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Personal Background

During the 1980s | was State Secretary then National President for five years of the
Australian Deer Association Inc. (ADA). My work career over 40 years included a land.
manager at the former Hydro and Manager Crown Land Services. In the latter | gave
numerous briefings to the Legislative Council on legislation and tssues. | have a Bachelor of
Business degree from UTAS and Company Director's Diploma.

Several of the points | make In this submission may be regarded as Incidental to the principal
Tarms of Reference but 1 woutd argue that those points are homogeneous with
environmental, comrmercial and regulatory issues.

It is my contention that a knowledge of the background to the current deer scenein
Tasmania is also relevant to the Terms of Reference. | fae! qualified to'comment on the
background since the early 1970s which is when | became formally involved.

This paper contains my views and not those of the ADA,

Note that  am willing to give evidence to the Committee in person but will be overseas and
unavailable from 2 June 2016 untll 26 September 2016 and generally not contactable during
that time.

| ask that if the Committee publishes my submission then my telephone number and
address are not included in the publication.

Brief Baclkground to the Tasmanian Deer Scene

Leading landownefs, hunters, successive Governments and officials have worked hard over
many years to develop the flexible and responsibie regulated hunting regime that existsin
Tasmania today.

The 1970s and 80s were fraught with conflict between landowners, hunters and the
Government over the management of Fallow Deer in Tasmania. Tensions were high as some
herds flourished to over population on private property while others around the margins of
the traditional deer range diminished. The use of 1080 poison by private landowners to
reduce deer herds was not uncommon. The advent of commercial deer farming and
proposals to trap wild deer for farming added to the tensions, There were regular battles in
the media between the diverse groups.

The Tasmanian Deer Advisory Committee (TlﬁAC} was created to provide a consultative body
consisting of representatives of the Tasmantfan Farmers & Grazlers Association {TFGA),
hunting organisations and the then Parks & Wildlife Service (PWS) which was responsible for
hunting regulation and management. Unfortunately the conflict continued while the TDAC
struggled to Identify a long term management strategy satisfactory to all parties.



Recognising the struggle and being cognisant qf deer management programs overseas, the
ADA in the 1980s sponsored a visit to Tasmania by highly regarded Australian wildlife
biologist Max Downes to talk to representative bodies. This lead to the ADA through its
investment arm the Australian Deer Research Foundation Ltd {ADRF), sponsoring several
visits By American wildlife biologist Joe Hamilton, Joe met with all the representative bodies
and toured private properties in the deer range with landowners. The objective of these
visits was to take a more scientific approach to deer management.

Joe's visitg spawned the idea of Property Based Game Management (PBGM) and a re-
invigorated TDAC. The guestion then arose as to how to implement PBGM with many of the
parties still in conflict and not trusting each other, ‘

It was resolved to retain a practising wildlife biclogist from the USA (a person neutral to all
the Tasmanian interests) familiar with PBGM and Quality Deer Management {QDM).
Consequently after an open selection process Brian Murphy from Georgla in the USA was
retalned for three years by the TDAC as its employee on a salary pald by the TDAC. The
TDAC had previously been granted the money raised by the Government as royalty patd by
the inaugurat trapping of 1200 deer to establish the deer farming industry.

Brian Murphy's tenure in Tasmania was extended by the Government as an employee of the
Government to Jook at the organisation structure of the wildlife management regime on
private lands and resulted in the current Game Management Services Unit within the,
Departraent of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment {DPIPWE),

Deer Farming

The proposal to farm deer was highly contentious In the hunting fraternity. It also caused
some angst in the PWS which was fearful of deer escaping from farms to populate areas of
the State outside the traditional deer range. A fear that has unfortunately come to fruition.

In recognising that deer farming was potentially a new business opportunity for landowners
and a positive for Tasmania, myself and another hunter drafted a deer farming policy under
the auspices of the TDAC and presented it to the Government department. Around 90% of

our document was adopted.,

it was agreed with landowners that 1200 wild deer could be trapped on two praperties
(Connorville & Beaufront) with high population numbers to seed the Industry. From memory
a royaity of $20 per deer was payable to the Government as wild deer are owned by the
Crown. Landowners via the TFGA and TDAC determined that there would only be five initial
deer farms. Once the industry was widened there was a rush on developments and new
entrants paid hundreds of dollars for fallow does and a thousand or more for good bucks.
Deer farms and hohby deer farms were established across the State from the North West to '
Dover in the south. Unfortunately predictions that there was fong term demand for the
industry did not come to frultion and It essentially crashed in a stmilar way to the litany of



other enterprises such as goats, emus, ostriches etc. Escapees and deliberate releases from
farms and hohby herds are thought to have contributed significantly to the geographic
spread of the deer population. Nothing to do with hunters.

As | understand it there are few actlve deer farms now operating although if one believes
ABC radio interviews by Lenah Game Meats {LGM) there has been a significant demand for
venison for some time and he Is importing deer carcases from mainland Australia. He wants
wild shot deer that otherwise would/could be taken by legitimate recreational hunters for
their own use. 1 suggest that in pursuing wild shot deer the proprietor perceives a cheaper
less risky access to venison than if he promoted and supported legitimate Tasmanian deer
farming enterprises.

Property Based Game Management

While the concept of PBGM was developed by joe Hamilton, Brian Murphy was retained to
put the concept into action. He.did so by literally hundreds of group meetings and one-on-
one discussions with all stakeholders including landowners, hunters, deer farmers,
regulatory bodies and representative organisations, He produced a final report [Murphy B P,
1998, Tasmanian Deer Advisory Committee Inc., Fallow Deer Project Final Report {1993 -
1997)) which should be available to the Committee from the DPIPWE.

PBGM recognised that landowners' property/farming objectives are paramount and wildlife
(deer, wallaby, possum, wombats, various bird species, feral cat control) require responsible
management preferably without the aid of 1080 poison. The PBGM regime also provides the
management data required by the Commonwealth for the export of wallaby and possum
products.

{ am sure that the Game Management Services Unit (GMSU} within DPIPWE and others will
appratse the Committee of the workings of PBGM and its benefits, and so will restrict my
Input to reinforcing my support of PBGM.

Together with a progressive landowner | wrote the first PBGM Plan {PBGMP), Brian Murphy
consequently developed a comprehensive template now in use by many landowners across
the State including the Bass Strait istands. PBGM is not limited to private properties
containing deer.

PBEGMPs empdwer landowners to formally organise wildlife management control utilising
the resources of recreational hunters and in some cases commerclal wallaby and possum
hunters. Of course nothing prevénts a landowner from controlling pest wildlife
himself/herself or by utilising employees rather than recreational hunters.

There are broad ranging benefits for all parties to PBGMPs but importantly in an historical
context there is little if any conflict now between landowners, hunters and Government on
the control of wildlife on private land. The only grumbles | ever hear have more to do with



the efficiencies of cull permit processes an Issue that the TDAC and GMSU have under
constant review.

The strategy is overseen by the GMSU which | suggest has widespread support for its
excellent: facilitation and education services.

A critical element in the success of PBGM is the opportunity for recreational hunters to take
fallow deer which are Tasmania's premier game animal. This opportunity is their incentive
to invest hundreds of hours into controlfing wallaby and possum numbers often in miserable
weather and at night; at considerable personal expense for fuel, equipment and
ammunition in addition to property access fees-as high as $1,200 per annum. In addition
under PBGMPs hunters often provide non-financial support by undertaking fencing, track
maintenance, providing professional, technical and trade skills, security monitoring,
firewood cutting etc. for the landowner. The PBGMPs also provide for the hunters to have
public liability insurance cover.

An extract titled "Deer Management Strategies for Landowners and Hunters" from Brian
Murphy's course "Fallow Deer Biology And Management, November 1995" is attached for
the Committee's further reference.

Also attached for further reference Is a copy of a stery from the Tasmanion Country of Sth
May 1997 announcing quite positively the formation of the GMSU,

The Tasmanian PBGM model has been adopted in other Australian states and has also been
mooted as a model to apply to inland fishing access to private lands and other recreational
pursuits.

Quality Deer Management

Qualtty Deer Management (QDM] is an approach to wild deer management seated in their
biolagy. It was conceived and flourishes in the United States where Brian Murphy is now its
Chief Executive Officer. While Brian was in Tasmania |, like others, undertook Brian's formal
Fallow Deer Biology and Management Short Course, The course introduced QBM.

QDM is a distinctly hands-on approach to the management of a deer herd on the ground. It
is often confused with PBGM, Many properties in Tasmania under PBGMPs profess to follow
QDM principles. Contrary to what | have heard on ABC radio (supposedly live and unedited)
from the former head of the TFGA and a professor at the University of Tasmania whose
name alludes me, QDM does not promote large deer herds, On the contrary, its objective Is
to achieve and maintain high quality in terms of health and wellbeing rooted in the naturat:
biology of the fallow deer, and in a herd slze consistent with the landowner's objectives and
the carrying capacity of the habitat, Also contrary to popular belfef itis not all about
achieving large trophy antlers.



While big antler trophies may be one objective an alternative objective may be venison
production if that's what the landowners and hunters want.

A starting point to achieving QDM Is a focus on improving the sex ratio of a herd. While one
mature male to one female might be the perfect match this is never likely to be achieved in
the wild, From memory Brian Murphy indicated that a ratio better than about eight does to
one mature male is unlikely to be achieved in Tasmania. On many properties a ratio of 30
does to a mature male Is common and does not produce a quality herd. Fallow deer do not
breed in the same way as sheep. In this case the ratio Indicates that the doe population
should be culled substantially.

In referring to bucks the emphasis is on the word "mature", as maturity takes five or six
years of male growth hence the slogan during Brian Murphy's work "Let Them Go, Let Them
Grow". In general mature bucks have the biggest antlers and are the prime breeders.
Unfortunately the largest percentage of bucks taken in Tasmania are less than four years
old.

An extract from Brian Murphy's training course of 1995 "Will Quality Deer Management
Work in Tasmania" is attached for further reference.

Environmental Impacts

Yes, fallow deer can have a minor impact on the environment but it can be difficult for the
casual observer to determine whether the damage was caused by deer, wallables, wombats
or possums.

Bucks in hard antler do rub antlers on smalf trees and shrubs and they make scrapes in the
ground as part of rutting behaviour dur'ing March to May. Deer also damage fences
preferring to go under rather than over afence and as creatures of habit will follow the
same trails at imes much like sheep. Often the damage under fences is caused by wombats
and then utilised by deer.

Deer will also naturally feed on landowners' crops. it was foreseeable that crop damage

would escalate in total impact with the expansion of irrigation across the State, The crop
protection permit system is In place managed by the GMSU to allow landowners to deal

with crop damage.

Private landowners have the ability to be "compensated” by their hunters for any damage
via property access fees and in-kind work as mentioned previously. The quantum is a matter
for the individuals involved.

Deer also have a positive impact on the environment. They are the key incentive to the
success of PBGMPs. As mentioned previously PBGMPs have contributed to the diminution
of the use of 1080 for wildlife contro!, hunters report to the GMU on data sheets to satisfy



State and Commonwealth wildlife management plans and report observations of
endangerad species such as wedge tailed eagles, the Tasmanian devil and quolis.

Hunters are the only control on feral cats In the rural environment. On properties that | have
hunted we have humanely shot dozens of feral cats. Through this actlon | have seen black
ducks return to breed on farm dams and an increase in the quoll population where |
currently hunt. Most hunters will go well out their way to despatch feral cats.

It is my view that deer should not be countenanced in the World Heritage Area (WHA) or

other ecologically sensitive reserves of public land outside the traditional deer range. The
most economical means of eradicating faillow deer from the WHA and reserves is to allow
legitimate licensed deer hunting as does the Tasmanian Land Conservancy.

The Victorlan Government allows deer hunting in certain National Parks.
Commercial Use of Wild Deer
There is existing commercial benefit to having wild fallow deer and hunting in Tasmania,

Under PBGMPs landowners have the ability to charge access fees as another source of
income and/or as "compensation” for carrying deer on thelr propertles. For example, early
on in Brian Murphy's work while collecting data | personally witnessed a large landowner
pocket around $2,000 cash In $50 notes one Friday afternoon from hunters accessing the
property for one weekend. There are now six weekends in a buck season and demand for
access is high. | am aware that some properties currently charge up to $1,200 annual access
fee per individual in addition to requiring other game management activities and physical
works.

Along with other recreational pursuits hunters access small buslness In reglonal towns
helping to maintain these businesses that without recreationa! visitors might otherwise
strugele to break even and survive to provide services to locals. :

| am aware that some old work has been undertaken to identify the doltar value of deer
hunting but do not have the figures to report here, I'm sure they will be presented in the
submissions of others. A very basic and rough estimate of direct hunter expenditure might
be calculated by multiplying 5050 licences sold in 2016 with a fough say $2,000 direct
expenditure each per annum equalling around $10.1 million without applying a muitiplier
effect. The benefits of this expenditure by hunters is spread across the community.

Deer hunting guides operate in Tasmania as small business people.
Hunters come from mainland Australia to hunt Tasmanian deer.

There 15 a thriving taxidermy small business sector that relies on deer hunting.



Herne Lodge operates as a guided hunting enterprise combining deer hunting with five star
accommodation and gourmet food and beverages.

If there is un-met restaurant demand for venison then there s the opportunity to revitalise
the deer farming Industry. If the demand is as high as Lenah Game Meats clalms | am
surprised that local Jandowners have not already taken up the opportunity. Perhaps the
pragmatic prediction is that like many other foods and as In the past, longer term demand Is
fickle ?

If the objective is to take wild fallow deer by shooting for commercial use | contend that it
places at slgnificant risk the whole deer hunting scene and a return to the conflicts of the
1970s and 1980s. | am concerned that the objective is a quick profit from a perceived low
cost primary input with little job creation and a high social and cultural cost and public
conflict.

If recreational hunters lose the incentive provided by the deer hunting opportunity via
commercial harvesting then the whole PBGM system is at risk; the market value of deer
hunting access will fall; landowners will have increasing wildlife control costs, Increasing
trespass and perhaps a return to demand for 1080 poison use.

| belleve that ane argument put forward by LGM for commerclal harvesting lies in the
persistent rumours that a few landowners have shot large numbers of deer on their
properties and because of commercial restriction have bulldozed the carcases into the
ground. t have been unable to factually determirie the rumours or otherwise, however ifit
has occurred it is a disgraceful waste, Responsible hunters do not waste venison.

Another push from time to time emanates from a select few restaurateurs seeking wild shot
venison as distinct from farmed venison. "Slow cooking" and "Paddock to plate” have
hecome marketing catch-cries to the contemporary food industry and the subject of
television programs. Hunters of course have been practising this since ancient times.

Some consumers also consider that they can determine the taste difference between
farmed and wild shot meats. Wallaby in Tasmania is wild shot harvested and sold to the
restaurant industry via a strict health and hygiene regime, and it seems that a few
restaurateurs want venison harvested in the same way. Erroneously in my view. They also
perceive wild harvesting as low cost.

Anecdotal evidence indicates that the restaurateurs only want select cuts and there is
considerable wastage from any wallaby or deer carcass; the wastage attracting a minimal
price as pet food.

Might 1 suggest that the Committee seek input from Doo Town Games Meats at Eaglehawk
Neck which supplies venison and waliaby to the Hobart restaurant market,



It is noteworthy that the Victorian Government publicly acknowledges the significant
economic and social values of deer hunting. Many Tasmanians travel to Victoria annually to
hunt deer, more often than not with vehicles via the Spirit of Tasmania ships.

Partly Protected Status of Fallow Deer

In my view the current legislation should remain and is adequate. As the management
regime is contained within formal regulations the Minister has the flexibility to adjust
seasons and annual take of deer as demonstrated with the season changes this 2016 year. |
perceive that the GMSU, TFGA and TDAC are pro-active in identifying efficlencles in the
systems that underpin the regulations. For example, the recent: change to crop protection
returns being extended to five years for wallaby and possum.

| am aware that a minority of interests have been pushing for total de-regulation of deer
hunting. | suggest that the first affect of de-regulation wlll be widespread private property
and reserved lands trespass as happened in the early 1970s. It would also destroy the
incentive within the PBGM system and perhaps bring PBGM down altogether.

| percélve that the greatest push for deregulation of deer management is ideologically
based, not practical or socially and culturally responsible, The ideologues would have the
Committee believe that the Government funding of the GMSU and policing are excesslve.
On the contrary ! am confident that the economic, soclal and cultural values of deer hunting
far outweigh the actual Government costs.

Regulated deer hunting has significant social and cultural benefits. | strongly support the
Committee making a recommendation to the Government that it undertake a professional
research project to determine the true economic dollar and social/cultural values of hunting
to Tasmanla and its cornmunity with particular reference to deer.

A reduction in status would have the same negative affects as mentloned above if
commercial hunting is permitted although perhaps far more immediate and catastrophic for
responsible wildlife management.

Population Statistics & Over Population

There seems to be an inordinate focus on identifying the total number of deer in Tasmania.
The UTAS professor | heard on a couple of occasions interviewed on ABC radio seemed to be
intent on establishing this figure.

| suggest that a total figure is irrelevant, even as a trend measure. Of more importance are
individual herd populations across the geographic range which is critical knowledge to real
deer management. The GMSU has been collecting observation data from properties on an
on-going basis since Its establishment and the modernisation of the crop protection permit
system.



If the permit system is working efficiently I cannot see any excuse for a fandowner having
more deer on his/her property than their comfort level, Sometimes however this may arise
" from a sudden change in farming'practtces such as the installation of irrigation and new
crops but more often than not, | suggest it Is because a neighbour carries a larger herd that
knows no property boundaries.

While PBGM dearly operates on individual property boundaries, Brian Murphy encouraged
adjoining [andowners to cooperate with one another to manage herd numbers to each
owners' satisfaction. In my view itis Imperative that neighbouring landowners cooperate
with one another.

The biology of the deer can be a cause for migration between properties. Bucks after the
activity of the April rut require immediate nutrition to survive the winter. They coilect
together into bachelor groups where in general they stay until the following March. They
will focus on the best feed known to them away from the does and can suddenly turn up on
a property out of nowhere. In general does are less migratory but will herd together and
also look for the best feed to survive the winter as their foetus grows within and then after
births in November/December to suckle their young, This behaviour can lead to a property
owner requiring cull permits urgently to minimise damage to crops.

t have no doubt that there are numerous reasons for increasing deer numbers. A personal
observation during 45 years of hunting in the Central Highlands has been the impact on deer
of the change in weather patterns. Historically In the 1970s and 1980s winters were cold
and wet; cold, wet snaps could occur from March to December. In those years we noticed
many dead fawns kiled by December weather snaps, whereas now it is rare for such
weather events and rare to find a dead fawn, contributing to population growth.

beer on Public Land

There is very little public land open to hunting, The GMSU ballots hunting on some rough
marginal areas among hunters with nowhere else to go.

| am aware that deer are now within the World Heritage Area and other reserves from the
North West to Dover in the south, Thisis not & new phenomenon; deer have been in the
south of the Western Lakes for many years. | do not personally support the presence of deer
in reserves particularly the WHA. While a past Government dedicated substantial resources
to eliminating feral goats from reserves including the WHA, | suggest that it should be
possible at minimal Government cost to organise responsible recreational deer hunting in at
least some of the reserves now containing deer with the objective of eradication over time.

As mentioned previously the Victorian Government supports deer hunting In select National
Parks and Reserves.
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Hunting Access

[ am personally aware of around 20 young responsible hunters who have nowhere to hunt
but would jump at the chance to hunt deer. One of the disadvantages of PBGM [s that it
tends to close the access door on new entrants uniess they are related to an existing
participant and then usually only if there Is a vacancy on that property.

At the same time | have heard landowners complain that their existing hunters don't
perform all their wildlife management responsibilities/cbligations. My response is - weli
replace your hunters with new ones who will perform.

lllegal Deer Hunting

The war with itlegal deer hunting of bucks is an annual event between the months of
February when bucks go into hard antler, and October when the bucks lose thelr antlers.
Trespassers kill bucks for their antlers, cutting the heads off and leaving the carcasses to rot.

It is widespread and occurs on any day of the week, They trespass with firearms on private
property, often cutting fences and smashing gates, unlike legitimate ethical hunters who
respect landowners and honour the deer they take by utilising the entire carcass. Some are
repeat offenders, often they do not have firearm licences, use unregistered firearms and
unregistered vehicles with stolen numberplates. In recent times culprits have been caught in
possession of Hlegal drugs.

There is no doubt that if deer are deregulated or a wild shot commercial industry
established that trespassing on private property and reserves will increase markedly.

Landowners and legitimate hunters should not have to feel nervous at the chance of being
accidentally shot through not knowing who Is on private property or where. [tis even more
scary to think of an armed trespasser under the influence of drugs.

Underfunded Police and wildlife rangers do a great and dangerous job trying to support
landowners and legitimate hunters by apprehending offenders, but they need much
stronger support from the law and the courts, Penalties are miniscule compared to-the
anguish the culprits cause.

Landowners and legitimate hunters invest substantial monies and time into implementing
PBGMPs and QBM only to lose the fruit of their efforts to these criminals, At times
landowners and hunters can feel so despondent that they question their own efforts.

lilegal deer hunting is a significant risk to the PBGM system,

[ strongly encourage the Committee to give consideration to the penalties that apply to
breaches of the Jaw in the absence and very low likelihood of increased funding to policing.
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Summary and Recommendations

1

21

Leading fandowners, hunters, successive Governments and officlals have worked
hard over many years to develop the flexible and responsible regulated hunting
regime that exists in Tasmania today. It is a regime that is recognised internationally.
The environmental impacts of deer are minimal. Deer should be removed from the
World Heritage area, preferably by responsible recreational hunting.

There is existing commercial benefit along with significant social and cultural
benefits to having wild fallow deer and hunting in Tasmania. | strongly support the
Committee making a recommendation to the Government that it undertake a
professional research project to determine the true economic doflar and
sodial/cultural values of hunting to Tasmania and its community with particular
reference to deer.

The ideologues would have the Committee believe that the Government funding of
the GMSU and pollcing are excessive. On the conirary | am confident that the
economic, social and cultural values of deer hunting far outweigh the actual
Government costs,

In my view the current legislation should remain and is adequate. As the
management regime is contained within formal regulations the Minister has the

. flexibility to adjust seasons and annual take of deer as demonstrated with the season

changes this 2016 year, | perceive that the GMSU, TFGA and TDAC are pro-active in
tdentifying efficiencles in the systems that underpin the regulations.

Managed correctly and responsibly the PBGM system is capable of taking care of any
over populations of deer.

As lllegal deer hunting Is a significant risk to the PBGM system | strongly encourage
the Committee to glve consideration to the penalties that apply to breaches of the
faw In the absence and very low fikelihood of increased funding to policing.

Signed:

29 May 2016
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this guide is to aid
landowners and Lunters-in the selection of the
appropriate strategy to meet their deer
management/control objectives within a
Property-based Game Management Plan
(PBMP). The potential advantages and
disadvantages of each management regime are
discussed. It is recognised that this document
does not cover all available strategies and that
one strategy is'not necessarily exclusive of
another. It does, however, provide a useful
starting point for the basic understanding of
how to manage wild deer and deer hunters on
private property in Tasmania.

FALLOW DEER IN TASMANIA

Six species of deer currently inhabit
Australia including chital (dxis axis), fallow,
hog (dxis porcinus) rusa (Cervus timorensis),
sambar (Cervus unicolor) and red {Cervus
elaphus), In Tasmania, several species of deer
were released during the 1800's, burt only
fallow were successful in becoming
established, Today, fallow deer can be found
on miore than 100 private properties spread
across nearly one-third of the State. The
current population is estimated to be around
15,000 animals and rcasonably stable. While
many of the large herds in the State have been
reduced in recent years, many smaller herds
have expandcd in size and cthers have moved
" into.new areas never before conaining deer,
Approximately 3,500 hunters harvest about
1,500 deer (male and female) annually during
. the legal seasons with additional does being
" . hdrvested urider crop protéction permits.

", 'WHY SHOULD LANDOWNERS BE
»" .. INTERESTED IN MANAGING DEER?

+ It should first be pointed out that
manacrmc deer does.not necessarily imply

* i increasing deer aumbers. On the contrary, it
- . megns thaxinising the benefits from the deer
7 vherd: whﬂc actuevmg other land use otuccuves.
L ;'ln some’ cases, a reducnon in herd size is

, neccssary; to theef landowner needs- or 10

hcrd quahty

Compared to other livestock, wild deer
have proven to be a low impact species (apart
from crop damage) capable of producing
consistent economic returns. Deer hunting in
Australia is a substantial industry contributing
an estimated 77 million dollars to the national
economy ¢ach year. In Tasmania alone,
hunters spend over 2 million dollars cach year
on deer hunting activities. In many parts of
Australia, deer hunters arg mcrcasmg at a rate
of nearly 10% per year and it is likely that
demand for hunting opportunities will exceed
supply within a few years. This simarion has
already occurred for hog deer and, 1o a lesser
axent, fallow, chital, rusa and red deer. In
response, the value associated with hunting
these species has increased with the decreasing
opportunity. In Tasmdnia, it is.becoming
increasingly difficult for hunters to obtain
property access and more and more are willing
to pay and/or to-provide other services for
hunting opportunities.

DEER MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES

The first step in developing a property-
pased game management plan involving deer s
to decide whether the herd is to be managed
for quantity, quality or a combination of both.
Nearly every deer humer would like to have
both high deer numbers and numergus wophy
bucks. Unfortunately, even with the best deer
matagement, this siruation is rarely achieved.
Good deer management fequires a number of
wade-offs.

Deer Herd Objeétives:

1. Maximum Pogulatign Objective

The Maximum Popuiation Objective results in
the largest deer herd possible for a given
property, This situation is both undesirable
and unstable because the herd is held at or
above the carrying capacity of the habitat and
is greatly influenced by seasonal conditions.
This type of management results in a deer herd
that is in poor physical condition with a low
reproductive, rate and poor antler development.
The Maximum Population Objective is,
achieved by harvesting neaily-every buck and
no does. .




Advaniages:

A). A large number of deer are seen while
hunting.

Disadvantages:

A)." " Poor antler development,

B).  Poor body condition in most years.

€).  Poor reproductive success.

D).  Sex ratio highly skewed towards does.

E).  Severe habitar and crop damage in
some years. ’

F).  Fewer deer harvested than under
objectives 2 or 3 due to the decreased
production, survival and recruiument of

fawns.

2. i arvest_Objective

The Maximum Harvest Objective achieves-the
highest sustainable deer harvest for a given
property. The harvest is comprised of nearly
gvery legal buck and a fow to moderate
number of female deer. The desired number
of deer o be harvested each year is set equal
to the number of new fawns recruited into the
herd,

Advantages:

A).,  Large number of deer harvested each
, year.
B). - Young bucks in good condition with
good antler development.
C).  Liwe or no habitat damage or damage
to long term food supply.

Disadvantages:

A).  Fewer deer seen while hunting than
option 1. ' o

B).  Few wophy bucks harvested because
most bucks are taken at a very young
age,

C).  More crop damage than options Jor4.

3. Quality Management Objective

The Quality Management Objective achieves
both a relatively high deer harvest and quality
bucks. This approach is similar to option 2

except that hunting pressure is reduced on the
young bucks and slightlyincreased on the
does. It involves passing young bucks (first
and some second heads) to allow more to
mature. As in option 2, the number of deer

harvested each year is set equal to the number

of new fawns recruited into the herd (assuming
the herd is at the desired population size).

Advantages:

A).  Relatively large number of deer are
harvested,

B).  Bucks have good antler development
and body weights. .

C). A more balanced buck:doe ratio within
the herd.

D). Improved age strucwre in the bucks
(more trophy bucks harvested).

E).  Less crop damage than options 1 or 2.

Disadvantages:

A).  Fewer deer seen while hunting than
option 1. '

B).  Some nice young bucks must be passed
up while hunting, Hunter education
and training generally needed.

C).  Much of the harvest will be comprised
of does. '

4. Trophy Management Objective

The Trophy Management Objective produces
bucks with maximum antler development.

This approach. ivolves the harvest of only the
fully mature bucks (6.5-9.5 years old) and
large numbers of female deer, The total deer
herd must be kept ar a very low level to ensure
maximum availability of high-quality forage
for every animal in the herd. This ensures that
the individual-fimess of every animal is -
maximised.

Advantages:

A).  Antler development of bucks is
maximised. ' :

B).  Buck age structuré is maximised.

C).  Very tight buck:doe ratio within the-
herd.

D).  Least crop damage of available options: _
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Disadvantages:

A).  Very few deer seen while hunting.

B).  Relatively low total deer harvest,

C).. Many bucks must be passed up while
hunting.

D). More bucks die of natral causes and
poaching.

E),  Accurate field judging of antlers is
required.

F).  Very large areas (over 4,000 ha) are
required.

G).  Strict penalties for violating harvest
rules must be irnposed and enforced.

‘Once a deer management option has been

selected, a harvest strategy must be designed to
achieve your herd goal. There are essentiaily
two ways for landowners and hunters t0
manage their deer herds: 1), Habitat
Management; and 2). Harvest Management.

Habitat management involves the
manipulation of the land to improve its abiligy
to increase the quantity or quality of the deer
on the property. Habitat management involves
activities such 25 food plantings for deer,
fertilising native vegetation, strategic burns and
timber stand manipulation. Obviously, these
activiries have associated costs and, unless they
are routine practices within your farming
operation, they are generally not economically

" feasible, ‘

Harvest management involves the
manipulation of the deer harvest to achieve
pre-determined herd objectives. This is
achieved. by conwolling the humber of hunters,
the nimber of deer taken or the timing and
lerigth of the hunting period. As a general

~rulé,"20% of a fallow deer herd can be

harvested -each year to maintain a stable
population. For example, if you have a herd
of.100 deer, & balanced: harvest of 10 bucks

' and-10 does will keep the herd at a constant
. level.  However, an unbalanced harvest
. favouring either bucks or does would produce
. differene fesult, Essentially, there are three
L2 harvést strategies available to achieve the

_ differént hérd-objectives:

- 1), Staliiliséie hérd by using a balanced

either-seic-harvest where the total harvest

equals the annual fawn recruitment.

2). Increase herd size by harvesting no does
ot limiting the doe harvest to 4 level below the
annual fawn recruitment.

3). Decrease herd size by increasing doe
harvest to a level that exceeds the annual fawn

recruitment.

After you have decided how to manage your
deer herd, you have to determine the best way
to manage your deer hunters. The two most
important factors to, consider when making this
decision are; 1), should you use an organised
group of hunters or individual hunters; and
2). what type of fee-access system {year
around, seasonal or daily) is appropriate for
your property. As you would expect, ¢ach
has advantages and disadvantages.

ORGANISED HUNTING GROUPS VS.
INDIVIDUAL HUNTERS

To achieve the objectives of a property~
based game management plan, hunting clubs or
organised groups of hunters are generally
preferable to individual hunters. Where
hunters already have access to the property,
every effort.should be made to organise them
into a group before secking outside hunters.
Organised hunting groups provide 4 stable
contingent of dedicated hunters whereas
individual hunters are typically less dedicated
and have a higher annual turnover rate.
Hunting groups provide a source of cohesion
berween individual hunters which instils a
sense of unity and dedication to a property-
based game management program.
Furthermore, organised hunting groups
typically engage in annuai or season-long.
property access agreements which provide a
sense of ownership and long term outlook.
Individual hunters, on the other hand, ofien
have 2 “me this year" atittude. There is liule
incentive for these hunters to participate in 2
management program because they may only
be on the property a few-days each year and
may never hunt the onthe property. again.
Hunting groups atso have the infrastrucure
perform many -of the, administrative- duties
generally conducted by the landowner.
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TYPES OF FEE-ACCESS SYSTEMS

There are many types of fee-access
systems whereby hunters gain access to private
properties for hunsing. The most cominon
systems are listed below although mary
variations of these approaches are currently
used.

1). -Anpual Agreements/Access Fees

Annual agreements ot annual access fees are
agreements berween landowners and hunters
which grant specific rights for activities on the
landowner's property during the entire year.
However, certain periods of the year such as
lambing may be excluded. Hunting clubs or
groups of individual hunters are most
commeonly involved in this type of
arrangement. This arrangement typically
grants hunters access t¢ hunt a range of
specified game and vermin species and may
also include fishing, camping, accominodation
and wood cutting. The access fee is generally
charged on a per-humier basis, per-acre basis
or on a perceived value relating to the number
and, quality of deer and other game present.
Typically, greater fees can be charged for
annual access agreements than for other
arrangements, The three most commonly used
approaches to annual agreements include:

A. Gentleman's agreements

B. Informal wrirten agreements

C. Formal (legal) agreements

Gentleman's agreements are when a hunter and
landowner verbally-agree on the appropriate

comperisation in terrn for hunting access and

activities allowed on the-property. Informal
written agreements outline in writing all
aspects relating: 1o the compensation, hunting
and other activides. Similarly, formal (legal)
agreements are designed to outline specitic
activities allowed on a property and provide 2
measure of legal protection for the landowner
and hunter. A well-wrizen formal agreement
protects the interest of both the landowner and
hunter, They are generally designed by a
solicitor and, when used in conjunction with
the appropriate insurance cover, provide the
landowner with the greatest protection against
legal action If 2 humter Is accidentally injured

or killed on his/her property. However, no'
legal contract negates landowner respensibalicy
in the case of negligence. Although
gentleman's agresments are most corarmonly
used, informal or formal written agreements

are recommended. Simply having the property -

rules and allowable activities -on paper reduces
confuston, misunderstandings and the ueed for
landowners to verbally inform each hunter of
their responsibilities while on the property.

Advantages of annual agreenzents:

A).  Better control of trespassers.

B). Greater degree of concern shown for
the property {provides sense of
ownership)

C).  Beiter co-operation from hunters and
work crews.

D).  Better quality hunting resource.

E).  Provides quality recreation for the
maximum number of people that the
property/herd can support.

F).  Less time consuming for landowners
compared to other fee-access systems.

G).  Landowner knows exactly who is
allowed on property and what areas
and period of year certain activities can
occur,

Disadvantages:

A).  Provides recreation for smaller group
of hunters than some other access
systems..

B).  Some hunters may begin to-feet that
they own the land arid interfere with
the landowner's management activiries,

€).  Hunters have access to property during
the entire year {except at cerrain times
such as lambing, planting, etc.)..

2). - Season Agreement/Access Fees

Same situation as above except that hunters are
permined on the property only during specified
humting seasons. This may be for a single
species such- as deer or a combination of
species such as deer, wallabies and ducks.

This type of arrangement can be utilised by
either hunting clubs or individual hunters.
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Advantages of season agreements:

A).  Hunters hive access to property for
specified periods only.

B).  Reguires Jittle time and effort from
landowrier. '

C).  Ability to provide quality hunting
resource. '

D). Landowner knows exactly who is
allowed on property and what areas
and period of year activities can 0Occur.

Disadvantages: -

A).  Tortal property revenue from hunting is
generally decreased (compared to
option 1),

B).  Ability to conuol poaching is less than
with: annual agreements.

C).  Sense of property ownership and pride
not & high as with annual agreements.

D).  Provides fewer recreational hunting
pppor:’unities.

3)."  Daily Permits/Access Fees

_In this siruation, landowners issue individual

. -permits to hunters which allow hunting for a

specified number of days during the hunting
season. Permits can also be used to restrict
hunters to specific areas (runs) of the property;
althoigh hunters can also be restricted under
the othér access systems. Typically, the
permit sysiem maximises the hunter effort
(number- of hunters) on a given property. It
the. number ‘of hunters is not wisely regulated
by the landownet, however, the hunting

"+ pressure can often exceed the capability of the
.. herd and few bucks will reach the older age
.. -'groups where they produce trophy antlers.

The permit system therefore generally caters Lo
e Maximum Harvest approach racher than the
-Quality Deer Management approach. This

%, system is used almost exclusively for
. Individual frunters rather than huniing groups.
O The-fee charged per individual is generally

“fowet under, this system while the pumber of
_total himters is. higher than any other fee-access
system. . o

Advantages of daily permits/access fees:

A).  The landowner has ability to regulate
hunter numbers in a given area during
hunting season which reduces the

. possibility for hunting accidents,

B),  The landowner knows exactly who is
on his/her property at ali-times,

C).  Provides reasonable economic remrn.

D).  Provides hunting opportunities for
farger and more varied group of
hunters.

Disadvantages: .

A).  Most time and {abour intensive fee-
access system.

B).  Variable annual income.

C).  Less control over the quality of
hunters.

D).  Difficult to achieve objectives of
property-based’ game management plan.

E).  Often leads to an over-hunted, poor-
quality hunting resource. -

F).  Strict rules must be developed and
enforced by fandowner,

4).  Guided Hunting

Guided hunting operations cater for a small
segment of the hunting community typically
from interstate and overseas with a high
disposable income. Speclal amenities and
services are generally associated with guided
humts including transportation, lodging, meals,
guides, game processing and even
entertainment. Guided operations. require &
high-quality hunting resource with adequate
numbers of marure bucks available for harvest.
Intensive habitat and harvest management are
often needed to achieve and maintain a deer
herd of this quality. This type of operation
should only be considered on large properties
where illegal hunting activitics can be kept (0 &
minimum.

Advantages:
A).  Substantial economic return during

some years. .
B).  Few hunters allowed on the property.
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C).  High hunter success,
D).  Welil managed deer herd,

Disadvantages:

A).,  Substantial economic investment
often required.

B).  Difficult to control poaching.

C)..  Extremely time and labour intensive.

D). . Variable annual income,

E).  Often results in poor relations with
neighbouring landowners and huaters.

F).  Liule or.no wildlife/vermin control by
hunters.

SUMMARY:

Since all game species in Tasmania can
be found on private land, they can provide
unique opportunities for landowners when
properly managed. Property-based game
management plans are swrategies developed
berween landowners and hunters t¢ manage the
wild game while achieving specific property
objectives, A well-managed group of hunters
can be a valuable asser (o landowners capable
of accomplishing nearly any realistic objective
required by the landowner,

Wild fallow deer are 2 valuable public,
resource and the key component in many
PBGMP's. There are numerous approaches 10
managing both the deer herd and deer hunters
on a-given property and each has advantages
and disadvantages. However, writen
agreements with organised hunting groups
mvolving a Quality Management Approach
generally meet the widest range of landowner
and hunter needs. This combination of
approaches provides a balanced economic
return while requiring the least time and labour
of available options. It also ensures that the
quality of the deer herd is maximised while the
damage caused by deer is minimised.

Property-based game management
plans are tailored to specific property needs
and provide landowners with the best
opportunity to make the wild game on their
property an asset rather than a liability, For
more information on deer management, contact
the TDAC game biologist, Brian Murphy, at
the address listed on the inside front cover of
this document.
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