that regulation of these devices should be restricted to the period from one 
hour after sunset to one hour before sunrise only. Their use during daylight hours should not be 
restricted. 

Ethical hunting does not consider use of these devices is sporting and part of a fair chase. 

These devices can increase the efficiency of take for property protection purposes hence their use 
should be able to be authorised by a property protection permit for this purpose. 

It was agreed to remove motion detection devices as these could include security and game cameras 
which do not assist with taking wildlife. 

Suggest use “illumination” rather than “detection” device. Should align with Victorian terminology. 
 
 

S16(2) states that specially protected wildlife can be taken in connection with undertaking 
activities including dam works and clearing native vegetation or harvesting trees. 

Questioned as to why the exemptions only applied to dam works, clearing vegetation and harvesting 
trees. 

It was explained that this was an historical precedent under which certain activities that were 
otherwise approved through a comprehensive assessment process were exempted from permit and 
licence requirements. 

Suggested removing road kill only applies to a public street but such may need to be removed 
from a private road. 

S25 states protected wildlife or a product of that wildlife cannot be removed from the state other 
than in accordance with a wildlife export permit. 

Does this mean that wildlife lawfully taken in Tasmania cannot be taken to another state without a 
permit? 

It was suggested that the holder of a game hunting licence be automatically granted an export 
permit. 



It is noted that this would potentially create problems for the exporter upon entering any other 
jurisdiction with undocumented wildlife. 

 
 
 
 

Deer farming regulations 

Want distinction defined between hobby and commercial deer farms with the latter being treated as 
farmers of other domestic animals which undertake their business without regulations as proposed 
in this draft. 

Wants geographic demarcation between feral deer zone and non feral deer zone which could equate 
to Traditional and non traditional deer range. 

Suggests proposed regulations fail to appreciate existing standard farming practices on deer farms 
and the cost of proposed changes. 

Suggest licences to operate a commercial deer farm should be automatically renewed unless there is 
a reason to suggest otherwise. 

Farmed deer should be excluded from the wildlife regulations. 

TGC should be defining the geographic area where wild fallow deer are not wanted in Tasmania. 

Can freeze brand deer 

Wants ability to introduce Hungarian deer genetics to increase value of trophy head market. 

Presence of handling facilities on farm could be used to distinguish between commercial and hobby 
deer farms. 

Council suggested deer farmers provide a written response to the draft regulations. 

All current deer behind wire should be classified as domestic livestock. 

Possessing and displaying wildlife 

No issues 

Property protection permits 

Opposition to be able to sell deer taken using a property protection permit. 

Nothing in the draft Regulations regarding paying royalty for deer used commercially. 

It was noted that royalty provisions are included only for those species of wildlife that are currently 
available for commercial use. Deer are not currently available for commercial use. 

Wants specific exclusion for deer taken under a property protection permit to be traded. 

It was noted that this would create an anomaly with fallow deer having the same status in this 
regard as specially Protected Wildlife (Threatened Species) 

Suggests it should be illegal for taxidermists to taxidermy heads from deer taken using a property 
protection permit, potentially using a spotlight, as this is not a trophy gained as a result of a fair 
chase. 



 

Suggestion to not allow stags to be taken under property protection permits six weeks prior to  
commencement of stag hunting season. 

Wants tags to be allowed to be removed from a taxidermied head. 

It was noted that as the draft regulations make taxidermied heads not products of wildlife, tags can be 
removed from a taxidermied head. 

Can the regulations accommodate the need to tag antlerless deer in the future if required. 

Regulations need to allow carcases of antlerless deer to be taken from property of origin to home of                  hunter 
without the need to take the head of the animal. Suggest including “camp or place” instead of “usual 
residence” of hunter. Stag antlers should always be tagged. 

Suggest buck fawn to be defined as antlerless deer until 15 November after which it becomes an                    
immature male deer. 

 
 

S65 defines the minimum calibre of firearm used to take deer as being 6mm calibre capable of 
delivering a projectile with a kinetic energy of 1350J at a distance of 100m. 

Suggest change this to a minimum calibre of 5.56mm with a kinetic energy of 1350J at 100m 

It was agreed that this lower calibre prescription be applied to antlerless deer only, while retaining the 
existing prescriptions for adult male deer. 

S73 describes use of a form of conveyance when taking wildlife 

Suggest that this disadvantages immobile persons who need to be assisted by some form of                    
conveyance vehicle. 

Some members want helicopters excluded from the definition of a conveyance and explicitly                   
prohibited from being used in the taking of wildlife. 

There is not a unanimous view held by Council members that wild fallow deer should remain a                    partly 
protected wildlife species 
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Deer Farmers Council Response to proposed regulation Nature Conservation ( Wildlife ) Regulations 2021 
Statutory Regulations 2021 and Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations 2021 Statutory rules 2021. 

The Tasmanian Deer Farmers Council was originally formed in 1978 and represents the interests of the states 
deer farmers 

The vast majority of the states deer farmers and largest producers are members. The states dedicated deer 
slaughter premise owners are included in our membership. 

Some individual deer farmers have chosen to provide either oral or written representations separately. 

Opening comments 

Deer farmers are asking when deregulation of wild shot deer has largely taken place removing the need for tags 
etc, why then is the Department trying to impose tightened regulations to farmed deer? 

Farmers are being punished by the proposed regulations for the department’s negligence in poor policy over 
many decades despite the deer industry continually pointing this out. There have been a proliferation of hobby 
herds which have been lumped in with deer farms which have little in common. 

There appears to be no recognition of the financial impacts of the proposed regulation versus any public benefit. 
The regulation does not support government policy to support deer farming and its growth in Tasmania. 

There is considerable industry concern that stocking rates, herd structure inspection and record keeping imposts 
will provide no public benefit but all are a restraint on the farmer’s ability to be flexible and manage changing 
market circumstances and are a disincentive to new participants. In the past sales of surplus young females have 
provided an important income stream which can only occur if the industry is growing. 

 There is no evidence commercial farmers are responsible for the spread in wild deer numbers or encroachment 
in peri urban areas, quite the contrary they have helped with recapture. No imposts are being put on the timber 
industry who constructed pathways for deer spread without taking serious action to prevent this.   

The industry had a clear set of guidelines which these regulations continue to erode: 

1) Deer once on farms are livestock not wildlife and will be subject to the Law of Animals Act, Boundary 
Fences Act, animal welfare provisions etc. 

2) The farm deer will be administered by the agriculture section of DPIWE not Wildlife 
3) The Meat Hygiene Act (Tas) 1985 will be enforced to ensure substitution of wild and farmed venison 

will not occur and interstate venison for sale in Tasmania must be clearly identified and meet the 
same standards as Tasmanian venison. 

4) There will be different standards of fencing required for deer kept outside the traditional range. 
5) There will be clearly defined and agreed traditional and non-traditional  deer range areas  
6) Deer farmers must have adequate handling facilities 
7) Deer farms are not private wildlife parks and can be easily differentiated by their ability to handle 

the deer for normal husbandry practices 
There is a lack of understanding of the impact of Covid19 and the difficulties state deer farmers find themselves 
in with the reduction in sales to the food service sector particularly interstate and for export where the vast 
majority of sales occur. Further imposts imposed by the proposed regulation will end any prospect of live sales 
locally or industry growth. 



 

Consultation with industry has adopted some of our recommendations we put forward to avoid further 
regulation but then imposed more regulation as well. No genuine attempt has been made to include our 
suggestions in many areas particularly in the areas listed above 

Specific areas of concern Nature conservation (Deer farming Regulations) 2021 

The new license if imposed should not need to be renewed by application but should be rolled over unless a 
serious breech occurs. There should be a recognition of professional good conduct as some farms have been 
operating since 1978 or 43 years. One has had deer confined for 50 years. 

The proposed onerous conditions that may be imposed are unnecessary. There is a financial and legislative 
imperative, Boundary Fences Act (Tas) 1908, Law of Animals Act (Tas) 1962 and the common law of Negligence 
and other existing regulation already for farms not to allow escape. No recognition is given, particularly to farms 
in the traditional area, where wild deer encroaching on farms is a much bigger issue than farm deer escaping. 

The proposed requirement for the Secretary to suspend or cancel licences for serious breaches should remain 
with the Magistrate’s Court. The courts have shown a willingness to require stock disposal and farmers to stop 
operating if found guilty of serious breaches.   Farmers are entitled to the same natural justice and onus of proof 
as other commercial farms. 

None of the proposed changes will prevent one deer escaping. The onus should be one of cooperatively working 
with the industry to promote re-capture and prevent establishment in areas where they do not occur. 

The requirement for additional record keeping is not supported and will not add any public benefit nor are the 
reporting provisions should escapes occur. This will have the opposite effect and make deer farmers very 
reluctant to report escapes. In my own case we have had locks cut off gates, fences cut numerous times.  

We have had farm deer shot from the public road, provided names and details of the offenders and only 
experienced limited police response weeks after the events. There are very large fines and penalties provided in 
the regulation that applies to deer farmers but no support for much more serious offences involving firearms 
that are committed against deer farms. Deer farmers do not support the penalty points proposed for breaches 
particularly when we do not receive support for serious crimes committed against out livelihoods. 

Deer farmers proposed and therefore support handling facilities. We do have concerns that unqualified 
department officers will access these facilities and that they need to be continually evaluated. In the past 
inspections were accompanied by competent deer farmers or department officers who owned deer farms and 
applied for new entrants only. Further deer farmers proposed that provision in exterior fences needs to be 
designed to allow easy recapture. 

Deer farmers do not agree with the requirement to tag which has now been abolished for deer taken under crop 
protection. This is a clear double standard. Many farms do attempt to identify their deer but this should not be 
mandated. Deer are very difficult to retain any forms of tags in and are not suitable for traditional ear marking. 
Deer farms who have a minimal stress approach to food quality or whose trophy business will be negatively 
impacted should not be required to tag. 

The NLIS requirements for farmed deer sold for export require different documentation and identification than 
applied to other farm stock 

Deer farmers do not sell to unlicensed farms unless given specific permission for sale to a limited number of 
hunting groups with property owners consent for genetic improvement and only in the traditional deer range. 
This should continue to be the case. There is no logical reason for this not to be the case when there are in excess 
of 50000 wild deer in the state, very small releases can have no measurable negative impact. 



 

Farmers do not support the imposition of hunting restrictions on deer farms. Existing farms where this currently 
occurs follow best practice for the humane destruction and most hunts are guided. Trophy animals produced 
under this system are much more valuable than wild deer. Experienced guides carry suitable firearms to allow 
for not just humane destruction but to ensure these businesses’ comply with their social license. Any breach of 
welfare standards would represent a serious existential threat to a hunting business particularly in the age of 
social media. 

Deer farmers do not support changes to their legal rights in regard to the abandonment provisions. These are 
unnecessary and can continue to be handled by the courts 

Nature Conservation (Wildlife) Regulations 2021 

Areas of comment 

Farm deer should again be included in domestic stock in section 3(1) of the act, they have previously been listed 
here and deer farmers did not support their removal. 

Deer farmers remain concerned at any relaxation for the prohibition on sales of deer or deer products taken 
under crop protection. 

We are also concerned at any relaxation for reporting requirements of commercial hunting/trading license 
holders. 

We would like clarification as to what activities would not be considered serious breaches allowing the ability to 
be allowed to continue to trade. We are opposed to any relaxation that would allow people who are not 
considered to be” fit and proper “to operate in this field.  

We do not support the proposed changes in Section 63” prohibited methods of hunting “and are opposed to any 
regulation which may not ensure the wild deer range is not extended. We also do not support these principles 
being applied to hunting on deer farms. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, we would be happy to provide any further clarification should that 
be helpful. 

 

Yours  

Anthony Archer  

President Tasmanian Deer Farmer Council 
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Submission: 
Proposed Amendments to the 

Nature Conservation (Deer       
Farming) Regulations 2021 

 
 
 
 

September 2021 



 

1. Overview  
 

Tasmania’s Wildlife (Deer Farming) Regulations 2010 are due for statutory review. As part of this process, the 
Tasmanian government has released Draft Nature Conservation (Deer Farming) Regulations for public 
comment. 

RSPCA Tasmania welcomes the opportunity to make this submission to the process. 

The draft regulations indicate that the Tasmanian Government is planning on continuing its policy to partly 
protect feral deer for hunting purposes. 

The RSPCA acknowledges that, in certain circumstances, it is necessary to manage populations of wild and 
pest animals in order to reduce adverse impacts on human activities, health and wellbeing; impacts on other 
animals and 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. 

On that basis, the RSPCA opposes recreational hunting in any circumstances due to the inherent and 
inevitable pain and suffering caused. 

The Tasmanian Government must bring its feral deer management strategy into line with contemporary 
expectations by removing the partly protected ‘wildlife’ status deer currently have under wildlife regulations. 

The RSPCA believes that it is time now to challenge that outdated thinking. 

The Invasive Species Council recently released a community and science-driven strategy to control feral deer 
in Tasmania. 

The recommendations of this report include that: 

• deer be managed as a pest animal, in line with the rest of Australia; 

• deer no longer be accorded special protection under the Tasmanian Wildlife Regulations; 

• comprehensive surveys of deer encroachment on the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 
(TWWHA) be completed; 

• deer containment lines be drawn at the edge of the TWWHA and other suitable boundaries and 
resources secured to ensure all deer beyond containment lines are eradicate; and 

• deer be eradicated from Bruny Island within two years. 

We urge the state government to adopt these recommendations in their entirety. 

Removing the partly protected status of feral deer will bring Tasmania’s management of these animals into 
line with both contemporary expectations and best practice biosecurity across Australia. It will also provide 
the groundwork for development of a wide-ranging feral deer management strategy, which should involve 
input from a wide range of stakeholders. 



 

2. Managing feral deer  
Pest management vs hunting 
Hunting is not the same as pest animal management, although both sometimes involves the ground shooting 
of animals as a control method, they are different in a number of ways. 

Pest animal management programs are carried out with the aim of reducing the negative impacts on 
agricultural production and natural resource systems, using the most humane, target specific, cost effective 
and efficacious techniques available. In contrast, most hunting is primarily done as a desire to kill pest or 
game animals as a recreational activity. 

Pest animal management programs must be carefully planned and coordinated to have a desired and lasting 
effect. Most recreational hunting is done on an ad-hoc basis. There is no defined objective, no planning, 
monitoring or assessment of effectiveness. The methods used by hunters are labour intensive, expensive and 
not effective in reducing populations of pest animals over large areas for the long term. 

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. Hunting has the potential to result in 
significant animal suffering: animals are sometimes chased to the point of exhaustion and then killed with 
methods that do not cause a quick and painless death. 

This is especially so for a species like deer, as they are highly sensitive and will panic easily if disturbed 

Hunters are not required to undergo competency assessment for shooting accuracy before obtaining a 
licence or permit. Although some hunters may have the skills, knowledge and motivation to minimise the 
suffering of their prey, many do not. So it is inevitable that some animals will endure pain and distress. 

With some hunting activities and practices the potential for significant suffering is extremely high. This 
includes where animals are injured but are not retrieved, where dogs are used and are not controlled 
properly, where hunters lack technical skill, where killing methods do not cause rapid death, or where 
dependent young are left abandoned. 

Current regulations and enforcement regimes do not prevent these things from occurring: they are an 
inevitable consequence of recreational hunting activities. 

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

The ‘humaneness’ of a control method refers to the overall welfare impact that the method has on an 
individual animal. A relatively more humane method will have less impact than a relatively less humane 
method. A model code of practice for the humane control of wild deer has not yet been prepared but the 
standard operating procedure can be found at the PestSmart website: DEE001: Ground shooting of feral deer. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

https://pestsmart.org.au/toolkit-resource/ground-shooting-of-feral-deer
https://pestsmart.org.au/toolkit-resource/ground-shooting-of-feral-deer


 

3. About RSPCA Tasmania  

Who we are 
The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Tasmania (RSPCA) is a not-for-profit non- 
government organisation. We’ve been working to improve the lives of animals in this state since 1878. 

The RSPCA is the only Tasmanian organisation named in animal welfare legislation and we enjoy the 
continued support of all levels of government. 

The community respects our knowledge of animal welfare, which is grounded in science and based on 
experience. In the 143 years since the RSPCA was established in the state, we have helped hundreds of 
thousands of animals in need in all kinds of situations: in homes, backyards, on farms, in the wild, and at 
sporting arenas. 

As a charity, we strive to maintain an open-door policy, so no abandoned, neglected, injured or surrendered 
animal is turned away or forgotten. Along with cats and dogs, the RSPCA provides assistance to a wide range 
of other animals, including horses, rabbits, guinea pigs, birds, goats and sheep. 

During the past three years, RSPCA Tasmania has: 
• Investigated over 25,000 reports of animal cruelty; 
• Provided care for more than 6,670 animals; and 
• Delivered information to thousands of people on animal welfare, responsible animal care and pet 

ownership through school, community and online education. 

Our role is to act as a conduit for the community’s concerns about animal welfare, to ensure those concerns 
are heard by our state’s decision makers. So our advocacy activities are a vitally important part of our work. 

Animals play a central role in the lives of many people. Most Tasmanians, whether they live in suburbia, rural 
properties, or in regional towns, say animal welfare is important or extremely important to them. 

Clearly, the majority of Tasmanians expect improved animal welfare outcomes should be a high priority for 
the state government. 

With an ultimate goal of improving animal welfare outcomes, we acknowledge the crucial role of humans in 
keeping our animals safe. 

So we not only serve animals in need, but also owners and carers who require guidance and support through 
education and assistance in relation to domestic violence, aged care, homelessness, mental health, and more. 

 
What we do 

 



 

Where we are 
• Our Animal Care Centre (ACC) at Devonport is dedicated to caring for, rehabilitating and rehoming 

animals. 

• Our Animal Retail Centres (ARCs) in Latrobe, Launceston and Hobart are our bases in the community. 
Animals are surrendered and rehomed through these centres; owners can access advice and supplies 
for their companion animals; and our ARC teams assist with local microchipping and education 
activities in their communities. 

• Our Inspectorate operates under delegated powers from the state government to investigate and 
prosecute instances of alleged animal cruelty. Inspectors are co-located with DPIPWE in Hobart, 
Launceston, and Devonport, and operate across the state. This team is supported by a call centre 
equipped to handle reports. 

• Our team of dedicated volunteers assists across all our activities. They serve on our board; they 
care for animals in our ACC and ARCs; they organise fundraising events; and they support us in many 
other activities. We could not do what we do without these wonderful people. 

• Our corporate office is located in Launceston. Supporting our frontline teams, a group of dedicated 
professionals work across many areas – including fundraising and marketing, policy and advocacy, 
volunteer organisation, project delivery and – last but not least – our administration team who 
answer the phones and keep the lights on. 



 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Contact for 
submissions: 

 
Jan Davis, CEO 

---------------
0409 004 228 

 
 
 
 
 
 

CONTACT DETAILS 
PO Box 66 Mowbray Tas 7248 

Centralised phone number for all RSPCA Tasmania Centres: 03 6709 8100 

Email: -----------------  Web: www.rspcatas.org.au 

Corporate Office: Level 4, Queen Victoria Tower, 7 High Street, East Launceston 7250 

Devonport Animal Care Centre: 108 Tarleton Road, Spreyton, 7310 
Latrobe Adoption & Retail Centre: 3/135 Gilbert Street, Latrobe 7307 
Launceston Adoption & Retail Centre: 3/207 Invermay Road, 7248 
Hobart Adoption & Retail Centre: 55-57 Albert Road, Moonah, 7009 
Animal Cruelty Hotline: 1300 139 947 
 
 

 
 

 

 

http://www.rspcatas.org.au/
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Key policy changes        8/09/21 

 

Springfield Deer Farm in Mole Creek has been in operation for over 30 years 
with last ten years being operated by us, Constance and Michal Frydrych. 

During this time, we have focused on production of quality meat to top 
restaurants and as we operate our own abattoir can offer a real farm to plate 
experience. We have adopted a range free policy with as little interference 
with the animals, giving them large area to live on. 

We supplement food during the winter months grown on the farm, thus 
ensuring continues good condition of the herd without any chemical etc.  

This has been recognised by twice winning Delicious Food Award and 
representing Tasmania in Taste of Tas in Canberra.  

During the last 10 years we have fulfilled every obligation required to operate 
a deer farm, have never failed any inspection and any suggestion by the 
inspectors were always taken seriously and managed as required. 

Whilst we understand the issue with wild deer, we believe that commercial 
deer farmers are being unfairly targeted and the current proposals will not 
solve the problem, but could have a revers effect, as the smaller/hobby 
farmers could de- register their farms and claim the stock as wild. 

Given the estimated 50 000 wild and 4000 farmed deer or 8%, even if all 
farmed deer were released it would have minimal overall impact on the real 
issue. 

It also must be understood that deer do not try to “escape” from properly 
managed farm with enough land available were they have plenty of food, 
water and feel relatively safe. 

During the last 10 years we have not seen any evidence of escape and it is in 
our interest that it remains so.  

The only issue we experienced was that on three separate occasions wild stag 
tried (unsuccessfully) to get under the fence during rutting season.  

 



 

 

Provision of Deer Handling Facilities 

Springfield deer farm does not sell, or transport live deer and we do not intend 
to do so. Operating our own abattoir allows us to be fully independent, and to 
build a loading facility which would never be used does not make any sense 
and would just create economic hardship. 

Identifying Farmed Deer 

As our deer are free ranged it would be almost impossible to tag all the animal 
as unlike sheep, they can’t just be herded into a shed.  

Being highly skittish animal, this would only create stress and possible death, 
which is something we strive try to avoid. It would be certainly impossible on 
our breeding stags. This could be applicable for small farms that hand feed 
their stock. However, should anyone want release deer from their farms, they 
could just remove the tag and thus eliminate any tracing potential. 

Hunting at Deer Farm. 

Without knowing the difference, it is difficult to comment. I would suggest that 
hunting on the “Farm” would be easier, as the owner knows the herd and the 
land. Fully agree that any hunting must be done as humanly as possible. 

We do not allow hunting on our farm. 

Abandonment of a Deer Farm 

This point is not clear; I should be either abandonment of deer farming or re 
registering of farm?? 

 

Deer Farming issues 

The local market is negatively impacted by the import from the SA, VIC, and NZ 
of wild shot deer meat, being imported into Tasmania. 

There are up to 5 species of deer on the mainland and only one in Tasmania. 
They differ greatly in size, taste, and availability. 

Such food product offered for public sale is not subject to the safe health 
requirements applicable to other meat, poultry or fish offered at retail for 
public consumption.  



 

There is no evidence that HACCP food safety, point of origin or processing 
requirements are being followed or traceable. 

Packaging presents the deer meat – incorrectly labelled “venison” as a 
Tasmanian product while fine print claims that the content of the package was 
“packed in Tasmania”. 

Consumption data indicates that large quantities of this deer meat are being 
imported and misrepresented to the public to the detriment of the Tasmanian 
farmed deer industry. The situation has become critical to the survival of 
farmed deer producers in Tas. 

Action needed,   

All imported deer product marketed as deer meat or venison to be clearly 
labelled with; origin, type of deer, wild shot or farmed. 

Whilst the world is increasingly demanding to be able to trace food products 
from farm to table, it is being proposed that wild shot deer is being allowed to 
be sold to public. If such would be allowed, one must ask why it is not 
acceptable for sheep, cattle, pigs, goats … to be processed on the farm 
bypassing the expense of, transport, abattoir, auctions, and levies. However, it 
would be allowed to shoot deer at a distance, drag it to some form of 
transport, gut it and transport it to some premisses for processing. There are 
known cases in Scotland of actual death, after eating wild shot deer. 

Whilst this is ok for 1 or 2 deer, as hunters do, any large numbers being 
processed and transported unknown distance, would be exposed to 
contamination. Hunters also take the risk for using the meat for their own 
consumption. 

Farmed deer must go through licensed abattoir, dispatched, and processed 
with minimal delay and placed into a cooler for number of days.  

Deer farmers cannot be competitive against wild shot deer, imported or local, 
due to capital cost, farm production and processing cost, whilst wild deer 
shooters have no such expense. 

Tasmanian producers worked hard to accomplish worldwide reputation for 
green and clean product and Product Traceability and Branding is major part 
of that. 



 

The current issue with wild deer in Tasmania will not be resolved at the cost of 
established commercial, deer farms but should be resolved by addressing the 
real issue which is, landowner’s responsibility for their property, and any 
owner that does not want to participate in deer reduction should be 
responsible for them and fence their property with proper deer fencing. 

Australia wide has an issue with wild animals being kangaroos, horses, camels, 
pigs, goats, water buffaloes…. 

This problem must be managed separately and not at the cost to legal and 
responsible farming community or pay compensation to deer farmers for loss 
of business and capital cost. 

Whilst the possibility of using wild meat for export and consumption is 
continuously repeated, the actual interest and market is extremely limited in 
comparison to the numbers available and will not solve the wild animal’s issue.  

We only have to look at other parts of Australia, that have been trying to use 
the same strategy but to no avail.  

 

Respectfully Michal Frydrych 
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