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 Sunday, 19 May 2013   
 

AMATEUR HUNTING SUSPENDED IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA AFTER MAN SHOT 
  

O’FARRELL REFUSES TO IMPLEMENT EXTRA SAFETY RESTRICTIONS FOR HUNTERS IN NSW 
NATIONAL PARKS  

 
The South Australian amateur hunting in national parks program Barry O’Farrell uses to compare to his 
own dangerous policy has been suspended after a man was accidentally shot in the leg earlier this 
month.  
 
To make matters worse, despite Premier Barry O’Farrell claiming his amateur hunting program is based 
on that of South Australia, the NSW model deliberately fails to include a number of tough safety 
restrictions in place in South Australia.  
 
“Mr O’Farrell has been deliberately misleading the public when he claims his dangerous hunting in 
national parks policy will be based on that of South Australia,” Shadow Environment Minister, Luke Foley 
said.  
 
“In fact, the South Australian hunting program is far tougher and it has still been suspended because 
someone was accidentally shot in a national park.  
 
“These tougher restrictions still didn’t stop someone being shot in a national park in South Australia.  
 
“There is absolutely no doubt Barry O’Farrell’s significantly weaker policy in NSW will put public safety at 
risk.”  
 
The O’Farrell Government internal risk assessment* leaked to the NSW Opposition states:  
 

“Some hunting systems in other states have developed further requirements related to welfare. 
These include the South Australian the [sic] requirement to limit shooting range to 200 metres, 
the requirement for accuracy to be demonstrated on a shooting range and a mentoring program 
for relatively inexperienced shooters.” (p58) 
 

Crucially, these safety measures will not be implemented in NSW.  
 
NSW is not adopting South Australia’s tougher requirements for amateur shooters seeking to hunt in 
national parks:  
 

“Following successful completion of the theory component, hunters must pass a firearms range 
based shooting assessment and undertake a probationary period where participation in a field 
activity is supervised by another accredited hunter.” (p74) 

 
“These safety requirements are not being introduced in NSW.  Mr O’Farrell should stop dishonestly 
comparing his program with South Australia’s, which operates in only a handful of remote national parks 
and is far stricter on hunters,” Mr Foley said.  
 
*Leaked Government risk assessment attached.  
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Executive Summary 
This is a risk assessment of a NSW Government’s “Supplementary Pest Control in 
Parks Program”. This program utilises Game Council restricted licence holders to do 
additional pest animal control in declared national parks and reserves, based on key 
objectives of safety and effectiveness. It focuses primarily on safety, but also gives 
consideration to other program risks. It covers an area of approximately 2 million 
hectares of national parks proposed for declaration under this program and proposes 
controls to deal with these risks at a State-wide level, including permit condition to be 
issued by Game Council of NSW. It is supported by individual park assessments of 
each proposed national park or reserve.  
 
These specific park assessments provide detailed assessment of safety, 
environmental and other risks at a park level. They consider topography, visitation, 
infrastructure, park management operations, ecological and heritage assets, 
community interests, access and other locally significant risks. They zone land areas 
into categories based on their suitability for supplementary pest control. For each 
zone they identify appropriate control to minimise identified risks. These detailed park 
assessments and maps form Appendix 1 of this document. 
 
This risk assessment is consistent with the NPWS Visitor Safety Policy (2009) and 
the OEH Occupational Health and Safety Risk Management System and OEH Risk 
Management Policies and Procedures (See Attachment 1). It is also consistent with 
the provisions of national and international standards, as reflected by ISO 31000.  
 
In overall terms this risk assessment identifies 10 risk categories for detailed 
consideration. The most significant risk category is the safety of people from 
projectile injury. For this risk it determines, after the application of agreed controls, 
that the likelihood of occurrence for each group of people considered is either 
unlikely or rare across the whole program, using the criteria within the OEH risk 
matrix. Across all groups of national parks users this gives an overall likelihood for 
this risk of unlikely. This level of risk is consistent with that experienced where a 
similar program has operated on other public lands in NSW since 2006. Under this 
program no serious injuries to people have occurred in approximately 66000 hunting 
days other than two hunters who sustained accidental injuries that were related to 
firearms handling and  not related to hunting. 
 
Nonetheless, as the consequences of a projectile injury are likely to be very serious a 
series of controls have been applied.  
 
Physical separation between almost all park users and hunters through Zoning is the 
most significant control. This is estimated to have reduced the number of annual 
visitors in areas where hunting may occur from 5 million to no more than 100,000 or 
around a 98% reduction (awaiting figures to verify).  
 
When other controls are added to this it leads to an assessment that the likelihood of 
serious injury arising across the full program over multiple years is unlikely or rare as 
defined under the OEH risk matrix, and the overall risk falls to medium, which is the 
lowest level achievable for the serious consequence of projectile injury. (Note - an 
unlikely event is an event which may occur somewhere from time to time but very 
seldom and a rare event is defined as an event which defined as being theoretically 
possible to occur but it is extremely unlikely that it will).  
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At an individual park level with the application of further park specific controls where 
required, in addition to the state-wide controls, it is considered that the risk likelihood 
is reduced to rare on an individual park basis. 
 
A key feature of this risk assessment is the implementation of an effective auditing, 
compliance and incident reporting system. While there is a perception in some 
segments of the community that legal hunting by R-licensed hunters poses a 
substantial risk to public safety, the risk posed by illegal hunting coming from both 
public and private lands is likely to be substantially greater. Therefore a major 
component of the risk controls relating to this risk assessment is an effective program 
targeting illegal hunting. Significant resources are being invested in this component 
by the NSW Government, which are expected to substantially lower this risk. 
 
In terms of the non safety risks the principal control for dealing with these is 
communication both to hunters and also to other groups such as park visitors, 
infrastructure providers and commercial operators. To facilitate this NPWS has 
prepared maps of all parks showing the location of key items and also showing 
where hunting is permitted. These are available to all potential park users through the 
weblink XXX . In addition more detailed information is available to hunters through 
the Game Council web portal: 
http://www.gamecouncil.nsw.gov.au/portal.asp?p=DPLfirst4 
 
The major risks are their key controls are as follows: 
 
Safety 

 Zoning which removes all high use OEH work areas and visitor facilities from 
areas in which routine hunting under this program is permitted 

 Firearms Act controls which require safe use and storage of all firearms and 
ammunition 

 R-licence test for all hunters before they are authorised to operate under this 
program 

 A written permission which applies to each individual hunter and specifies 
(including a colour map) all areas in which hunting is permitted, and includes 
more than 20 detailed state-wide conditions which apply to all hunting along 
with specific park conditions where appropriate 

 Clear hunter and safe firearms identification to ensure all other park users are 
aware of when hunters are present and that all firearms are carried safely 

 Widespread use of signage across parks to inform all hunters and other park 
users of areas where hunting is permitted and exclusion areas 

 Highly targeted compliance and safety incident reporting programs 
 Extensive web based communication to hunters and visitors to provide 

program information 
 
Environmental and Cultural Heritage Protection 

 A comprehensive suite of environmental protection measures including 
protection of roads from damage, management of carcases and animal parts, 
protection of native animals and plants and measures to avoid the spread of 
pests, weeds and diseases 

 Measures to identify and protect significant cultural sites in consultation with 
local communities and also to identify opportunities for local participation 
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Property Protection 
 Measures to protect infrastructure and property across all parks including 

critical power, transmission and telecommunications infrastructure and also 
NPWS and commercial facilities 

 
Commercial and Business Protection 

 Zoning which removes key commercial hubs from routine hunting operations 
 A carefully focused communications plan which targets commercial tour 

operators and other on park business enterprises to ensure they understand 
the program and can continue to operate with minimal disruption 

 
Animal Welfare Protection 

 R licensed hunters must undertake an accreditation demonstrating knowledge 
of animal welfare requirements and sign a code of conduct which requires 
strict adherence to ensuring animal welfare. 

 .
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Introduction 
This is a risk assessment of a NSW Government initiative called “Supplementary 
Pest Control in Parks Program”. The program utilises Game Council Restricted 
Game Hunting Licence (R-licence) holders to help with pest animal control in 
declared national parks and reserves under the provisions of the Game and Feral 
Animal Control Act 2002. The program is driven by two key objectives: safety and 
effectiveness. This risk assessment is primarily to ensure that the program operates 
safely through assessment and implementation of risk reduction controls related to 
safety of people, however it also gives consideration and recommends controls 
relating to other risks associated with this program. It also seeks to ensure that safety 
controls are integrated with other components to ensure that the program operates 
effectively in contributing to pest animal control in parks and reserves and across 
other land tenures. This assessment focuses on actual rather than perceived risks. 
 
This document identifies general risks across the approximate 2 million hectares of 
national parks being assessed for declaration, and proposes controls to deal with 
these risks at a State-wide level, such as standard conditions on written permissions 
to enter NPWS estate. State-wide assessment and controls are supported by park by 
park assessments of each of the national parks and reserves proposed for 
declaration under the program.  
 
These specific park assessments provide detailed assessment of safety, 
environmental and other risks at a park level. They consider topography, visitation, 
infrastructure, park management operations, ecological and heritage assets, 
community interests, access and other locally significant risks. In particular these 
park by park assessments fit within the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) 
regional risk management approach. These park-specific controls seek to zone land 
areas into broad categories in terms of suitability for supplementary pest control and 
for each zone to apply an appropriate level of control. The controls also identify 
additional park specific risk reduction measures, such as protection of licence holder 
safety in remote parks or in extreme environmental conditions, or protection of OEH 
worker or visitor safety in specific locations. Such controls will be implemented as 
specific location or time-based controls identified through the NPWS written 
permission conditions issued by the Game Council, or may be additional conditions 
or program features managed on a park by park basis by the NSW National Parks 
and Wildlife Service (NPWS). These detailed park assessments and associated 
maps form Appendix 1 of this document. 
 
This risk assessment was undertaken in accordance with the provisions of the OEH 
Risk Management policy and procedures (as approved for implementation in NPWS). 
It is also consistent with the NPWS Visitor Safety Policy (2009) which includes 
reference to NPWS Visitor Safety Regional Risk Registers and to “Managing 
Hazards and Associated Risks”, which forms part of the OEH Occupational Health 
and Safety Risk Management System. It is consistent with the provisions of national 
and international standards, as reflected by ISO 31000.  
 
The key components of this risk assessment are as follows: 

Step 1: Identify Hazards  

Step 2: Assess the Risk  

Step 3: Decide on Control Measures  

Step 4: Implement Control Measures  

Step 5: Monitor and Review  
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Context  

Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program Context 
In June 2012 the NSW Parliament passed amendments to the Game and Feral 
Animal Control Act 2002 to enable individuals licensed under the legislation to control 
pests on declared NSW national parks and reserves. These amendments came into 
effect on 27/12/2012. The program is expected to commence operations in early 
2013.  
 
In assessing the hazards and controls which should apply under this program this 
risk assessment has considered information from a range of sources including: 

 The previous risk assessment which was done prior to hunting commencing 
on FCORP NSW (FC)  lands; 

 The risk controls which operate for hunting managed by the Game Council 
(GC) on FC lands and other Crown lands already declared for hunting in 
NSW; 

 Available data from GC and FNSW of incidents from several years of 
experience of hunting on FC land; (see Attachment 2) 

 The current policies and procedures which apply to the use of firearms under 
the Office of Environment and Heritage Firearms Management Manual; 

 Other legislation and policies in relation to visitors, volunteers, safety, and 
environmental obligations, particularly having regard to obligations under the 
Workplace Health and Safety Act  2011, NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 
1974; and 

 The extensive experience of staff across OEH who manage large numbers of 
visitors, work in remote locations and protect the natural and cultural values of 
national parks including management of pests and weeds.  

 
In undertaking this risk assessment OEH has worked closely with the Game Council 
and has sought, where feasible and appropriate, to align the proposed risk controls 
with those which operate for other pest control and licensed hunting activities  for 
game and feral animals on public land in NSW. It has also worked closely with the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet in developing this program and rules. 

National Parks Context 
The NSW NPWS manages approximately 7.1 million hectares of reserves, receiving  
approximately 35 million domestic visits per year. It operates under the provisions of 
the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (the NPW Act), which provides the basis for 
the management of national parks and other lands declared for conservation. The 
objects of the NPW Act include the conservation of natural and cultural heritage, 
fostering public appreciation, understanding and enjoyment of these values and 
management of land in an appropriate manner which conserves these values. 
 
Increasing visitation and improving the visitor experience on NPWS managed parks 
and reserves is a major corporate priority of OEH as reflected in NSW 2021 and the 
OEH interim corporate plan. 
 
In relation to visitor use of its lands it manages, NPWS has an obligation to take all 
reasonable steps to ensure the safety of park visitors. NPWS seeks to actively 
promote visitation to its national parks and to maximise the commercial and 
recreational values associated with this. It does so in partnership with many 
commercial partners and as an active participant in the NSW tourism industry. 
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In relation to its land management obligations, pests and weeds are recognised as 
the greatest threat to native plants and animals within national parks and therefore 
there is an ongoing obligation to manage national parks in a manner which minimises 
the damage these cause. To meet this obligation NPWS has prepared a State-wide 
strategy and 14 regional pest management strategies which together set priorities 
and specify the programs for the management of pests and weeds across its lands. 
This too is a corporate priority and reflected in NSW 2021. 
 
This new program of supplementary pest control using Game Council R-licence 
holders has been designed to ensure that pest management will be undertaken in 
accordance with these NPWS pest management strategies, and that the 
effectiveness of these programs is measured in a way which is consistent with 
existing programs. 
 
While national parks have similarities with other Crown land areas across NSW, 
including FCORP lands, in terms of their natural landscapes, usage and conservation 
issues, there are also significant differences.  
 
These include:  

 Statutory Management Requirements – National Parks are primarily 
managed for the objectives specified under the National Parks and Wildlife 
Act, and in Plans of Management. These include conservation of natural and 
cultural values and visitor enjoyment. FCorp NSW lands while primarily 
managed for the purpose of supplying timber resources and generating 
income for the State of NSW are still a significant recreational resource and 
many forests where hunting is currently undertaken have high visitation 

 Visitation – There are approximately 35 million visits per year to NSW 
National Parks and an estimated 5 million visits for parks assessed under this 
program. While other public lands where hunting is permitted have substantial 
visitation it is lower than that which occurs in high use national parks. 
However despite this high level of visitation, it is concentrated in high use 
areas. Some parks and reserves have large areas of extremely low visitation, 
National parks have a significant proportion of users who travel to remote 
areas for bushwalking, bird watching and similar purposes. 

 Size and Topography – National parks are highly varied in size and 
topography. They range from extremely remote large flat western areas to 
highly dissected gorges, dense coastal rainforests and small peri-urban 
areas. They include many forested areas but also a wide diversity of other 
landscapes. Other public lands are predominantly forested areas of medium 
terrain, suitable for timber production. While there are some very large timber 
production forests most do not exceed a few thousand hectares.   

 Land Use History and Current Use Expectations - Most timber production 
forests have been managed for timber harvesting and other public uses over 
a long period with minimal controls to public access whereas national parks 
have a history of highly regulated land use and limits to access to protect 
natural and cultural values. Many large western national parks were former 
grazing properties with significant pastoral infrastructure. 

 Commercial enterprises - Many parks have commercial tourist operations, 
ranging from small scale operators to large lease arrangements for tourist 
resorts. Growing partnerships with commercial operators is a corporate and 
government priority. Revenue from park use and specific programs such as 
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goat control contribute substantially to park management programs. Revenue 
from other public lands comes primarily from timber production or from 
government revenue sources.  
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Risk Assessment Process 
In order to undertake this risk assessment NPWS has gone through a staged 
process.  

 1. An internal workshop of OEH risk specialists to review current risk 
assessment approaches and determine relevance and appropriateness for 
the assessment of this program’s risks. Consideration was given to the risk 
assessment previously conducted for hunting in FCORP NSW lands, to 
determine whether it is was appropriate to use it as the basis for determining 
risks for the program on National Parks  

 
It was agreed the OEH approach to risk management through its current 
policies and procedures will be used. It was also agreed to examine in detail 
the risk assessment approach and current risk management procedures used 
by the Game Council on State Forests to determine whether elements of this 
approach were appropriate for use on national parks. The workshop identified 
an initial list of risks for assessment in the future risk assessment program. 
 

2  An external workshop with OEH risk specialists along with representatives 
from the Game Council, Forestry Corporation or NSW (FC), and the 
consultants who facilitated the Forests NSW risk assessment. The purpose of 
this meeting was to gain a detailed understanding of the FC risk assessment 
and the operational rules which arose from it and determine whether it was 
appropriate to use this methodology to risk assess this process. It was 
determined that NPWS already had well developed risk assessment systems 
and that these should be used in preference to the previous FNSW approach.  

 
3 A risk assessment workshop (24th October 2012) with an independent 

facilitator (Julie Armour). Attendees included technical risk experts, senior 
parks management and field staff representing various NPWS branches in 
which supplementary pest control is proposed. Representatives were also 
present from the Game Council, Department of Premier and Cabinet, the 
Protected Workers Association, the Australian Workers Union and the Public 
Service Association.  

 
This workshop agreed on a list of identified risks based on the previous list 
prepared in Workshop 1 and refined in Workshop 2. Members also indicated 
that they wished to further consider and refine this list as the risk assessment 
proceeded. There was agreement to focus the workshop on the group of risks 
titled “Projectile Injury to People” Grouped under Item 1.The detailed listing 
and assessment of these risks is as shown in Attachment 1.The workshop 
then moved to consideration of the controls which should be used for the Item 
1 risks. The workshop facilitator has prepared a draft report of the workshop 
and its outcomes, which is provided in Attachment 2. 
 

4. A series of regional workshops to test the application of a zoning approach to 
specific parks and subareas based on partitioning of parks into 3 zones based 
on risk. These workshops have also been used to identify additional park 
specific risks and controls which are required. 

 
5. 2nd State-Wide Risk Assessment Workshop (22nd November 2012) with 

further input based on outcomes of previous workshop and regional 
workshops. It reviewed proposed zoning policy and considered specific case 
studies on application of zoning in low and high visitation parks and the 
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outcomes in terms of proportions of park areas in different zones. It also 
considered additional controls which could be applied to non safety risks. 

 
6. Circulate the risk assessment for written comments by participants including 

input by the Parks and Wildlife OHSAG and regional OHS Committees. 
 

7. Prepare a final draft Risk Assessment for participant review.  
 

8. Hold a 3rd Risk Assessment Workshop to allow final input into the draft risk 
assessment, and also to inform and gain input from participants into the risk 
control implementation phase, including developing a detailed Operational 
Manual, developing a compliance program and incident reporting system, 
developing a web booking system and preparing a range of communications 
products. 

 
9. Finalise the risk assessment for OEH approval 

 
A key part of this risk assessment has been the use of zoning to identify generic and 
specific controls which should apply to parks and sub-areas based on key risk 
features. This approach is further described below. Zoning boundaries should, 
wherever possible, be hard on-ground features such as roads, ridge lines, fences 
rather than theoretical lines on maps.  
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Description of zone General management approach Specific risk controls 
Zone A 

 Areas of medium to high level 
visitor use, incl camp grounds and 
day-use areas 

 NPWS work locations and on-park 
residences 

 Areas of high environmental 
sensitivity which are normally 
closed to all park visitors (eg 
known plant disease areas) 

 Other specific features eg critical 
infrastructure. 

 

 
 Operations initiated by and directed by 

NPWS staff. 
 All operations fully embedded in NPWS 

shooting programs, using NPWS 
Firearms Management Manual and all 
training requirements and standard 
operating procedures.  

 NPWS Work Health and Safety 
requirements apply to R-licence holders 
as volunteers  

 Access not available through the Game 
Council booking system 

 

 
 Specific NPWS shooting plan (incl safety analysis) and map to be prepared before 

and approved by NPWS regional manager. 
 NPWS standard training requirements, including annual refresher and 5-yearly 

accreditation. 
 Firearms licence pre-requisite (incl firearms safety training course) 
 Restricted game licence holder (incl hunter education tests and membership of 

approved hunting organisation) 
 Safety briefing before operations commence 
 Area closed to other park visitors before operations commence (signage and road 

closures) 
 

Zone B 
 Generally low visitor use areas 
 Locations of key threatened 

species population where NPWS 
already carries out intensive pest 
control. 

 Areas of specific interest to 
Aboriginal communities, eg with 
intense known cultural sites. 
Management arrangements will be 
subject to consultation with those 
communities. 

 Areas with existing intense 
community/volunteer activity in 
pest management, requiring 
coordination with any ground 
shooting. 
 

 
 Operations initiated by and directed by 

NPWS staff and subject to plan approved 
by NPWS management 

 NPWS Work Health and Safety 
requirements apply to R-licence holders 
as volunteers 

 Not available for shooting through Game 
Council booking system 

 Establishment of ongoing Conservation 
Hunting Groups for particular 
park/threatened species with ongoing 
briefings and interaction with local NPWS 
staff 

 In the case of areas of particular 
Aboriginal cultural interest, the 
management regimes will be specifically 
designed in consultation with relevant 
Aboriginal communities. Some of these 
areas may be re-classified Zone A or C. 

 
 
 

 
 Specific NPWS shooting plan (incl safety analysis) and map to be prepared before 

and approved by NPWS regional manager. 
 Equivalent to NPWS training requirements, including proficiency testing 
 Firearms licence pre-requisite (incl firearms safety training course) 
 Restricted game licence holder (incl hunter education tests and membership of 

approved hunting organisation) 
 Safety briefing before operations commence 
 Area closed to other park visitors before operations commence (signage and road 

closures) 
 May require additional controls for cultural heritage zones, depending on outcome 

of consultations. 
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Zone C 
 
 Low to zero visitor use  
and 
 No other specific features or 

issues which raise risks to users 
 
 
 

 
 Subject to strict conditions, licensed 

shooters can obtain NPWS permission to 
hunt through on-line booking system 

 Detailed maps and conditions of entry 
from NPWS provided to licensed hunters 
– these are legally enforceable by NPWS 
and Game Council staff 

 Availability of booking subject to closures 
by NPWS for park management or visitor 
events  

 

 
 Firearms licence pre-requisite, incl firearms safety training course 
 Restricted game licence holder, incl hunter education tests and membership of 

approved hunting organisation 
 Mandatory code of conduct covering safety and animal welfare 
 Seasonal and short term closures to hunting, as determined by NPWS, eg for 

management operations or peak visitor use periods 
 Permission to enter land form NOPWS subject to 21 standard conditions 
 Additional park-specific conditions eg shooting away from water bodies 
 Signage directing licensed hunters and giving warning to other users, at park entry 

and at zone boundaries 
 NPWS website information provided to other users 
 Detailed map provided by NPWS, must be carried 
 48 hour delay between booking and entering park 
 Limits on numbers on licensed shooters at any one time 
 No night shooting 
 No shooting or hunting from vehicles 
 No shooting on or across roads or trails 
 No hunting dogs 
 No target shooting 
 No harming of native species 
 Must wear item of blaze orange clothing 
 Additional hunter education courses (optional) 
 Briefing from NPWS staff on current park conditions, pest animals etc (optional) 
 Must complete return form at end of hunt with pest animal, safety and other 

information and return or enter it on written permission system 
 Protocols to remove licensed hunters in emergency situations 
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Flow Chart Outlining the Risk Assessment Process 

 
 
 

Workshop with Game Council 
and Forests NSW to review 
their previous risk assessment 
and current operations 

Tri-State Forum in Albury to 
give information about 
Victorian, South Australian and 
Forests NSW Hunting Systems 
and identify best features 

State-wide Draft Risk Assessment 
document prepared identifying state-
wide controls and zone categories for 
application  

3rd Risk Assessment Workshop to consider revised final draft risk 
assessment and risk control implementation program 

Risk Assessment Documents sent to participants for review and 
provision of written comments  

2nd risk assessment workshop with NPWS staff, unions and Game 
Council to explain and review draft risk assessment documents  

Park by Park Draft Risk Assessment 
document prepared identifying park 
specific controls and detail park zoning  

Workshops with key OEH regional staff to test zoning concept identified in 
previous RA workshop and test its application across all relevant national 
parks through indicative zoning of these parks 
Workshops also gathered park specific risk information 

Risk Assessment workshop with external facilitator involving NPWS staff, 
Unions, Professional Associations and Game Council staff to agree on risks 
and identify and seek agreement on proposed controls for key risks 

Consultation with Unions 
about risk procedures to 
apply to Supplementary Pest 
Control In Parks Program  

Executive Steering Committee decision to conduct OEH Risk Assessment of SPCIP 
Program having regard to current Game Council and State Forests Procedures   

Consultation with NPWS technical experts and key operational staff re 
nature and scope of Risk Assessment - August 2012 

Risk Assessment finalised and provided to OEH Executive for 
approval   
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Risk (Hazard) Identification 
This risk assessment has identified the following risks associated with the 
Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program. 
 

1. The risk of a projectile/s causing death or a serious injury to people (bullets 
& arrows) 

 OEH workers (staff, contractors, volunteers) 
 Visitors (families, special user groups, remote visitors,) 
 Hunters (legal and illegal) 
 Neighbours (in-holdings, adjacent properties (including on water) and 

adjoining road users) 
 Lessees, licensees and other authorised users (includes - utility managers, 

apiarists, emergency services, other agencies (e.g. SCA), researchers, 
commercial tour operators) 

 Co-management users  
 Game Council employees  
 Specific risk from bow hunting 

2. Confrontation 
 Hunter <->Public (all 7 categories in point 1) – hunter includes legal and 

illegal hunters 
 Hunter <-> authorised officer and NPWS staff 
 Public <-> authorised officer (Includes OEH counter/public inquiry staff) 

3. Risk to Hunters 
 Park operations (e.g. burns, aerial shoots) 
 Natural events (e.g. wildfire, flooding) 

4. The risk of damage to property owned by people in point 1 
 Built infrastructure (including park assets, utilities etc) 
 Mobile infrastructure  
 Vehicles 
 Equipment 
 Increased risk of wildfire resulting from changed camping patterns: increased 

remote camping; during fire season 

5. Environmental Impacts 
 Impacts from carcasses: water quality (including waterway  impacts and 

potential for changing predator behaviour) 
 Soil erosion/water quality impacts from increased vehicle traffic/inappropriate 

times 
 Weed introduction from vehicles/foot 
 Disease introduction (e.g. phytophthora, myrtle rust) from vehicles/foot 
 Increased risk of introduction of new pests or dispersal of existing pests  
 Damage to native fauna (direct injury, disturbance of habitat, dispersal) 
 Damage to native flora (esp. threatened spp) from foot/vehicle 

6. Cultural Heritage 
 Increased risk of damaging sensitive cultural areas 
 Disturbing culturally sensitive areas (eg sacred/special sites) 
 Disturbance, offence or reduced trust in local communities 

7. Impacts on Visitation 
 Reduced visitor numbers because people don’t like the idea of shooting and 

hunting there, or expect reduced opportunity for passive or tranquil recreation 
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 Impact on visitor experience from hearing shots, encountering hunters  
 Commercial operations impacts/ reduced revenue (to NPWS, commercial tour 

operators and lessees/licensees) 
 Increase in visitation through hunters in parks or reserves currently not visited 

or with very low visitation 

8. Credibility (impacts on the NPWS brand) 
 Community perception of NPs (see also visitor  
 Reduced ability for NPWS to obtain business benefit from NPWS brand in 

dealing with commercial players, tourism operators, govt agencies. 

9. Interruption to Park operations (NPWS & utilities etc) 
 Additional planning (pest, fire, road and asset maintenance) 
 General park operations including Hazard Reduction burns – impediments to 

taking advantage of weather windows 
 Interruptions to existing pest operations including wild dog control and goat 

mustering 
 Impediment to infrastructure owners accessing park (e.g. communications 

towers, SHL, Transgrid) 
 Diversion of resources because of increased need for planning, training, 

supervision, managing data, enforcement 

10. Animal welfare  
 Inaccurate use of firearms 
 Inappropriate use of firearm types or calibre 
 Inaccurate use of bows 
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Risk Assessment 
For the purpose of this assessment the risks associated with the Supplementary Pest 
Control in Parks Program have been grouped into two classes; safety risks and other 
risks.  Safety risks are addressed first in one group and then other risks are assessed 
in a second group throughout this document to assist in developing common controls 
and ensuring their consistent application in the treatment of these risks.  
 
Both classes or risks have been assessed using the OEH standard risk assessment 
matrix This categorises risks according to consequences (as catastrophic, major, 
moderate, minor and insignificant) and according to likelihood (as likely, probable, 
possible, unlikely or rare), giving an overall risk rating for each risk ranging from low 
to medium, high and extreme. All risks above medium rating require a risk treatment 
plan (for medium risks this is optional). This specifies the required controls to reduce 
the risk to as low a level as possible (having regard for the operational context in 
which OEH operates). While there is not a specific minimum requirement to which 
each risk must be reduced OEH seeks to reduce the overall risk rating to low. Where 
this cannot be achieved, due to consequences at a moderate or higher scale, OEH 
seeks to reduce the likelihood to at least unlikely and, wherever practicable, to rare. 
Even where risks are classified as low OEH seeks to ensure that best practice 
measures are put in place to reduce risks to the lowest level possible. 
 
OEH policy also requires that all identified risks have a nominated risk manager who 
is responsible for ensuring specified controls are implemented.  

Safety Risks  
Safety risks assessed under this program include risk of projectile injury, risk of 
injuries associated with confrontation and risks to hunters (non-projectile) from 
program participation). Safety risks were assessed initially in the first workshop on 
the basis of no controls being applied to the risks.  
 
However, in reviewing this assessment it was evident that there are standard controls 
which are already applied to some of these risks across NSW, such as a Firearms 
Licence and associated requirements under the NSW Firearms Act. Hence the risk 
assessment has refined its consideration of these risks to incorporate mandatory/ 
standard controls which are currently in place at the start of the risk assessment. It 
has therefore determined the need for additional controls with these existing controls 
already in place. 
 
Most projectile injuries to people are likely to cause serious injury or death. 
Accordingly this risk consequence is categorised as major. In this risk assessment it 
has been given the highest priority for assessment and determination of controls. For 
this risk it is not possible to reduce the consequence below major with controls and 
therefore the overall risk rating is not able to fall below medium in the OEH risk 
matrix. Here the objective is to reduce the probability of occurrence to unlikely or rare 
in all situations through use of appropriate controls including spatial and temporal 
separation, and safe hunting procedures.  

Risk assessment in relation to risk 1 – projectile injury 
(The risk of projectile/s causing death or a serious injury to people).  
 
Several different groups of people were identified in relation to the risk of projectile 
injury: OEH workers, visitors, R-licensed hunters, illegal hunters, neighbours, other 
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authorised park users, co-management users, and Game Council staff. In addition 
the risk associated with bow hunting injury was evaluated separately from other risks 
due to different characteristics.  
 
These sub-risks (classes of people) were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest 
Control In Parks Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the consequence of 
this risk as major and the likelihood as possible for some user groups (OEH workers, 
Visitors and R-licensed hunters), giving a risk rating of High. For other user groups 
the risk was considered to be unlikely, giving risk ratings of Medium. For high risk 
groups this requires OEH to develop a formal risk treatment plan to manage this risk. 
For medium risk groups it is an OEH management decision as to whether a risk 
treatment plan is required, however having regard for the context of needing to 
maximise protection for all park users OEH has elected to prepare a risk treatment 
plan which covers all categories of park users for the risk of projectile injury. 
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk for each specific user group to the minimum level possible, within the 
operational and environmental constraints within which this risk operates. This risk 
treatment plan is further documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 2 - confrontation 
(The risk of confrontation associated with this program) 
 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of confrontation (between 
hunters and the public, between hunters and authorised officers and between 
authorised officers and the public). 
 
These sub-risks were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks 
Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the consequences of these risks as 
ranging from major for confrontation between hunters and others to minor for 
confrontations between the public and authorised officers. It rated likelihood as 
possible for hunter related confrontations and likely for public-authorised officer 
conflicts (based on level of public protest), giving a risk rating of high to medium for 
confrontation incidents. This requires OEH to develop a formal risk treatment plan to 
manage confrontations with hunters and the public and it has also elected to prepare 
a risk treatment plan for other confrontations.  
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk to the minimum level possible, within the operational and environmental 
constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further 
documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 3 – hunter safety 
(The risk to hunters involved in the program –excluding property damage or projectile injury) 
 
This risk was divided into classes (risk from park operations and risk from natural 
events). These sub risks were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks 
Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the consequences of both risks as 
major and the probability as unlikely for OEH planned operations (due to park closure 
for high risk events) and possible for natural events giving risk ratings of medium and 
high respectively. This requires OEH to develop a formal risk treatment plan for 
natural event hazards. OEH has also elected to prepare a risk treatment plan for the 
park operations component.  
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The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
these risks to the minimum level possible, within the operational and environmental 
constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further 
documented in Attachment 1. 

Other Risks 
In addition to safety the risk assessment of the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks 
Program has identified a range of other risks posed by this program. These include 
the risk of damage to property, risk of environmental or cultural heritage damage, 
reputational risks to NPWS, commercial operations revenue risk and animal welfare 
risk. Within the OEH risk management system these are generally termed asset 
management risks. In this risk assessment they are considered as a separate group 
to safety risks. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 4 – property damage 
(The risk of damage to property owned by people in risk 1) 
 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of property damage. These sub-
risks were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program using the 
OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the consequences of this risk as ranging from major for 
wildfire damage to moderate for fixed infrastructure damage to minor for other asset 
classes. The likelihood was rated as possible for all these property damage risks.  
 
This gives a risk rating of High in relation to wildfire, Medium in relation to fixed 
infrastructure and Low for other property classes. This requires OEH to develop a 
formal risk treatment plan to manage this risk for wildfire and OEH may also elect to 
prepare a risk treatment plan for fixed infrastructure. It does not require a risk 
treatment plan for other risk components however best practice measures which can 
reduce this risk further are identified.  
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
these risk components to the minimum level possible, within the operational and 
environmental constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is 
further documented in Attachment 1. 
 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 5 – environmental damage 
 (The risk of damage to the environment) 
 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of environmental impact (vehicle 
damage, camp impacts, weeds, diseases, pest dispersal, harm to native animals and 
damage to native plants). These sub-risks were evaluated for the Supplementary 
Pest Control In Parks Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the 
consequences of these risks as ranging from minor to moderate and the likelihood 
ranging between possible and probable, giving a risk rating between low and high for 
different components.  
 
For the High Risk components (weed and disease introduction or spread, vehicle 
damage, camp damage) this requires OEH to develop a formal risk treatment plan to 
manage these risks. For the medium risk components of pest introduction and native 
plant damage a risk treatment plan is optional but will be done. A risk treatment plan 
is not required for the risk component related to native animal harm however best 
practice measures which can reduce this risk further are identified.  
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The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk to the minimum level possible, within the operational and environmental 
constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further 
documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 6 – cultural heritage impact 
(The risk of adverse impact to cultural heritage values) 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of cultural impact (damage to 
areas, disturbance to special sites and local community impacts). These sub-risks 
were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program in the absence 
of controls was identified using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the consequences of 
these risks as moderate and the likelihood as possible, giving a risk rating medium 
for all different components. This means that it a management decision for OEH 
whether it develops a risk treatment plan to manage these risks.  
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk to the minimum level possible, within the operational and environmental 
constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further 
documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 7 – visitation impact 
(The risk of the program having adverse impacts on visitation) 
 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of visitation impact (reduced 
visitation due to safety concerns, negative impacts on visitor experience, and impacts 
on commercial operations). These sub-risks were evaluated for the Supplementary 
Pest Control In Parks Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked the 
consequences of all these risks components as moderate to high and likelihood of 
possible to probable, giving a risk rating of medium for visitor experience and high for 
visitor perceptions and commercial impacts. This requires OEH to develop a formal 
risk treatment plan to manage the high risks. A risk treatment plan is optional for the 
medium risk component.  
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk for all components to the minimum level possible, within the operational and 
environmental constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is 
further documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 8 - credibility Impact  
(The risk of negative impacts on the NPWS brand) 
 
This risk was divided into classes based on the type of impact (negative community 
perception of NPs and commercial impacts on NPWS brand. These sub-risks were 
evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program using the OEH Risk 
Matrix. It ranked the consequences of both risks components as moderate and the 
likelihoods as possible giving a risk rating of medium. This makes it optional for OEH 
to develop a risk treatment plan.  
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk to the minimum level possible, within the operational and environmental 
constraints within which this risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further 
documented in Attachment 1. 
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Risk assessment in relation to Risk 9 – park operations disruption 
(The risk of the program causing interruption to park operations) 
 
This risk was divided into classes (interruption to planning, interruptions to pest 
management and other normal park operations e.g. HR burns, impediments to 
infrastructure owners and diversion of park resources to hunting). These sub-risks 
were evaluated for the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program using the OEH 
Risk Matrix. It ranked the probability of three component risks as possible, and two 
component risks (interruptions to pest control operations and resource diversion) as 
probable.  
 
The consequences of the additional planning component were considered minor 
giving it a risk rating of Low. The consequences of the other components are 
considered moderate giving the risks related to normal park operations and 
infrastructure as Medium and the risk relating to interruptions to pest control 
programs and diversion of resources as High. This requires OEH to develop a formal 
risk treatment plan for the high risk components and makes it optional to develop a 
risk treatment plan for the medium risk components. It does not require a risk 
treatment plan for the low risk component however best practice measures which can 
reduce this risk further are identified. 
 
The next section of this risk assessment constitutes a risk treatment plan to reduce 
this risk to the minimum level possible, for the high and medium level risk 
components, within the operational and environmental constraints within which this 
risk operates. This risk treatment plan is further documented in Attachment 1. 

Risk assessment in relation to Risk 10 – animal welfare impact 
(The risk of the program causing increased adverse animal welfare outcomes) 

 
This risk was divided into classes (wounding of animals due to low hunter accuracy 
and the welfare risk associated with bows. These sub-risks were evaluated for the 
Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program using the OEH Risk Matrix. It ranked 
the probability of both risks as possible, and the consequences as minor giving both 
components a risk rating of low. OEH does not require a risk treatment plan for low 
risk components however best practice measures which can reduce this risk further 
are identified.  
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Determine Risk Controls 

Safety Risks 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People) 

Sub-Item 1  

Injury to OEH workers (staff, contractors, volunteers) 
 
Potential controls in the following section were identified, during the risk assessment 
workshop of 26 October 2012 and further refined within this risk assessment. These 
controls are not exclusive or independent of one another. In many situations 
combined or overlapping controls may be used.  
 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
The following controls were considered in relation to their ability to provide protection 
to OEH workers within this risk assessment. 
 
Exclusion Areas  
The purpose of exclusion areas is to exclude hunting from areas where there is 
higher likelihood of OEH staff presence and therefore potential projectile danger. 
Exclusion areas are implemented through the use of zoning which precludes hunting 
from specific areas. These areas are identified on both maps which hunters are 
required to carry and through local signage which identifies area boundaries. To 
achieve this, the risk assessment identifies controls to ensure:  
 R-Licensed hunters not permitted to hunt in specific staff or visitor use areas, 

including staff accommodation, offices and defined work sites, picnic areas, 
walking trails, access roads. Definite boundaries for these sites which are 
topography-based are specified wherever possible 

 R-Licensed hunters not permitted to hunt in areas when specific activities occur: 
e.g. fire hazard reduction, special events, aerial shooting, fauna surveys. As 
these activities have specific periods, this exclusion is time related. 

 R-Licensed hunters not permitted to hunt in proximity to key infrastructure. 

 
Communication  
The purpose of communication is twofold:  

1. to communicate to OEH workers about where and how hunting is 
operating  

2. to inform licensed hunters about the park operations to ensure that they 
maximise safety in their operations 

 
Each component requires specifically targeted approaches. Some of the methods to 
achieve this are: 

 communication to hunters and OEH workers about pest management 
operations 

 distribution of information using different techniques including modern 
technology platforms 

 direct communications with hunters when issues arise using phone number 
and vehicle description and registration available from Game Council 
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 use of a specific radio/UHF channel between OEH workers and hunters to 
communicate respective locations and activities 

 an emergency protocol to allow communication between hunters and 
emergency services or OEH.  

 providing information for hunters on safe operations in national parks on the 
Game Council website and in hunter education material such as the Hunter 
Education Handbook and OutREACH modules 

 providing information for OEH workers, through internal communication 
channels and public locations such as websites and park notice boards 

 providing key NPWS staff with access to information on licensed hunters in 
parks, allowing communication and management of operations to ensure 
spatial or temporal separation 

 
Supervision  
The purpose of supervision is to ensure that licensed hunters are aware of the 
presence of OEH workers and only operate in accordance with specific direction 
given to them by OEH staff to ensure safety.  
 
It is not proposed to require supervision in Zone C hunting operations, as the remote 
nature of Zone C areas combined with the very low level of presence by other park 
users makes this level of control unnecessary and an ineffective use of resources. 
 
However, it is a proposed feature where appropriate for Zone A and B operations. 
However hunters in Zone C situations will be encouraged to make contact with local 
park staff through facilitation during web booking. This may be achieved by providing 
local NPWS office contact details where relevant and also by encouraging hunters to 
register interest in undertaking ongoing pest control operations in specific parks and 
to receive information about specific parks.  
 

Specific direction to hunters about shooting directions and locations  
The purpose is to ensure hunters have sufficient information and or direction to only 
shoot in specific locations and directions which do not pose a risk to others. For 
instance: licensed hunters are routinely directed not to shoot across road, trails, open 
water or adjoining properties. In some high risk situations specific shooting lanes may 
be defined with a safe backdrop. 
 
Compliance with Firearms Act 
The purpose of the Firearms Act is to provide a minimum standard in terms of the 
safe and effective use of firearms for all users of firearms in NSW. It achieves this by 
providing specific legislated standards for the safe use and storage of firearms and 
ammunition. In addition through the firearms safety awareness training, instruction is 
provided and the applicant must be assessed in the safe handling  of firearm. The 
Firearms (Longarms) Users Guide (NSWPF 2007) provides extensive information 
related the Rights, Wrongs and Responsibilities in NSW. Firearms users in NSW are 
required to pass a knowledge test in order to gain a Firearms Licence under the 
NSW Firearms Act. All firearms users in NSW must possess a NSW Firearms 
License  
 

Training 
The purpose of training is to ensure all firearms users have a level of knowledge and 
skill to operate in a safe and effective manner. Training may also be used to further 
increase the competency and accuracy of existing users. There are a range of 
training options from provision of written material, assessment of knowledge, to 
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demonstration of practical competency either in relation to firearms handling or 
shooting accuracy.  
 
In addition to specified training under the NSW Firearms Act, NPWS has a training 
system based around two levels of training, with the first level based around 
knowledge based safety awareness and the second level requiring specific 
demonstration of competency in the handling of firearms and their accurate use, 
including an ongoing refresher and periodic requalification process. This training will 
be required for Zone A hunting situations.  
 
The Game Council has specific knowledge based qualification requirement for an R-
licence, based on familiarity and understanding with the Hunter Education Handbook. 
This is broadly similar to OEH level 1 Firearms competency. The Game Council also 
provides advanced training on an optional basis through its hunter education 
OutREACH program. This is not a requirement for an R-licence but is considered 
appropriate for specific operations including some Zone A and B hunting situations. 
 
Workers and Volunteers Using High Visibility Clothing  
The purpose of this is to increase the visibility of hunters and OEH workers to each 
other. This reduces the probability of failing to see people who are inconspicuous 
against the natural landscape, particularly where some park users use inconspicuous 
clothing to reduce their visibility and disturbance to wildlife.  
 
OEH has an existing policy of requiring its workers in potentially dangerous situations 
to use high visibility yellow clothing. This policy is relevant to this situation and will be 
used where appropriate based on existing policy and local assessment. 
 
Hunters are currently required by the Game Council to wear an item of high visibility 
“blaze orange” clothing on the upper part of their body and/or hat or beanie. This is to 
increase their visibility to others, such as forest workers, working in the same 
environment. The requirement may also coincidentally reduce the risk of accidental 
injury from other hunters although positive identification of target and a safe shooting 
lane and backdrop are the overarching principles that must be adhered to by all 
hunters using firearms or bows before the decision is made to take a shot.  
 
Temporary and Permanent Exclusion Zones by Signage 
The purpose of temporary signage is to allow exclusions zone to be rapidly moved 
based on usage and work requirements. Such signage will typically be used to 
demarcate short term areas. It will be applied both to exclude hunting and if required 
to exclude other park users from targeted hunting operations in high use areas (e.g. 
Zone A and B), It may also be used in areas with multiple entry and exit points where 
park closures are difficult to manage. 
 
Signage will be placed at both at entry and exit points of relevant areas and will have 
start and end dates where it is for temporary exclusion. In addition signage will be 
routinely used to identify Zone A and Zone C boundaries to assist both hunters and 
other park users in identification of these locations. To support signage advice re 
hunting zones and boundaries will also be provided in other places including park 
notice boards and on websites. 
 
Mapping  
The purpose of this is to provide either paper-based or electronic map information to 
show both where hunting is and is not permitted and also to show other features 
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such as roads, trails, visitor facilities, residences and infrastructure where hunting is 
excluded 

 The Game Council web booking portal currently supplies a range of mapping 
options including one in 25,000 electronic formats for handheld devices etc.  

 NPWS will provide high quality spatial information to allow suitable maps to 
be provided for R-licensed hunters who operate under this program.  

 Symbols, colours, shading, geo-referencing and topographical features will all 
be used to aid in the interpretation.  

 GPS devices may be required where boundaries are ill-defined or specific 
hazards exist 

 
Use of Specific Firearm, Ammunition or Calibre in Specific Areas 
The purpose of this is to tailor specific firearms types of ammunition to specific 
species being hunted and locations where there is a limited ability to provide 
separation between hunters and other park users based on topography or distance. 
Some issues to consider include: 

 many hunters use hand loads as they give higher accuracy as they are tuned 
to the specific firearm and the projectiles are more specific to different game 
species 

 bows and shotguns generally have a danger zone of a few hundred metres or 
less, as compared to rim-fires with a danger zone of about 1.5 kms and 
centre-fires with a danger zone up 3 kms or greater in open landscapes. 

 
In specific parks and situations where limitations on firearm type (e.g. bows, 
shotguns only, or no use of centrefires) this will be identified as a park specific 
condition on the written permission. 
 
Specific requirements on calibre or detailed ammunition type are not otherwise 
considered appropriate. These require complex judgements by hunters which are 
context specific and therefore can ot be categorised in a rules based system. 
However, advisory material about appropriate usage will be provided both through 
hunter education material and on written permissions as appropriate. 
 

Auditing the Process 
The purpose of this is to provide verification that controls are being adopted 
consistently and effectively. This increases confidence in the process and decreases 
the requirement for additional controls. A component is to require that an incident 
logging system is in place, all OEH staff are aware of and use it, that incidents which 
arise are logged as they occur, followed up as soon as possible and any systemic 
failures are identified and dealt with through an adaptive process.  
 
Incidents require investigation in an open, transparent process. There also need to 
be after hours reporting processes and a feedback to those who log incidents  
 
There is potential for over-reporting of incidents involving firearms as firearm related 
risks are often not be well understood by non-firearms users. Hence there is a need 
to rapidly determine whether relatively non specific reports such as audible gunshots 
warrant investigation as they may initially logged as incidents even when done in a 
safe manner in accordance with requirements. 
 

Post Incident Controls 
The purpose of post incident controls is to reduce the consequences when serious 
incidents arise. Clear emergency procedures, communication to obtain emergency 
assistance, training for first responders and appropriate provision of first aid are 
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components. With serious injuries the capacity for first aid may provide a holding 
operation until specialist medical assistance can be sourced. As a general policy 
OEH requires groups of workers in remote or hazardous locations to have at least 
one person with a first aid qualification and a first aid kit on hand. However for very 
serious injuries and fatalities the capacity of first aid to alter outcomes post event will 
be limited.  
 
It is not proposed to require additional post incident requirements for hunters beyond 
those required for other park users at a state-wide level. However there may be 
some specific parks where remote situations warrant these controls along with their 
use by other park users. However educational and advisory material will be used to 
increase hunter preparedness for emergency situations including firearms related 
injuries. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Firearms which may be used in hunting are broadly categorised into 3 types: 
centrefire projectiles (e.g. .308 Remington) rimfire projectiles (e.g. .22 Long Rifle), 
and shotguns. Each has different characteristics and accordingly a different danger 
zone behind the target.  
 
Centrefire projectile have a large cartridge that typically gives a projectile discharge 
velocity of around 1km/second (3200fps). Most have a danger zone of 3-5 
kilometres, particularly if fired with an upward trajectory. Rimfire projectiles have both 
smaller mass and lower discharge velocity (1200-2000fps) and are considered to 
have a danger zone of up to about 1.5 kilometres. Shotguns discharge many 
relatively small pellets (except for solids) and therefore are considered to have a 
danger zone of a few hundred metres. 
 
Shotguns and centrefires have a substantial noise associated with their use which 
also means that other people within a few hundred metres are likely to be aware of 
their use.  
 
In addition hunting bows are used by some hunters. They have a shorter danger 
zone than all the above projectiles. Another feature of bows is that they are 
effectively silent, meaning that other people within proximity may not be aware of 
their use. Hunting arrows also have different penetration and energy characteristics 
(capacity to pass through) as they do not expand on impact like projectiles, but may 
penetrate more deeply.  
 
In recognition of this danger zone, particularly for centrefire projectiles, the NSW 
Firearms Act puts absolute responsibility on the firearms user to ensure that a safe 
shot can be taken before a firearm is discharged. In a hunting context this requires 
that both the target animal has to be accurately identified and the background behind 
the target has to be carefully examined to ensure there is no potential for the 
projectile to either ricochet or carry beyond the visible background, and that there are 
no hazards within the visible background. Ideally the background will have a rising 
topography to intercept the projectile shortly behind the target animal if it is not hit. It 
is accepted under the Firearms Act that careful following of this target identification 
and background checking process is essential for safe firearms discharge and where 
it is rigorously followed the risk of a projectile injury to another person will be reduced 
to a low level.  
 
However, there are still identifiable risks in hunting situations should other people be 
in the danger zone if the hunter is unaware of them. This is particularly the case on 
relatively flat terrain, with medium to sparse vegetation, where lines of sight over 
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medium distances are obstructed. Other components of this risk include when the 
hunter does not rigorously follow the target identification process, where the projectile 
is given an upwards trajectory (e.g. shooting from a low position relative to the target) 
and where there are hidden areas within the danger zone (e.g. depressions or gullies 
in the landscape) which the hunter cannot see. In addition the use of telescopic 
sights with firearms may affect the danger zone as such devices which give high 
magnification have a narrow field of view. 
 
The National Parks context promotes visitation by people to enjoy the natural, 
cultural and scenic values of its national parks, and a small proportion of visitors 
travel into remote parts of parks wearing clothing that makes them very difficult to 
see in natural landscapes (e.g. many ornithologists deliberately seek to camouflage 
their location to improve their bird watching experience). The National Parks and 
Wildlife Service must therefore take all reasonable steps to protect these visitors from 
foreseeable risks such as projectile injury. 
 
In addition to its obligation to protect visitors NPWS owes a high duty of care to 
protect the safety of all its employees, including staff, contractors and volunteers, 
which in specific circumstances may also include hunters undertaking pest control.  
 
NPWS recognises that both the size and topography of its national parks and also 
the level of visitation to parks and areas within parks varies greatly. Hence some 
parts of parks are in terrain with significant vertical change meaning that hunting in 
such areas poses a very low risk of projectile carry. In addition in some parks areas 
of dense vegetation will serve to greatly reduce the projectile danger zone, 
particularly for hunting type projectiles which are designed to deform and dissipate 
energy on impact, even when not fully stopped. At the opposite extreme are parks 
with large relatively flat areas, particularly in the west of the State, but also with slight 
dips and falls meaning that visitors can be out of sight within a few hundred metres in 
landscapes with no physical obstructions to projectile danger. In addition from a 
visitation perspective there are areas of national parks with extremely high visitation 
and at the same time other large areas, particularly in more remote parts of the state 
where the visitation level is minimal. All these issues need to be taken into account in 
determining where hunting with projectiles (either firearms or bows) can be safely 
conducted to achieve an extremely low or negligible risk of injury to other park users. 
 
Accordingly in applying this risk assessment and developing appropriate controls 
NPWS has partitioned areas of national parks proposed for hunting into 3 Zones, 
which each represent different inherent levels of risk. (see Section XX). In addition 
this risk assessment is supported by a park by park assessment where more specific 
regard can be given to protection of other park users from risk of projectile injury 
based on park specific topography and landscape features and also on the level and 
distribution of use by other park users. 
 
It is recognised that even in areas of very low visitation NPWS staff and a range of 
other users, including volunteers, contractors, utility workers and others may still be 
present in parks in situations where they may be unaware of licensed hunters and 
licensed hunters may be unaware of them. Hence a range of additional controls have 
been identified to specifically address the risks associated with this usage. In general 
these will result in hunting not occurring when other significant park operations occur 
though in some situations a combination of signage, information provision and other 
controls will also be used. 
 
The following controls will be implemented 
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 All requirements under the NSW Firearms Act and other relevant legislation 
which applies to hunters authorised by the Game Council when recreational 
hunting on NPWS reserves. 

 All hunters authorised to operate on national parks will have an R-licence and 
a signed copy of a written permission issued by the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service through the Game Council system  to operate on the specific 
area of land, as indicated in a colour map carried by the hunter. This map is 
to show temporary and permanent exclusion zones and items of significance 
in the landscape including topography, infrastructure and natural hazards at a 
scale at which these are readily identifiable.  

 In areas where natural or artificial boundaries cannot be readily identified, or 
there is a need for precise locational information hunters will be required to 
carry a GPS. 

 There will be no shooting or hunting from vehicles. 
 Hunters will wear an item of blaze orange clothing on the upper part of their 

body or a hat or beanie which is blaze orange. 
 Exclusion of hunting activities in proximity to visitor areas, campgrounds, 

OEH offices and residences, based on topography and geographically 
defined features. 

 Exclusion of hunting during  events which may include but not limited to  
routine park operations, infrastructure maintenance, pest control, surveys and 
hazard reduction operations. 

 The avoidance of shooting across roads, walking trails, open water surfaces, 
other properties, specified exclusion zones, or in areas where the back 
ground behind the target cannot be fully seen and checked to ensure that no 
person is present within the projectile danger zone is mandatory. 

 Specific communications and educational material will be developed for both 
hunters and OEH employees to inform them about safety requirements on 
national parks under the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program. 

 Areas which are booked for hunting will not be available for hunting to 
commence until 48 hours after a booking is made. This will allow OEH and 
other workers to decide of they will undertake the work where hunting is 
permitted  

 
The following controls were considered but have not been incorporated as 
standard Zone C controls. They will be used in Zone A and may be prescribed 
in Zone B areas where warranted by the level of risk 

 Use of exclusion areas along roads and walking trails and setting of minimum 
distances between hunters and other users based on projectile danger zones 

 The requirement for hunters to have a competency equal or equivalent to that 
specified in the OEH firearms manual for other firearms users on park 

 The requirement for hunters to operate under the supervision of OEH staff 
while undertaking hunting operations 

 
Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People) 

Sub-Item 2  

Injury to Visitors 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Many safety controls and which apply to OEH staff will also act to protect visitors. 
These are not further discussed here, however, where significant differences exist in 
relation to visitor use or behaviour leading to a need for modified or additional 
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controls these are further discussed here to allow the need for additional controls to 
be identified. 
 
Exclusion Areas 
No additional controls above those applying to OEH workers are proposed. Key 
visitor events will have time-based closure for both OEH worker and visitor safety. 
 
Communication 
Visitor communication channels are substantially different to those which OEH staff 
utilise, with a combination of public media, specialised social technology, web 
communication and park notices being more relevant.  
 
Therefore a specific communication component for visitors is required. It will inform 
visitors of those parks where hunting is occurring, including at a sub-park level to 
allow visitors to make informed choices as to whether to visit such locations. It will 
include components targeted at social media, web communication and directed to 
key user groups including specific visitor classes such as bike riders, ornithologists, 
commercial tour operators and specific information provided within parks at visitor 
centres or on signage or notice boards. 
 
Visitors travelling to remote locations on parks are encouraged to carry a 
communication device and to have on hand contact details of the local park office. 
This may assist with communication regarding the Supplementary Pest Control in 
Parks Program and also to assist in response to any park emergency situations. 
 
Specific Direction to Hunters about shooting directions and locations  
Where appropriate specific direction may be provided to hunters about key locations 
of visitors and safe shooting directions to avoid key visitor use areas (e.g. walking 
trails, picnic areas on a park-by-park basis. This will normally be done through the 
written permission but may also be done by individual OEH officer direction if 
required. 
 
Maps  
Visitors may wish to know areas on parks where hunting is occurring both to allow a 
choice not to visit these areas and when travelling through to ensure that they are 
highly visible and keep watch for the presence of hunters. NPWS will provide maps 
of parks on its website to show locations where hunting may occur.  
 
First Aid  
Visitors travelling into remote park areas are encouraged to have first aid training and 
carry a first aid kit. This provides additional protection for a large number of potential 
danger situations of which projectile injury is a relatively unlikely one. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Similar issues for visitors apply to those identified for OEH workers, so in principle it 
has been determined that the same suite of controls should be applied to protect 
visitor safety as are applied to protect OEH workers. 
 
However there are some specific safety issues for visitors which are additional to 
those which apply to OEH workers as discussed above. These include: 

 Lack of knowledge of park specific hazards 
 Lack of training in operation in remote areas 
 Not having their location and presence known to OEH managers and hunters 
 Not having formal communication networks with park management  

 29



Office of Environment and Heritage 
Draft Risk Assessment Version 6 - February 2013 

 In some cases actively seeking danger and adventure experiences 
 Characteristics which make detection difficult such as selection of cryptic 

locations and hard to see clothing. 
 
Communication with visitors will be particularly targeted at addressing these risks. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 A specific communication program targeted at park visitors to inform of 
Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program and areas where it applies. 
Specific details currently under development. 

 Access to maps for visitors showing hunting location zones  
 
The following controls were considered but have not been incorporated as 
standard controls in Zone C areas. They may be used in specific 
circumstances in Zone B and Zone A areas if the level of risk requires 

 Exclusion zones extending beyond some key visitor use areas such as 
access roads and walking tracks 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to Hunters) 

Sub-Item 3  

Injury to Hunters (legal and illegal) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
It should be noted that many of the controls which apply to OEH staff also apply to 
hunters. Where these controls will be implemented in the same manner to protect 
hunter safety under the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program they are not 
further discussed here. However where significant differences exist in relation to 
hunter behaviour and the need for modified or additional controls these are further 
discussed here. 
 
The following additional potential controls were identified  

 Education programs for legal hunters  
 Enforcement programs for legal hunters 
 Targeting illegal hunters through a specific campaign during the introduction 

period and on-going joint compliance programs  
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Legal hunters with an R-licence represent approximately 14 % of total firearms users 
in NSW with the genuine reason: “recreational hunting/vermin control”. R-Licence 
holders are members of the hunting community who have demonstrated their 
responsibility by undertaking training or accreditation for an R-licence. In doing so 
they have further raised the understanding of legal requirements and safety issues 
associated with hunting on public lands. In addition many participate in further hunter 
education and OutREACH programs which also contribute to raising their skills to a 
higher level. Many are also highly competent marksmen who target shoot at ranges 
and refine their hunting capacity through purchase of specialised equipment, 
selection and loading of specific ammunition and following a code of conduct which 
incorporates adherence to welfare standards and responsible firearms and 
environmental use.  
 
While the greater proportion of hunters do not hold a game hunting licence, most 
behave appropriately. There are however a very small minority of individuals who 
choose to behave illegally and irresponsibly by: hunting without permission on public 
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and private land; hunting and using firearms in association with consumption of 
alcohol and /or other drugs, hunt illegally at night; and hunt and shoot from public 
roads.  It is strongly agreed by both Game Council and NPWS that reducing the level 
of illegal hunting will substantially reduce risks for both legal hunters, other members 
of the public and adjoining private land users. It also has the potential to improve 
safety through encouraging more to participate in hunter education as part of gaining 
a NSW game hunting licence. 
 
Both NPWS and the Game Council have extensive powers under legislation in 
relation to illegal hunting on public land. In the case of the Game Council these 
powers include the seizure of vehicles and hunting equipment which provide a strong 
financial deterrent. Both organisations also use technology such as remote 
surveillance to identify both people and vehicles involved in this activity.  
 
NPWS and the Game Council are therefore entering into an MOU for the 
management of the Supplementary Pest Control in Parks Program. A key component 
of this will be an enforcement strategy to reduce the risk of illegal hunting. 
 
In addition there is an ongoing need for enforcement of hunting regulations in relation 
to authorised R-licence hunters and this will also be a target of the enforcement 
program. 
 
It is recognised that hunters have a long history in conservation, both in traditional 
societies and in recent times, and that many are highly motivated conservationists. 
However, while many hunters will be willing to do the right thing in relation to hunting 
on national parks, they may not always have a good understanding of the key roles 
of NSW national parks in particular their significant conservation values, visitation, 
commercial priorities and dealings with neighbours.  
 
Hence there is a need for a specific education module within the Hunter Education 
Handbook and using other appropriate material to increase the awareness and 
understanding within the hunting community about these values in NSW and the past 
history and culture of national parks in this State. 
 
In addition, where appropriate, opportunities will be identified for cooperative hunting 
arrangements to support pest control and in particular enhance the conservation 
efforts for specific threatened species adversely affected by pest animals.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Develop an education program for legal hunters on hunting in national parks 
including a specific module within the hunter education handbook 

 Undertake joint enforcement programs in relation to legal hunters and their 
compliance with their written permission requirements including penalty 
infringement notices and other enforcement measures as required 

 Undertake joint enforcement programs between the Game Council, NPWS, 
other public land managers and the NSW Police targeting illegal hunters 
through  a combination of legal hunter reports, remote surveillance and other 
appropriate techniques 

 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People)  

Sub-Item 4  

Injury to Neighbours  
(in-holdings, adjacent properties (including on water) and adjoining road users) 
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For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
It should be noted that many of the controls which apply to OEH staff also apply to 
neighbours. Where these controls will be implemented in the same manner to protect 
neighbour safety under the Supplementary Pest Control in Parks Program they are 
not further discussed here. However where significant differences exist in relation to 
neighbour risk or behaviour and the need for modified or additional controls these are 
further discussed here. 
 
The following additional controls were considered   

 Exclusions along roads and private property boundaries 
 Specifying shooting directions to avoid these locations 
 Identification of key neighbour features on maps used by hunters 

 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Hunting on private property with owner consent is currently permitted in NSW, 
without specifications in relation to distance from neighbours. It is currently legal to 
hunt up to the boundary of one’s private property provided one operates within all the 
provisions of the NSW Firearms Act including careful target selection, avoidance of 
shooting in danger zones, over ridges or where specific risk of ricochet exists.  
 
Equally hunting on private property up to the boundaries with public roads is also 
permitted under the same general NSW Firearms Act conditions. 
 
Hence to impose additional zones for protection of neighbouring land or roads unless 
there is a clearly identified additional risk is not proposed. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Specifying direction of fire in relation to specific mapped nearby locations 
(e.g. defined waterway used for boating, nearby residences) to avoid shooting 
across or in close proximity to these locations.- Note this will be done through a 
general condition re direction of fire to avoid a wide range of assets and exclusion zones rather 
than giving highly specific directions for many different items. However in some parks where 
item locations are difficult to determine specific directions may also be given 

 Identifying key neighbour risks and assets wherever possible on Game 
Council maps and through conditions and advisories on authorisations  

 Game Council provision and sale of boundary and gate signage for 
neighbours 

 
The following additional potential controls considered but have not been 
incorporated as standard controls in Zone C areas. They may be used in some 
circumstances in Zone B and Zone A areas where warranted by the level of risk 

 Having pre-defined exclusion zones along public roads and in proximity to 
neighbouring properties 

 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People) 

Sub-Item 5  

Injury to Authorised Users 
 (Lessees, licensees and other authorised users (includes - utility managers, apiarists, 
emergency services, other agencies  researchers and commercial tour operators) 
 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
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It should be noted that many of the controls and safety issues which apply to OEH 
staff also apply to other authorised users. Where these controls will be implemented 
in the same manner to protect hunter safety under the Supplementary Pest Control in 
Parks Program they are not further discussed here. However where significant 
differences exist in relation to other authorised user behaviour and the need for 
modified or additional controls these are further discussed here. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The key difference between other authorised users and OEH staff is that these users 
operate independently of the NPWS management and communication systems.  
 
As such they do not have the same level of information or awareness of where and 
when hunting is likely to occur.  
 
Where major projects are undertaken by these authorised users they can apply for 
hunting to be excluded from these areas either by mapped exclusions, park or area 
closure or by use of temporary signage. Where NPWS is satisfied that this is 
necessary and appropriate it can seek for this to occur in a similar manner to 
situations where it conducts its own operations on park. However for low level routine 
management which generally operates with no specific knowledge of NPWS staff this 
is unlikely to be feasible. Hence this situation requires controls which identify key 
locations for this and the likely overlap with hunting. It also requires both user groups 
to operate with a high level of awareness of the others activities. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Zoning or mapping of key infrastructure or commercial tour areas to exclude 
hunting on either a spatial or temporal basis  

 Advisory material for other authorised users which focuses on ways to 
achieve spatial or temporal separation between their activities and hunting 

 Hunter education and information material which advises on the need to avoid 
shooting in the direction or in proximity to places where other authorised 
users are likely to be  

 Mapping of key locations where such users are likely to be present and either 
excluding them on a park specific basis or using advisory notices to provide 
warnings to hunters when operating in these areas as is most appropriate 

 Development of a specific component of the communication strategy which 
informs these users groups about hunting related activities and the controls 
which have been put in place to protect these park users 

 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People)  

Sub-Item 6  

Injury to Co-Management Users 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
It should be noted that many of the controls and safety issues which apply to OEH 
staff also apply to co-management users. Where these controls will be implemented 
in the same manner to protect co-management user safety under the Supplementary 
Pest Control in Parks Program they are not further discussed here. However where 
significant differences exist in relation to co-management user behaviour and the 
need for modified or additional controls these are further discussed here. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
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Co-management users form a particular class of park users as often they live close 
to parks and have specific local natural and cultural knowledge about them and also 
in some situations they are seeking to access the same resource for local community 
use e.g. meat for local consumption. They will also have awareness of special sites 
of significance which may not be known or willingly disclosed to NPWS park 
management. In some situations NPWS has entered into formal agreements with 
these park users (e.g. ILUAs), in other cases negotiations are underway about 
management of specific areas with a view to entering into an agreement such as an 
MOU, in some other situations there are legal property right identification processes 
underway such as native title claims. 
 
Hence when these interests are identified there should be opportunity provided for 
consultation between these users, park managers and Game Council officers to see 
if arrangements can be made which meet the needs of all parties. 
 
In addition both NPWS and the Game Council need to investigate ways in which 
local communities can benefit from any harvesting of pest animals for meat, either 
through access to a part of the resource or through them being authorised to 
participate directly in the hunting.  
 
NPWS also needs to investigate and implement ways to ensure that firearms use by 
co-management partners conforms to the standards as set in this document for R-
licence holders.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 where co-management users are identified who have rights to land on which 
hunting is proposed  there will be consultation  to see if agreement can be 
reached about how the hunting operates including input into locations and 
management and where appropriate about participation either directly as 
licensed hunters or by providing commercial opportunities such as for hunting 
guides. It may also allow access to pest animal resources from hunting. 

 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People)  

Sub-Item 7  

Injury to Game Council Employees 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
It should be noted that many of the controls and safety issues which apply to OEH 
staff also apply to Game Council employees. Where these controls will be 
implemented in the same manner to protect their safety under the Supplementary 
Pest Control In Parks Program they are not further discussed here as their 
implementation to protect OEH workers, will at the same time protect Game Council 
employees and therefore further consideration is not required. However where 
significant differences exist in relation to their risks or behaviour and the need for 
modified or additional controls these are further discussed here. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Game Council staff have many similarities to OEH staff in that they are working on 
NPWS lands in a specific management role. However the significant difference is that 
they are not connected to existing NPWS communication networks and management 
structures.  
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In addition they are likely to both be able to benefit from the specific local park and 
cultural knowledge of NPWS staff and also bring their own knowledge of cultural 
practices and people within hunting communities. This knowledge exchange is likely 
to be beneficial to both agencies.  
 
Further NPWS as a much larger organisation is likely to have access to a much wider 
range of training and skill development opportunities, which may give crossover 
benefits if these staff participate. This needs careful management to ensure it does 
not impede existing park management priorities. 
 
There is also a likely efficiency benefit of Game Council and NPWS staff working 
together in undertaking compliance programs through sharing both knowledge and 
resources. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Development of specific educational and instructional material for Game 
Council employees 

 Where appropriate provide access to training and communications available 
to NPWS park management staff 

 Providing cross-authorisation under NPWS legislation to allow them to 
contribute to park management objectives in addition to Game Council 
objectives 

 Providing informal opportunities for cultural and knowledge exchange 
between local park management staff and Game Council staff 

 Undertaking joint enforcement operations with NPWS staff 

 

Risk 1 (Projectile Injury to People)  

Sub-Item 8  

Specific risk from bow hunting 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There is some public and NPWS user concern that bow hunting poses additional 
risks over other forms of hunting for projectile injury to people. It appears that much 
of this concern is opinion based as there have been no reports of people being 
injured by bow hunting associated with hunting in NSW by R licensed hunters despite 
it having being authorised for use on other public lands over an extended period. 
 
Concern also appears be related with the periodic media reports of native and 
introduced animals being shot by bows. In cases where these incidents have been 
investigated they appear to relate to use of bowhunting equipment which is not 
recommended in hunter education material or authorised for hunting under R license 
provisions, as the arrows have not been broad head hunting arrows.  
 
There are no licensing requirements for use of bows which are comparable to the 
Firearms Licence requirements for firearms. Hence the ability exists for members of 
the general public to obtain a bow without having to gain a licence or approval. 
However only hunters who have met the qualifications for an R licence are able to 
use a bow to hunt on public land. Therefore use of bows in association with this 
program is subject to the same regulatory control as for other weapon types, 
requiring users to pass an examination before a license is issued.  
 
Bows have a much shorter danger range than other firearms. They are typically used 
over distances of tens of metres, where target animals are clearly visualised and 
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must have the arrow flight path and target zone unobstructed and the background is 
also clearly visualised. Hence the risk of projectile injury with a bow is substantially 
reduced by this short range usage.  
 
An additional risk associated with bow use is that bows are almost silent, meaning 
other park users in proximity may not be aware of their use nearby. However the 
silence and extensive stalking associated with bow use means that bow hunters  
have a high level of awareness of both animals and other people in their locality. On 
this basis it is considered that bows pose a lower risk of projectile injury to other park 
users than that posed by other firearms.  
 
Therefore the application of controls associated with other firearm use is considered 
adequate to deal with the risk of projectile injury associated with bow use.   
 
There is also concern about the ability of bow hunting to occur without other users 
being aware, reducing the ability to manage compliance associated with bow use. It 
should be noted that bow hunters are required to wear an item of blaze orange 
clothing, making them readily visible.  
 
However while this issue is primarily related to enforcement not safety it is important 
for public confidence in the program that bow hunting conducted by R licensed 
hunters can be distinguished from other use of bows without licence, as this may 
pose a greater safety and a welfare risk. Accordingly an additional control is 
proposed of having all arrows used by R licensed hunters marked with a number on 
the fletching which individually identifies each hunter. This allows incidents related to 
bow use where an arrow is recovered to be investigated to determine whether they 
are associated with an R licensed hunter. 
 
Note – animal welfare risks associated with bow hunting have also been identified. 
These are considered in the animal welfare section of this risk assessment.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 All arrows used by R licensed bow hunters under this program are identified 
with a number on the fletching which relates to a specific R licensed hunter 

Risk 2 (Confrontation) 

Sub-Item1   

Hunter <->Public Confrontation 
(hunter includes legal and illegal hunters) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
This risk was assessed as having a high risk rating. It requires OEH to develop a 
formal risk treatment plan to manage confrontations with hunters.  
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
While hunters use firearms which are recognised as posing a potential risk to public 
safety there are clear requirements for R-licensed hunters to carry firearms unloaded 
unless they are about to take a shot at a target animal.  
 
Shooting locations on national parks are zoned such that they will not be in proximity 
to areas where other significant public access occurs. Hence there is a very low 
likelihood that an R licensed hunter will have a loaded firearm in proximity to major 
public use areas where a confrontation is most likely to occur is very low.  
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The most likely consequence of a major confrontation between a hunter and another 
member of the public is likely to be verbal abuse or a physical altercation provoked or 
initiated by a person opposed to hunting on parks , which could pose an injury risk to 
either the hunter or the other party.  
 
Illegal hunters also pose a significant risk of injury in confrontations. However, 
generally illegal hunters will not hunt in proximity to significant public use areas in 
daytime to avoid detection. While their presence may be detected by other park 
users travelling more widely, the priority should be to avoid direct contact with illegal 
hunters but instead take details such as description and vehicle registration and 
provide these to the police or other relevant authorities.  
 
Having regard to the above the risk of confrontation with illegal hunters causing 
significant injury is also considered to be very low. Nevertheless, with the potential for 
firearms discharge to occur in this situation the risk consequence has been rated as 
major.  Hence, control measures are required to further reduce this risk.  
 
This risk will be managed for legal hunters by zoning to separate firearms use areas 
from substantial public use areas complemented both public and hunter education. 
For illegal hunting additional controls are proposed which focus on incident reporting, 
use of surveillance techniques for the detection and investigation of illegal hunting.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Hunter education to assist hunters in dealing with aggressive members of 
public 

 Information to the public about the legal basis and benefits of hunting for pest 
control to reduce potential for conflict 

 Providing ready access to information about where to report suspected illegal 
hunting along with advice to avoid confronting hunters by the public 

 Using police presence in the event of significant public protests to minimise 
the risk of either side becoming aggressive 

 Not disclosing the identity of hunters to members of the public 
 Communications focusing on benefits of joint enforcement to reduce illegal 

hunting 
 

Risk 2. (Confrontation) 

Sub-Item2   

Hunter <-> authorised officer or NPWS staff 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
This risk was assessed as having a medium risk rating. It is therefore optional for 
NPWS to develop a risk treatment plan for this risk and at a minimum it must specify 
management measures to reduce this risk to the maximum level possible. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The management of this issue is similar to the management of the interaction 
between the public and hunters in that the risk relating to R licensed hunters is low 
whereas the risk relating to illegal hunters is significantly higher. Therefore similar 
strategies are required to reduce the hunter related component of this risk based on 
targeted enforcement to reduce the probability of presence of or confrontation with 
illegal hunters and similarly and education component directed at legal hunters. The 
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key difference in management of this risk is that authorised officers are required to 
have specific skills in law enforcement and to undertake training in their application. 
This is the key additional control required to be implemented in this situation. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Communication to all NPWS staff on the safety of hunting as undertaken by 
licensed hunters and other benefits of the  Supplementary Pest Control In 
Parks Program 

 Ensure adequate training of all NPWS staff and authorised officers who deal 
with hunters. This is to include level 1 training in accordance with the OEH 
Firearms Manual for any OEH staff who are required to deal with hunters who 
are carrying firearms.  

 NPWS will consult with NSW Police about the need to develop or access 
additional forms of firearms training for NPWS staff  

 

Risk 2. (Confrontation) 

Sub-Item3   

Public <-> authorised officer  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
This risk was assessed as having a medium risk rating, on the basis that 
confrontations of this nature are likely to occur relatively frequently in early stages of 
the program, however consequences of such events are minor. 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
This risk may be considered as having two components, the risk of authorised 
officers managing the Supplementary Pest Control in Parks Program coming into 
contact with hostile members of the public and the risk related to confrontation 
between public and many other staff in NPWS who interact with the public such as at 
visitor information centres.  
 
There are current reports of hostile comments and interactions in this more general 
context. These appear to relate primarily to in principle objections by some park 
visitors to this program. 
 
For both situations the key management response is to provide adequate training 
and information to those who are in such confrontation situations to allow them to 
effectively resolve the situation and provide appropriate information to concerned 
members of the public. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Ensure adequate training and resource information for all NPWS staff and 
authorised officers who deal with the public in relation to the Supplementary 
Pest Control In Parks Program 

Risk 3. Risk to Hunters 

Sub-Item1   

Park operations  
(e.g. fire hazard and ecological burns, aerial shooting operations) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
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Discussion of Key Issues 
NPWS has a long term practise of managing park operations that interface with 
visitation. It therefore plans these operations with a significant lead time to inform 
visitors of their occurrence and except in very low risk situations will close park areas 
where they are occurring. This particularly occurs if visitation has the potential to 
interfere with these operations.  
 
R licensed hunters in this situation can be considered another user group and 
therefore the same controls which apply to other park visitors will also apply to them 
however the improved knowledge of hunter details combined with a Game Council 
booking system improves the ability to close areas to hunters relative to the other 
public user groups.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Park closure to the public (including hunters) for park operations which pose a 
risk to public (including hunter) safety 

 

Risk 3. Risk to Hunters 

Sub-Item2   

Natural events  
(e.g. wildfire, flooding) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There are clear examples of high danger situations for hunters both in forested and 
rugged landscapes of the coast and ranges and in the remote landscapes of western 
NSW. These risks will be area specific. For example in the high country of the 
southern ranges risks of cold exposure in winter is significant whereas in western 
parks in summer high temperatures along with limited water poses a significant risk 
of heat exposure and dehydration. These risks are increased where people (e.g. 
those based in cities) have a poor understanding of these hazards and come into 
these areas poorly prepared. 
 
Hence a combination of advisory material to ensure that all hunters are aware of 
specific natural hazards on a regional basis and are adequately prepared combined 
with park closure in high risk situations and having the emergency contact details of 
such people will greatly reduce this risk. 
 
Having the ability to contact hunters where emergency situations arise through 
provision of vehicle description and phone numbers (standard available Game 
Council information) will assist in contact of hunters in emergency situations. In 
addition many hunters carry UHF or other devices to facilitate communication. These 
provide another communication option. 
 
In predicted emergencies such as wildfire warnings or heavy rain it is normal practice 
to close parks in advance. While it is possible that there will be some situations were 
hunters can not be located or contacted this also applies to other park users.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Contact hunters who have already booked and travelled to parks to advise 
and if necessary require evacuation 
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 Close parks at short notice to prevent hunters and other users coming to 
them in high risk situations 

 Provide advisory material to hunters on key natural risks on both a state-wide 
and regional basis 

 Provide education material to hunters and NPWS staff on UHF 
communications protocols for remote hunters – e.g. hunters to monitor 
Channel 5 (emergency channel) for any issues. Also hunters to be directed to 
current remote area sign in and sign out procedures where used by other 
visitor groups.  

 Establish a Twitter account  and a Facebook page for such announcements 
and encourage all hunters to follow or like so they can get up dates 

 
Other Risks 

Risk 4 (Risk of Damage to Property of People in Risk 1)  
Note - the Game Council currently has insurance cover for hunter activities which 
would generally cover accidental property damage associated with hunting activities. 
This is likely to be significant in reducing financial loss should this damage occur 
where it can be clearly attributed to hunting. 

Sub-Item 1  

Damage to Built Infrastructure  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Mapping of key assets is done as a standard part of protection of OEH workers, 
visitors and other authorised users for the purpose of excluding hunting from areas in 
close proximity of where people are likely to be. This both acts as a public safety 
control and also as a control to protect the property from accidental damage by 
ensuring that its location is known. It is therefore proposed that the mapping of fixed 
infrastructure items for public safety will also protect them to a high extent from 
accidental damage under this program. 
 
One situation where mapping is likely to be less satisfactory is for cryptic 
infrastructure such as buried pipelines with small control points which are not readily 
visible. Here additional protection such as signage may be required to protect against 
accidental damage. 
 
In the case of wilful damage controls need to focus on a combination of surveillance 
and compliance or enforcement. This need exists for a variety of park users including 
both legal and illegal hunters. As the contact details, vehicle description and general 
location of hunters is recorded on the Game Council website they are likely to pose a 
lower risk than other users whose details are not known., hence no additional 
controls are considered necessary for this risk component. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Signage to ensure hunters are aware of key fixed infrastructure assets in 

areas where it is not evident (e.g. signage associated with pipelines control 
points may be required) 

 
 
Risk 4 (Risk of Damage to Property of People in Risk 1)  
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Sub-Item 2  

Damage to Mobile Infrastructure  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The key difference between this and fixed infrastructure is that its location may vary 
over time. Hence mapping may not be an appropriate tool, though in instances where 
its location is stable for an extended period it may be used. However when such 
items are moved around a park relatively frequently other controls may be required. 
 
These may include advisory notices on the website booking location and temporary 
signage which alerts those in proximity to such items of their presence and can be 
moved as the location of such items is also moved. Where locations can be uploaded 
at short notice the use of GIS enabled applications on hand held devices may also be 
useful. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Use of advisory notices and temporary signage, particularly in access roads 

and trails in proximity to such items. Signage needs to be dated to ensure 
currency. 

 Potential use of GPS enabled handheld devices where the location can be 
uploaded at short notice  

 
Risk 4 (Risk of Damage to Property of People in Risk 1)  

Sub-Item 3  

Damage to Vehicles  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The risk of accidental damage to vehicles from projectiles is also considered low as 
roads are mapped and vehicles using them are generally audible from a long 
distance away. Key visitor park areas are also mapped.  
 
The most significant risk associated with vehicle damage is likely to be the targeting 
of hunter vehicles both for valuable property including firearms and as a malicious act 
from objectors to hunting. This issue also exists for other high value vehicles within 
park and is one of issues associated with this program where a general enforcement 
and surveillance approach is required. There is also a risk that hunters may damage 
other vehicles but this is considered very low are R licensed hunters are readily 
identifiable. 
 
No additional controls for this issue were identified 
 
Risk 4 (Risk of Damage to Property of People in Risk 1)  

Sub-Item 4  

Damage to Equipment  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
As with vehicles this is a risk across parks arising from a range of user groups. It is 
considered a low risk in relation to this program in terms of its consequences relative 
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to most other risks, though in some situations e.g. high value equipment the financial 
cost of damage may be significant. However the combination of insurance and ability 
to identify hunters makes this a lower risk than for most other user groups. 
 
No additional controls for this issue were identified 
 

Risk 4 (Risk of Damage to Property of People in Risk 1)  

Sub-Item5 

Increased risk of wildfire  
(from changed use including increased remote camping; during fire season) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Unplanned wildfires in national parks can pose a very high risk to both hunters and 
other park users and also to OEH staff, with the potential for fatality or serious injury. 
While the probability of such events occurring is not considered high (rated possible) 
the potential for major consequences gives this risk a high overall rating. Therefore 
NPWS must specify, through a risk treatment plan, all steps which can reasonably be 
taken to reduce the likelihood of this risk and also to reduce its consequences. 
 
It should be noted that this risk situation is not unique to national parks but also 
applies on State Forests and other public land areas where this risk must also be 
managed. 
 
While camping of hunters on parks will be permitted when it is necessary as part of 
making a hunting trip it will generally only be permitted in designated camping areas 
which may also be used by other visitors. It is not considered that in this situation 
hunters contribute an increased risk over that resulting from other visitors. 
 
In addition where other feasible camping or accommodation sites are present outside 
of park, particularly in remote locations, their use will generally be encouraged in 
preference to on park camping. However in some situations this may not be feasible 
and here good fire safety in association with campsites will be very important. 
 
Other controls which are routinely applied are that in high risk situations open fires 
are generally not permitted and in very high risk situations (e.g. extreme fire risk 
weather parks will generally be closed to all visitors and those are already in park will 
be required to leave. These controls will apply to hunters in the same manner as for 
other visitors. 
 
While the knowledge of bushcraft and fire safety will vary along with the knowledge of 
other national park values across the hunting community, there is considerable 
potential for improving this understanding through targeted hunter education. On this 
basis it is planned to prepare a specific component of the hunter education handbook 
which gives educational guidance about fire safety along with information about other 
park management issues. 
 
In addition the Game Council website can be used as a way of providing advisories 
relating to fire safety along with other park and regional safety information as 
appropriate 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
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 Parks will be closed to hunters along with other visitors in very high risk fire 
situations and hunters will follow all directions given to them by OEH staff, 
park conditions or advisories in relation to fire safety 

 Hunters will generally not be permitted to camp on park with firearms except 
where no alternative camping options are reasonably available, as agreed by 
the Regional Office, and will be provided with advisory information on local 
accommodation options in remote locations. 

 A specific component of the Hunter Education Handbook will be prepared for 
hunters coming onto national parks which includes a component on fire safety 

 Where appropriate advisory material will be posted about fire safety on the 
Game Council website and in specific situations as required there may also 
be specific additional fire safety conditions attached to the written permission.. 

 In the event of a wildfire being caused or witnessed by a hunter this person/s 
will make contact with the NPWS or Rural Fire Service immediately (i.e. 
before undertaking any other activity apart from essential travel for safety or 
to reach a contact point) and advise of the presence and location of the fire. 

 

Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Usage of parks by visitors has the potential to cause environmental damage. 
Generally this is minimised through the provision of infrastructure such as camping 
and day use areas, roads and walking tracks to concentrate visitor use in specific 
areas and by the design of these facilities which incorporates environmental 
protection through features such as managing drainage, erosion protection and 
exclusion from sensitive areas and also by regulations which prevent harm or 
damage to the natural environment. 
 
Many parts of parks and particularly nature reserves are not generally accessible to 
the public to reduce visitor impact and environmental damage to these areas and 
maximise their value for conservation. However there is an ongoing need to perform 
key park management functions such as pest control and fire management in many 
of these areas as part of both maintaining their natural values and to protect 
neighbours and public safety. 
 
Hunting, in areas not generally available for public use, can present significant 
environmental risks and so there is a need to clearly assess such operations to 
determine they have positive value in terms of pest control which outweighs other 
environmental risks. It also must ensure that best practice procedures are used by 
those who come into these areas to minimise environmental risks, particularly those 
related to biosecurity and the spread of weeds and diseases. 
  
The identified zoning and mapping controls are a key feature to minimise 
environmental damage (prevention of road access after rain, zoning areas for 
biosecurity protection - e.g. avoidance of phytophthora spread). In addition the need 
for a specific hunter education component of the Hunter Education Handbook and a 
set of general rules about environmental protection within written approvals to hunt 
are mechanisms to provide additional controls. Controls may include specific 
distances from waterways where carcases cannot be left, park areas where hunting 
is not permitted due to environmental sensitivity or reporting of new pest infestations. 
 

Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  
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Sub-Item 1  

Impacts from carcasses:  
(odour, water-body contamination, changing predator populations) 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
If hunting is concentrated in specific areas, involves leaving substantial portions of 
carcasses behind and occurs with high regularity, it has the potential to provide a 
supplementary food source to local predators. This particularly applies to foxes but 
may also include cats, wild dogs and pigs. This may have the impact of increasing 
the populations of these species and increasing the impact they have on native 
animals and the wider environment.  
 
However hunting also has potential to control predators coming to carcass locations 
which may be deliberately targeted as hunting locations.  
 
In balance the impact of this is likely to be low as carcass remains will be generally 
left where shooting occurs, distributed across the landscape unless removed for use 
by hunters. This pattern of distribution at point of shooting will be similar to NPWS led 
pest program.  
 
In addition any deposition of carcases in proximity to camping areas is likely to cause 
an offensive odour for other campers as well as increase flies, vermin and 
scavenging animals around campgrounds.  
 
Carcasses also have the potential to contaminate streams and water bodies if left in 
close proximity to them. 
 
In addition visible carcasses in camping or day use areas may cause anxiety or 
offence to some other park users. 
  
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Hunters are not to bring the carcasses or other body parts of animals within 

500 metres of a designated campsite or day use area, unless the carcass or 
body part/s is and remains covered. All parts brought in must be removed 
when the hunter leaves the area 

 Hunters must not leave carcasses or body parts within 500 metres of a 
designated visitor facility or within 100 metres of a road, walking trail, 
watercourse or water body unless the animal/s have been shot within this 
zone and are unable to be physically removed (e.g. large deer or pigs or 
animals in inaccessible locations). In such cases, where it is safe to do so, the 
body cavities must be opened to encourage rapid decomposition 

 A hunter education component to be developed to inform hunters on these 
controls in national parks 

 
Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  

Sub-Item 2  

Vehicle traffic impacts  
(Soil erosion/water quality from increased use /inappropriate times) 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
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Vehicle traffic has potential to cause damage to unsealed roads, particularly those 
which have not been formed with materials such as compacted substrate or gravel. 
This potential is greatly increased after significant rain. 
 
Such damage may pose an increased safety or vehicle damage risk for other road 
users. It may also greatly increase the cost of road maintenance in these areas by 
requiring extensive road repair or drainage works. 
 
Damaged roads also have a much greater potential for future erosion and damage to 
water quality and biodiversity values of adjacent watercourses. 
 
NPWS routinely closes many roads after significant rain to minimise the damage to 
these roads and to reduce the associated environmental impacts and also to reduce 
the danger of visitors becoming stranded in these areas.  
 
However there can be situations when visitors are already in these areas or where 
roads cannot be rapidly accessed for closure by NPWS staff.  
 
In such situations it becomes an obligation on the hunter or other visitor to minimise 
damage which they cause. In specific situations e.g. some public roads in western 
NSW there are major penalties from local government where roads are damaged in 
these situations. 
 
In addition to public roads for visitor and neighbour use NPWS also maintains a large 
network of management trails which are generally closed to the public. In some 
circumstances a regional manager may permit access to these roads for pest control 
by licensed hunters.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 NPWS will only permit access to roads open to the general public under this 

program unless specific authorisation is provided to access a management 
trail within the written permission, as approved by the Regional Manager 

 NPWS will close roads to minimise damage or environmental impacts in 
many situations. These roads may only be used for hunting by foot access 
and in some situations mountain bikes 

 Where roads which are likely to sustain damage (e.g. low lying unformed 
roads on clay soils) become visibly wet and or soft after a hunter comes to an 
area, they should not be further used except in essential situations to leave 
the area (e.g. the need to evacuate from the area due to flooding). In other 
situations the hunter is to avoid road use until roads become trafficable again 
without sustaining visible damage.  

 Where feasible in such situations hunters should contact the local area office 
of the NPWS to inform them of the situation and jointly determine the most 
appropriate course of action 

 Addition of this information to hunter education material 
. 
 
Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  

Sub-Item 3  

Weed introduction or spread from vehicles/foot 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
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Weeds have significant negative impacts on many natural environments, including 
competitive exclusion of native plants, overshadowing, alteration to water and 
nutrient cycles and habitat disruption and loss of food and shelter for native animals. 
Some weeds, such as invasive perennial and annual grasses, may also change fire 
frequency and intensity and pose a high fire risk in suitable weather.  
 
Many weeds have the potential to invade bushland areas. This spread is particularly 
aided in disturbed areas such as trails and walking tracks, or where feral pest 
damage disrupts the existing native vegetation or soil structure. 
 
Many weeds have small and inconspicuous seeds which may be wind blown or 
attach to clothing and footwear. They may also be carried by vehicles, particularly in 
tyre treads. 
 
These risks exist for all visitors but are of increased significance where visitors are 
travelling to remote areas where few other people go, and particularly when moving 
from access points such as walking trails into remote areas. This is part of normal 
hunter behaviour. 
 
Early detection of weed infestations is a vital part of their effective control. It has been 
agreed that a guide to assist in identification of key weeds on a regional basis will be 
provided to hunters along with a recording application for hand held devices to 
encourage gathering of this data.  
 
Where specific highly invasive weed species are present in areas where hunting 
occurs there may also be a need for periods to exclusion to avoid dispersal of seeds, 
thus increasing the risk of spread. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Provide weed and biosecurity advisory material to hunters with in the Hunter 
Education Handbook to minimise the risk of spread to new areas 

 Utilise the presence of hunters within remote areas as a reporting tool for new 
weed infestations by providing a specific reporting field on the Hunter Return 
along with a field identification guide and a phone app for simplified reporting. 

 NPWS to provide Game Council with updated information related to weed 
issues in specific areas.  This information can be provided to written 
permission holders. 

 Where appropriate exclude hunters from specific areas during seasonal 
periods when high risk weed seeds may be spread by their movements 

 
Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  

Sub-Item 4  

Disease introduction or spread  
(e.g. phytophthora, myrtle rust) from vehicles/foot 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The issues in relation to disease introduction and spread are very similar to those for 
weeds and the same general approaches are needed, focusing in a combination of 
good biosecurity practice, exclusion from high risk areas and encouraging early 
reporting of new infestations where evident. 
 
Current recognised pathogens of concern include phytophthora, myrtle rust and frog 
chytrid fungus.  
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While myrtle ruse is endemic in coastal NSW it has not been reported west of the 
divide and general biosecurity advice should be directed towards reducing the risk of 
this. Clothing items were found to be of particular significance for spread of this 
pathogen in coastal areas.   
 
In the case of phytophthora, where infestation in an area is known generally visitors 
are not permitted to leave walking trails and such conditions would not normally 
permit hunting to occur.  
 
In the case of frog chytrid fungus it is principally a threat to threatened frogs in high 
altitude areas. In these locations hunters along with other park users will generally be 
excluded in proximity to watercourses. 
 
It should be noted that over time new disease incursions, which pose a threat to the 
natural environment, are likely to be detected. This may require modification to 
access conditions for hunting in specific areas.  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Exclude hunting from key locations where disease spread of identified 
pathogens due to hunting activity is likely 

 Provide specific information relating to disease biosecurity in the Hunter 
Education Handbook 

 
Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  

Sub-Item 5  

Increased risk of pests introduction or dispersal  
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The issues for accidental pest introduction are similar for weeds and diseases. This 
risk will generally only apply to small and cryptic pests e.g. insects, cane toads and 
accordingly the same general approaches are needed, focusing in a combination of 
good biosecurity practice, exclusion from high risk areas and encouraging early 
reporting of new infestations where evident. 
 
Deliberate introductions of desirable hunting species may have happened illegally on 
previous occasions into some national parks with pigs and deer, based on new 
records in areas where there are no obvious proximate populations which may 
account for natural spread. 
 
However this appears to be predominantly an issue related to illegal hunting. With 
the implementation of the Supplementary Pest Control in Parks Program this would 
appear to be unlikely to be done by R licensed hunters, as it is a serious legal 
offence as breaches both NPWS and Game Council laws and with hunting allowed 
there is no benefit in releasing animals as they will be hunted and shot by other 
licensed hunters. 
 
In addition concern exists that hunting will cause increased dispersion of pest 
animals into new areas. Local dispersal is a natural event as pest species reproduce 
in that once they fill available habitat in one area, they disperse to adjoining available 
areas of suitable habitat. It appears that this risk is relatively low at a scale beyond 
local dispersal, which is already occurring naturally.  
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However it warrants monitoring as part of measuring pest control effectiveness. This 
will require specific design of experimental programs and may be suitable for PH D or 
honours type projects through a regional University. It will be actioned through the 
effectiveness component of the Supplementary Pest Control in Parks Program. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Incorporate measures for pest biosecurity into the Hunter Education Manual 
 Increase compliance activity related to illegal hunting to reduce the risk of 

deliberate release of pest animals into new areas 
 Monitor effectiveness of pest control including measures of dispersion 

following hunting, based on appropriate research  
 

Sub-Item 6  

Damage to native fauna  
(direct injury, disturbance of habitat, dispersal) 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
As, per this risk assessment, this is considered a low risk and does not require 
specific management actions to be specified or a risk treatment plan to be prepared.  
Injuring or disturbing native animals constitutes harm which is an offence under the 
National Parks and Wildlife Act and is also contrary to the Code of Conduct which is 
a mandated part of an R license qualification by the Game Council. Enforcement of 
compliance with these requirements is the principal strategy to deal with this risk.  
 
Harm to native fauna by illegal hunters is likely to be a greater risk than from licensed 
hunters and therefore this will be a particular focus of enforcement. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Conduct of an enforcement program targeting illegal hunting 
 Hunter education components and specific advice on written permission 

stating what species can be hunted. 
 
Risk 5 (Environmental Impacts)  

Sub-Item 4  

Damage to native flora  
(esp. threatened spp) from foot/vehicle 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Many native plants are susceptible to trampling and other damage, which may occur 
if hunters move through or spend extended time in key habitats like riparian 
vegetation. This is particularly the case for threatened plants and endangered 
ecological communities where only very small areas of this vegetation remains. 
 
However, typically these vegetation types are threatened by a range of herbivorous 
non native species including pigs, goats, deer and rabbits, and removal of these 
species from these areas is likely to be positive for conservation. Overall it is 
considered the risk posed by hunting to most native plants will be low. 
 
owever where there are specific threatened plant populations or endangered 
ecological communities these may need to be protected. Generally this will be done 
through mapping, where accurate locations are known, or through exclusion areas 
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where suitable habitat exists for threatened plants which are sensitive to disturbance 
but only a locality is known.  
 
It is also proposed that general advisory material will be prepared both within the 
Hunter Education Handbook and associated with written permissions, to provide 
more general advice about operating in national parks in ways which minimise 
disturbance to native plants.  
 
In addition a web application is proposed to allow hunters to record and upload 
significant environmental information and where occurrence information is gathered 
on threatened plants hunters will be encouraged to send in this information to the 
NSW Wildlife Atlas. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Where appropriate map locations or exclude areas with known threatened 
plant populations or other vegetation (e.g. endangered ecological 
communities) which is highly sensitive to disturbance 

 Provide advisory material on protection of native plants in Hunter Education 
Handbook and where appropriate on the web booking site 

 

Risk 6 (Cultural Heritage)  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Cultural Heritage Management poses a particular challenge for this program as to 
date there has been minimal consultation with indigenous communities about the 
implications of this program. Many indigenous communities have an active interest in 
local national parks and may have either identified national parks or parts within them 
through the Native Title Claims process and the associated development of ILUA 
agreements, or through negotiation of MOUs in relation to specific areas with park 
regions. 
 
Indigenous communities may, in some instances, live within park boundaries and in 
other cases live within close proximity to parks and undertake regular visitation and 
cultural activities within these areas. 
 
The principal issue in relation to areas of high cultural significance is to identify them 
through a consultation process, and determine an appropriate management regime, 
that is consistent with cultural usage needs. 
  
The identified zoning and mapping controls will minimise cultural heritage damage 
(limiting road access, zoning areas for cultural site protection).  
 
In addition there is a need for a specific hunter education component of the Hunter 
Education Handbook and a set of general rules about cultural heritage protection 
within written approvals to hunt. 
 
The requirement for consultation with co-management users also provides a 
mechanism to ensure that consultation occurs with local aboriginal communities 
which should assist in identifying culturally significant sites and determining access 
and protection arrangements.  
 

 49



Office of Environment and Heritage 
Draft Risk Assessment Version 6 - February 2013 

An important consideration in implementing this program is to seek opportunities for 
aboriginal participation in hunting activities. This may occur through their own hunting 
operations on park, operating either under the provisions of this program or through 
agreements with regional or area NPWS offices. It may also occur by developing 
commercial opportunities to participate in this program. Examples could include 
having commercial arrangements for hunters to take tours in local park areas or 
where local community members operate as hunting guides or provide other hunting 
specific services. There may also be an opportunity for provision of meat associated 
with hunting operations to some local community members. 
 
Where aboriginal communities undertake their own hunting operations on park 
outside from the Game Council system, a significant education and communication 
campaign should be developed to alert R-licensed hunters of the potential aboriginal 
hunters operations. Information and resources should also be provided to assist such 
aboriginal hunters to comply with the same safety standards (e.g. training or wearing 
of blaze orange) as R licensed hunters.  
 
If implemented effectively these measures will increase trust with local communities 
which is a component of this risk. 
 
Sub-Item 1  

Increased risk of damaging sensitive cultural areas 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 
 Consult with local aboriginal communities, particularly those who have 

identified an existing interest in land areas about identification of sites which 
need protection or exclusion during hunting activities to avoid damage to 
sensitive cultural areas or disturbance to culturally sensitive sites 

 Incorporate existing known information about culturally significant sites held 
by regional offices or other parts of NPWS 

 Develop a cultural education component of the Hunter Education Handbook 
 Incorporate agreed cultural protection conditions on written permission issued 

through the Game Council web booking site (note specific detail should be 
developed, including where feasible with input from local aboriginal 
communities) 

 

Risk 6 (Cultural Heritage)  

Sub-Item 2  

Disturbing culturally sensitive areas (e.g. sacred/special sites) 
 

 No additional controls were identified 
 

Risk 6 (Cultural Heritage)  

Sub-Item 3  

Disturbance, offence or reduced trust in local communities 
 
The following additional controls are agreed  

 Through consultation seek to identify and develop commercial opportunities 
for local communities to participate in this program 
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Risk 7 (Impacts on Visitation)  
Sub-Item 1  

Reduced visitor numbers  
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The introduction of supplementary pest control in parks has raised considerable 
interest and comment in the community, along with perceptions and misconceptions 
about what the program will look like and how it will operate. There is, and will 
continue to be, a degree of concern about personal safety in all parks, not just those 
in which the program operates, that will likely have an impact on visitor numbers.  
 
The risk of reduced visitation due to negative visitor perception is considered medium 
and requires a strategic, targeted and tailored approach of communication and 
education focusing on the public and hunting community.  
 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
No additional controls for this issue were identified 
 

Risk 7 (Impacts on Visitation)  

Sub-Item 2  

Impact on visitor experience  
(from hearing shots, encountering hunters and reducing opportunity for passive or 
tranquil recreation) 

 
People visit national parks for a wide range of both passive and active nature 
experiences, from walking, mountain biking and picnicking to water recreation, bird 
watching and nature appreciation. While zoning and mapping controls will exclude 
hunting from key visitor nodes and minimise impacts on visitation, there may still be 
instances where the impacts of hunting, whether real or perceived will negatively 
affect the visitor experience. For example, perceived threat to physical safety causing 
higher levels of anxiety; or localised noise impacts from firearms. 
 
The risk of there being an impact on visitor experience is possible but rated low. 
Public communication and information will play an important role in addressing and 
mitigating visitor concerns.   
 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Where appropriate assist R-licensed  hunters apply for and use sound 
moderators on firearms in areas where noise from shots may affect public 
amenity.  

 

Risk 7 (Impacts on Visitation)  
Sub-Item 3  
Commercial operations impacts 
(reduced revenue (to NPWS, commercial tour operators and lessees/licensees) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
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Discussion of Key Issues 
NPWS manages more than 2,000 leases and licences across the reserve system, 
including around 200 licensed commercial tour operators and around 410 leases for 
visitor or tourism-related purposes such as accommodation. Commercial operations 
on or near national parks may experience a reduction in bookings and loss of income 
as a result of the program and resulting negative visitor perceptions/declines in 
visitation.  
 
The risk of impact to commercial operations on park is probable and high. A 
treatment plan is required to address zoning to reduce impacts in high commercial 
use areas, as well as both stakeholder and public communication programs.   
 
Identified zoning and mapping controls that exclude hunting from key visitor nodes 
will help to minimise the impact on commercial operations. A program of 
communication and information with this stakeholder group, with specific and 
additional communications for those operating in parks zoned for hunting, will be 
implemented.  
 
The need has been identified for a specific hunter education component of the 
Hunter Education Handbook addressing visitation issues on park. In addition the 
need for incorporating rules about camping locations, carriage and storage of 
firearms, etc, within written approvals to hunt have been identified, which are 
expected to mitigate impacts on visitors.  
 
A plan for public communication and information, including information and key 
messages for use by operators and lessees to communicate about the program to 
their own audiences, will assist in moderating negative public perceptions that could 
otherwise impact  
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Include a section in the Hunter Education Handbook on ways to avoid 
impacting public amenity in parks – e.g. firearms covered etc. 

 Conduct targeted consultation and communication with commercial tourist 
operators to inform them about any hunting operations in parks they utilise 
and seek input for incorporation into program management procedures which 
minimise their business impacts 

 Prepare communication information to assist commercial tourist operators 
and their clients in understanding program rules and implications of zoning 

 Provide information to these operators about requirements for safe storage, 
transport and handling of firearms and carcases and encourage reporting of 
any incidents relating to this. 

Risk 8 (Credibility –impacts on the NPWS brand)   
Sub-Item 1  

Community perception of National Parks 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There has been significant discussion and debate in the community since the 
announcement of the supplementary pest control program. The debate has ranged 
from outright opposition to enthusiastic support. Uncertainty and lack of information 
about the details of the program has created some concern (e.g. about safety) in the 
community, and negative perceptions about national parks and the role of NPWS.  
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The risk of reduced visitation due to negative visitor perceptions, particularly around 
safety concerns, is rated as medium. Safety concerns are being addressed through 
carefully planned zoning to minimise contact between hunters and visitors.  
 
Another concern relating to community perception is whether hunting activities will be 
able to be undertaken humanely and non-target species, in particular native animals, 
will be avoided. 
 
A strategic, targeted and tailored communication plan including neighbours, the 
public and the hunting community will be implemented to address all these issues.  
 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Develop a strategic, targeted and tailored communication plan including 
neighbours, the public and the hunting community  to ensure that all have 
accurate information about the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program 
and its benefits 

 

Risk 8 (Credibility –impacts on the NPWS brand)   

Sub-Item 2  

Reduced business benefit from NPWS brand  
(in dealing with commercial players, tourism operators, govt agencies) 
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
The NPWS is a long-standing and well-respected brand in the community, 
representing nature conservation, cultural heritage, and opportunities for nature 
recreation and appreciation.  
 
The announcement that there will be supplementary pest control in NSW national 
parks has generated significant comment in the community and media including 
protests by some community groups and it remains an issue of concern for segments 
of the NSW community. Uncertainty and lack of information about the detail of the 
program has resulted in criticism of the decision in some quarters, with potential for 
negative impact on NPWS’ brand and desirability as a business partner or 
stakeholder.  
 
In contrast to these negative impacts the announcement has enhanced the brand for 
the hunting community: which is a significant user of natural areas and the outdoors 
in regional NSW. 
Public and stakeholder communication, highlighting positive program outcomes such 
as reduction in pest animal numbers and associated benefits from reduced 
vegetation damage, erosion and competition with native animals may counteract 
negative perceptions. 
 
The risk of reduced visitation due to negative visitor perceptions, particularly around 
safety concerns, is rated as medium. Safety concerns are being addressed through 
carefully planned zoning to minimise contact between hunters and visitors.  
 
In addition, a strategic, targeted and tailored communication plan including 
neighbours, the public and the hunting community will be implemented. 
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No additional controls for this issue were identified 

Risk 9 (Interruptions to Park Operations (NPWS and Utilities)   
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Park Operations are one of the core tasks of NPWS. 
 
These include substantial work in planning operations, including compliance with 
best practice environmental standards, planning events to fit in with both external 
factors such as level of visitation and suitable weather conditions, and planning to fit 
in with internal events such as other NPWS work requirements. They also include 
identification of budget allocation and other business pre-requisites for works to 
occur. 
 
Park operations also include substantial work in implementing field components of 
programs such advertising if required, park closure where significant safety issues 
arise and organising the logistics and on ground staff operations which are an 
integral part of programs.  
 
For example to undertake a hazard reduction burn the Area office will identify the 
specific location and optimal timing, make a cost estimate and ensure that there is an 
appropriate allocation in the Regional Operations plan, then identify suitable and 
appropriately trained staff and other equipment (e.g. vehicles, spray units) and also 
identify access arrangements required. It will also make park closure arrangements 
and provide public notification through media and other channels. Then, on the day/s 
on which operations occur, it will ensure all of the above is in place and will conduct 
the operation safely and effectively. 
 
Similar issues arise in relation to implementing pest control programs, large scale 
road maintenance and other significant operations.  
 
In addition there are a wide variety of park operations which happen routinely on a 
day to day basis, such as manning visitor centres, cleaning and maintaining visitor 
facilities and undertaking road, track and trail supervision and minor maintenance. 
 
It has been agreed that there will be closures to hunting in areas at times where 
specific park management operations such as HR burns and pest control programs 
occur.  
 
In addition key visitor nodes are generally in Zone A areas to minimise the disruption 
which could occur to the high frequency park operations which occur in these areas.  
 
The existing mapping of high use areas and key infrastructure, which will be done as 
both a visitor safety and property protection control, will be significant in reducing 
impacts of hunting on park operations. 
 
Sub-Item 1  

Additional planning (pest, fire, road and asset maintenance) 
This risk is rated as a low risk and does not require further controls. 

 

Risk 9 (Interruptions to Park Operations (NPWS and Utilities)   
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Sub-Item 2  

Interruptions to HR burns and other Park Operations 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Notify the Game Council on a 3 monthly basis of scheduled park operations 
which require exclusions or park closure and notify the Game Council booking 
site at least 2 weeks prior to close specific areas of the park to hunting for the 
duration of specific park operational programs 

 Where highly urgent operational requirements arise at short notice notify 
Game Council if warranted to undertake an emergency closure 

 Provide advisory information about safety to staff if required to operate in 
areas where hunting may be occurring. This may include checking whether 
any hunting is currently scheduled in proposed work areas 

 Use specific scheduling arrangements to separate hunters and operations 
staff in time such as scheduling work during week and hunting at weekends 

 In situations where park closure for hunting is not feasible use signage to 
exclude hunters from specific areas when park operations occur 

 

Risk 9 (Interruptions to Park Operations (NPWS and Utilities)   

Sub Item 3 

Interruptions to Pest Control Programs 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
Wild dogs have may have very serious impacts on properties with livestock, 
particularly sheep. Pest control for wild dogs is a critical obligation to neighbouring 
properties under Wild Dog Management Plans which form a binding agreement 
between NPWS, LHPAs and other Schedule 2 land managers. It is also a critical 
priority under Regional Pest Management Strategies.  
 
Wild dog control typically occurs in winter months when visitation to these areas of 
parks is low. The ability to trap, bait or otherwise control wild dogs may be impaired if 
disturbance occurs in locations or at times when wild dog control is occurring. Hence 
NPWS will generally close or exclude hunting access to parks or areas when wild 
dog control is occurring. Generally such activities will be pre-planned however there 
are also likely to be situations where dog attacks trigger unplanned emergency 
closures. 
 
Hunters currently assist in wild dog control on Forests NSW estate and other public 
land and also on private lands. They may also assist in the control of wild dogs of 
national park estate. It is recommended that ways in which hunters can assist in wild 
dog management (outside of Schedule 2 areas) be explored and added to Regional 
Pest Management Strategies, and where appropriate targeted wild dog control 
activities occur under this program. 
 
Similar issues arise with control programs for other pest species including pigs, 
goats, deer and foxes, where presence of hunters targeting the pest species is likely 
to have an adverse impact on the effectiveness if it occurs during other control 
programs. Therefore NPWS will generally close access to hunting in areas where 
these programs are occurring. 
 
However there will be instances where pest control by hunting provides an additional 
control technique which increases program efficiency. It may be used either before or 
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after NPWS led pest control programs. In such instances NPWS will seek 
opportunities to integrate hunting with pest control programs it conducts, and may 
make arrangements with local hunting groups, under the oversight of the Game 
Council to undertake enhanced control activities. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 advanced scheduling to close park areas for planned pest control operations 
 where required on a reactive basis for wild dog attacks undertake emergency 

park or area closure  
 incorporate hunting into existing pest control programs where it is likely to 

boost overall pest control effectiveness 
 develop and implement research to inform decisions on hunting controls in 

areas where wild dog management is undertaken 
 

Risk 9 (Interruptions to Park Operations (NPWS and Utilities)   

Sub-Item 3  

Impediments to infrastructure owners accessing park  
(e.g. communications towers, SHL, Transgrid) 

 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There are many items of infrastructure not owned by NPWS which are present on 
national parks, particularly items related to energy transmission and 
telecommunications. Many of these provide critical services to large parts of NSW, 
and need to be accessed on a 24/7 basis, often with no knowledge by park 
management. 
 
In implementing this program the owners or managers of these assets need to be 
made aware of the potential for hunting to occur in proximity to their assets and of the 
periods when it is likely. Hunters also need to be aware of the potential for authorised 
access by organisations to occur when not expected. 
 
The mapping of these assets has already been identified as part of the process of 
protecting the safety of these authorised users. This will also serve to mitigate risks 
to owners having their access compromised by directing hunters to avoid these 
areas.  
 
Generally the management of these assets is similar to park operations with a range 
of routine activities which can be pre-planned, and occasional highly urgent 
unplanned operations.  
 
Where there are significant planned activities these organisations have the option of 
contacting NPWS or the Game Council to request hunting exclusion or closure of 
areas in proximity to these activities for specified periods. 
 
Where routine activities occur in specific areas and closure is not feasible an 
alternative is for either the asset manager or NPWS to have temporary signage 
available which can be used to indicate to hunters to stay out of such areas. 
 
Advisories can also be placed on the Game Council web booking system to alert 
hunters to the presence of specific infrastructure in parks and avoid interference with 
access or work done by owners 
 

 56



Office of Environment and Heritage 
Draft Risk Assessment Version 6 - February 2013 

The following additional controls will be implemented 
 NPWS or the Game Council will exclude hunting from immediate areas where 

significant pre-planned infrastructure maintenance operations are occurring at 
the request of the owners 

 NPWS will work with the owners of such infrastructure to provide signage as 
needed for temporary closures or exclusions 

 NPWS will work with the Game Council and owners of such infrastructure to 
provide advisory material to hunters about safe operations in proximity to 
these assets, and advisory material to infrastructure operators about how to 
conduct their business on an ongoing basis alongside hunting activities. 

 

Risk 9 (Interruptions to Park Operations (NPWS and Utilities)   

Sub-Item 4  

Diversion of resources  
(with increased planning, training, supervision, managing data, enforcement) 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
NPWS would have a major work load if it was required to manage this program fully 
within its own resources. However the legislation requires hunters to have an R 
license which operates under the authority of the Game Council. The Game Council 
also has extensive experience with operation of a similar system on other public land 
and has developed a web booking system to facilitate this. It also has trained people 
to operate its system and a network or contacts and expertise in dealing with hunting 
issues.  
 
NPWS has therefore made a policy decision to utilise these Game Council systems 
wherever possible to both minimise its own work and to avoid duplication and the 
waste of public resources. Accordingly the need for it to divert its resources into the 
system after the start-up phase is greatly reduced.  
 
There is an increased workload during the start up phase and this has required 
diversion of some resources which would otherwise be available for other park 
programs, particularly in the head office pest management area. This will lead to 
delays in the commencement of other planned programs for up to 12 months. 
 
An area where there are potential efficiencies in this program is in the management 
of illegal hunting which already is a significant task for NPWS. Both NPWS and the 
Game Council have a common interest in suppressing this and will conduct joint 
programs and cross authorise staff to achieve this. 
 
The following additional controls will be implemented 

 Utilisation of Game Council systems wherever feasible to reduce the demand 
for NPWS resources 

 Undertake cross authorisation and joint compliance programs with Game 
Council to maximise available resources for this role and increase the 
effectiveness of compliance efforts  

 

Risk 10 (Animal Welfare)  
For further information in relation to this risk and its management see Attachment 1 
 
Sub-Item 1  
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Inaccurate use of firearms 
This risk has been given a low risk rating and no further controls are required 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There is a perception from some sections of the community that use of hunters for 
pest control on national parks will increase the rate of injury to animals, on the basis 
that NPWS staff are required to demonstrate competency and accuracy with firearms 
and hunters are not. 
 
However many hunters are highly proficient  with firearms and undertake regular 
range practice and many hours in the field gaining proficiency, so average hunter 
accuracy is likely to be high. In addition many hunters load their own ammunition to 
provide both most suitable projectile types for specific pest species and also to 
attempt to maximise the performance of their firearms. 
 
Further all R-licensed hunters are required to pass an examination based on the 
content of the Hunter Education Handbook and a required component is knowledge 
of the requirements for humane destruction of animals. Hunters are also required to 
abide by a code of conduct which mandates for them to make all reasonable 
attempts to locate and destroy any animals which they injure.  
 
The experience of R-licensed hunting on other public lands has not shown any 
evidence of sub-optimal welfare outcomes. Hence there is no clear basis for 
additional welfare requirements to apply to hunting on national parks above those 
which apply to other public lands in NSW.  
 
However some hunting systems in other states have developed further requirements 
related to welfare. These include the South Australian the requirement to limit 
shooting range to 200 metres, the requirement for accuracy to be demonstrated on a 
shooting range and a mentoring program for relatively inexperienced shooters.  
 
In ensuring ongoing best practice in relation to this program these and other welfare 
controls applied in different jurisdictions should be monitored to determine their 
relevance to NSW. Any changed welfare requirements for hunting in NSW need to be 
done in consultation with the hunting industry as part of agreed improvements to best 
practice and need to be applied consistently across all land tenures.  
 
OEH will therefore maintain a watching brief on national and state best practice 
approaches to humane pest control including those relevant to use of hunting as a 
pest control tool. Where relevant it will investigate new techniques in consultation 
with the other public land managers, the hunting community and welfare 
organisations to ensure most appropriate techniques are in use.  

 
 

Risk 10 (Animal Welfare)  

Sub-Item 2  

Use of bows 
This risk has been given a low risk rating and not further controls are required 
 
Discussion of Key Issues 
There is a perception that use of bows will lead to less satisfactory welfare outcomes 
than use of firearms for hunting. A significant part of this view arises from the 
observations of various animals both native and introduced which have been 
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observed with bow injuries, which are often widely reported in the media although in 
the vast majority of cases the arrows were not fitted with a hunting broadhead 
probably indicating the animal had been shot by an inexperienced or untrained 
individual or an illegal hunter.  
 
There is a public misunderstanding of the types of bows permitted for hunting in 
NSW, with only long, recurve and compound hunting bows permitted. Crossbows are 
illegal in NSW are not permitted for hunting 
 
The Game Council Hunter Education Handbook describes recommended minimum 
specifications for humanely and effectively harvesting game and feral animals, 
including draw weights and arrow heads.  A hunting arrow is carefully calibrated for 
accuracy and includes a broadhead with very sharp blades which are designed to 
slice through tissues as it penetrates. With an effective chest shot this will slice 
through large blood vessels in proximity to the heart and lead to rapid death due to 
blood loss. Arrow wounds are relatively clean as they carry little hair or foreign matter 
into the wound on their path. Hence if they do not cause rapid death there is a high 
probability that the wound will heal cleanly with minimal long-term detriment to the 
animal 
 
In addition bows are designed to be used over a much shorter range than firearms. In 
this situation the accuracy becomes more comparable to a firearm. Hence, while the 
public welfare perception of bow and arrow hunting is more negative, there is no 
clear factual basis for it leading to inferior welfare outcomes to the animals hunted, as 
compared to firearms.  
 
The key issue for welfare for both bows and firearms is the skill of the operator and in 
particular their careful target selection and not attempting to shoot over a distance 
beyond which they have high accuracy. Approved bow hunting organisations are 
critical to any approaches to developing high levels of competency in bow hunting for 
pest control. 
 
In order to monitor and ensure competence of bow hunters it should be noted that a  
control specified in the context of reducing the risk of projectile injury (ie the individual 
marking of arrows) is relevant as it allows the hunter associated with welfare 
incidents where an arrow is recovered to be identified. 
 
In order to ensure ongoing best practise in use of bows, OEH will consult with 
approved hunting organisations with expertise in bow hunting, along with other public 
land managers in NSW to determine whether it is appropriate to introduce 
competency standards for new bow hunters who wish to hunt pest animals on public 
lands. Following this consultation OEH will also consider whether it is appropriate to 
require competency standards for use of bow hunting in Zone A and B areas. 
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Control Implementation 
The National Parks and Wildlife Service has entered into an MOU with the Game 
Council to jointly implement the controls identified within this risk assessment. This 
will be done through a process having some similarities with the approach used on 
other public lands in NSW but also with a range of features specific to the national 
parks context. 
 
These include –  

 A zoning system which categorises parks and areas within parks into 3 zones 
based on a combination of the operational requirements of the specific parks, 
the need to protect key environmental assets and OEH worker, visitor and 
other park user safety  

 Regulatory and advisory signage will be used on both a permanent and 
temporary basis, to identify areas both where shooting is and is not permitted,  

 Undertaking a park by park risk assessment to support the state-wide risk 
assessment and which identifies situations in which additional controls are 
required for public safety, environmental protection, hunter safety or other key 
national park management reasons 

 Communications tailored to key park users and stakeholders  
 Park specific controls as required, including where appropriate; further 

training, use of GPS devices to determine accurate locations in relation to 
assets, boundaries and risk features and additional protective measures for 
hunters in remote and high risk situations 

 High risk control measures which apply to R-licensed individuals in Zone A. 
These will be based on a Shooting Operations Plan as specified within the 
OEH Firearms Manual and other risk control measures which are equivalent 
to those applying to existing NPWS managed pest control operations. These 
control measures will also have implications under the Workplace Health and 
Safety Act 2011. 

 
To implement these measures the NPWS is developing a specific module for hunters 
to make bookings on the Game Council website and a tailored hunter authorisation 
form which reflects the above controls and which also incorporates the existing well 
tested and accepted components of current Game Council booking system. 
 
In addition OEH is developing an Operational Procedures Manual for this Program 
which will document system attributes, the roles and responsibilities of OEH staff in 
engaging with this program and the communication protocols for engagement with 
Game Council and the hunting community. 
 
This will be closely aligned with an external and internal communication strategy 
which is being developed concurrently.  
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Monitor and Review  
OEH has a current system to capture all work health safety incidents.  
 
In order to ensure that the Supplementary Pest Control In Parks Program remains 
safe it is essential that a robust incident reporting system is established. Detailed 
design is yet to occur but is likely to include the following features: 
 able to record (subject to validation) incidents  logged by a  range of park 

users, including OEH workers, Game Council workers, other public land 
managers, hunters, visitors, other authorised park users, neighbours, co-
management users and police. Such a system is likely to require both an 
OEH portal and a Game Council portal facilitate input by specific groups. It 
also requires an out of hours contact procedure. 

 The system has a feedback mechanism that informs the person logging an 
incident about what initial response has occurred following their notification. 

 The system provides summary statistics to the public about the number of 
incidents logged, their categorisation, their response outcomes, and any 
system modifications which arise as a result of incident capture 

 The system is used as an information base to conduct targeted compliance 
programs based on priority needs in terms of safety and other unwanted 
outcomes 

The system is subject to periodic external auditing to ensure that reports are 
validated, correct and based on fact and not perception 
 
In addition the outcomes of this risk assessment including the effectiveness of control 
implementation be subject to regular review. It is recommended that there be an 
annual system review to identify areas for modification and improvement and a 3/5 
yearly comprehensive review including an external audit component. 
 
Another important component of this risk assessment is to ensure that its safety 
controls are integrated with measures of effectiveness. These are being concurrently 
developed alongside safety controls and both are essential components for effective 
system operation. 
 
In addition to monitoring of safety risks OEH will also establish procedures to monitor 
other key risks identified in this risk assessment, in particular those related to 
environmental impacts, cultural heritage impacts, visitor experience, commercial 
operator impacts and NPWS revenue impacts.  
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Conclusions 
This risk assessment is done under the provisions of ISO 31000 and the OEH risk 
assessment policy. It assesses the risks of implementing the Supplementary Pest 
Control In Parks Program on national parks in NSW on both public safety and on a 
range of other risk attributes.  
 
It has set an objective of ensuring that all risks are reduced to the minimum level 
possible consistent with OEH operational resources and management constraints. 
Where the consequences of risks cannot be significantly reduced it seeks to reduce 
the likelihood of occurrence to an extremely low level (e.g. rare or unlikely levels on 
the OEH risk management matrix). 
 
It gives highest priority to achieving safe outcomes related to the risk of injury to 
people associated with this program, particularly including OEH workers, park 
visitors, neighbours, hunters and other authorised park users.  
 
To achieve this it has identified a wide range of controls for implementation at both a 
state-wide and local park level. These are particularly based on zoning areas of 
national parks according to their inherent risks, both those related to the natural 
environment and those related to park usage. 
 
With the implementation of these controls the risk rating has been assessed across 
the whole program as being reduced to a medium level which can be managed with 
careful monitoring of the effectiveness of these controls 
 
This risk assessment has also identified a comprehensive suite of measures to 
reduce all non-safety related risks as much as practicable. 
 
 
 
Approval Pages to follow 
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Attachment 1 - OEH Risk Management Matrix 
CONSEQUENCE:  Insignificant  Minor  Moderate  Major  Catastrophic 

Health & safety  may have little or no impact on 
health and safety 

may have some impact on 
health and safety, but will be 
able to recover from or repair 
the damage within a relatively 
short term 

may have significant 
detrimental impact on health 
and safety, such as a moderate 
permanent disability or long 
term impairment’ 
 

will have substantial 
detrimental impact on 
health and safety, such as 
single fatality or severe 
permanent disability, 
 

will have an unrecoverable 
detrimental impact on health 
and safety, such as multiple 
fatalities or significant 
irreversible effects on the 
health of a large number of 
people, 

 

Environment  may have little or no impact on 
environment (including flora, 
fauna and ecosystems) 

may have some impact on 
environment (including flora, 
fauna and ecosystems), but will 
be able to recover from or 
repair the damage within a 
relatively short term 

may have significant 
detrimental impact on 
environment (including flora, 
fauna and ecosystems), such as 
damage to flora, fauna or 
ecosystems which will take 
medium to long term to 
recover, 
 

will have substantial 
detrimental impact on 
environment (including flora, 
fauna and ecosystems), such as 
damage to habitat and 
ecosystems that will take an 
extended period of time to 
recover or loss of local 
populations of particular flora 
or fauna, 
 

will have an unrecoverable 
detrimental impact on 
environment (including flora, 
fauna and ecosystems), such as 
loss of species, endangered 
community and/or critical 
habitat, 
 

Heritage  may have little or no impact on 
Aboriginal and non‐indigenous 
cultural heritage and/or 
historic heritage 

may have some impact on 
Aboriginal and non‐indigenous 
cultural heritage and/or 
historic heritage, but will be 
able to recover from or repair 
the damage within a relatively 
short term 

may have significant 
detrimental impact on 
Aboriginal and non‐indigenous 
cultural heritage and/or 
historic heritage, which may 
cause loss of access for an 
extended period, or permanent 
loss of less significant objects 
or of resources available 
elsewhere 

will have substantial 
detrimental impact on 
Aboriginal and non‐indigenous 
cultural heritage and/or 
historic heritage, which may 
cause long term or permanent 
partial loss of culturally 
significant places or species, 
damage to significant historic 
or cultural heritage assets, or 
substantial loss of culturally 
significant information 

will have an unrecoverable 
detrimental impact on 
Aboriginal and non‐indigenous 
cultural heritage and/or 
historic heritage, such as loss of 
human remains or similarly 
significant cultural material, or 
permanent loss of access to 
culturally significant places or 
species or permanent loss of 
culturally significant 
information impacting on the 
ability of a group to retain and 
practice culture 
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Legal  will not involve legal non‐
compliance 

may involve minor breach of 
regulations, likely to incur no 
more than a warning or caution 
from regulatory authority 

may involve legal non‐
compliance, with possible 
moderate to significant fines 

may involve major legal non‐
compliance with substantial 
fines, or major litigation 

may involve major 
prosecutions with substantial 
fines or other penalties, or very 
serious litigation, such as class 
actions 

Media, political  unlikely to attract any media or 
political attention 

may attract some local media 
interest or very short term 
political attention 

may attract state‐level media 
or political attention over the 
medium term 

may attract national media or 
political attention for an 
extended period of time 

may attract national and 
international media or political 
attention for a protracted 
period of time 

Financial 
cost/resources 

AND/OR 

will not cost much or require 
significant other resources to 
address 

may involve some modest 
financial costs and/or some 
short‐term commitment of 
other resources to address 

may involve significant 
financial costs and/or 
commitment of other 
resources to address 

may involve very substantial 
financial costs and/or 
commitment of other 
resources to address 

may involve extremely high 
financial costs and/or 
commitment of other 
resources to address 

Impact on 
business 
operations 

will not cause noticeable 
disruption to business 
operations 

may cause some minor 
disruption to business 
operations 

may cause significant 
disruption to business 
operations 

may cause substantial 
disruption, including short term 
shutdown, to business 
operations 

may cause long‐term or 
permanent shutdown of 
significant revenue generating 
business operations 
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CONSEQUENCE:  Insignificant  Minor  Moderate  Major  Catastrophic 

LIKELIHOOD: 
Likely  
a very good 
chance this event 
will occur in the 
near future   

 
L 

 
M 

 
E 

 
E 

 
E 

Probable 
has occurred 
several times or 
more in 
corporate 
experience 

 
L 

 
M 

 
H 

 
E 

 
E 

Possible 
might occur once 
or twice in 
corporate 
experience 

 
L 

 
L 

 
M 

 
H 

 
E 

Unlikely 
does occur 
somewhere from 
time to time, but 
very seldom 

 
L 

 
L 

 
M 

 
M 

 
H 

Rare 
theoretically 
possible for this 
event to occur, 
but extremely 
unlikely that it 
will 

 
L 

 
L 

 
M 

 
M 

 
M 
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What to do about it? 

Low    can be managed by relevant manager through routine procedures 
Medium  require that risk management responsibility for action be specified 

High   need to be brought to the attention of senior management, and addressed as soon as practicable  

Extreme  require urgent action, and senior management must be notified 
 
 
 
Note – this Matrix was developed by the NSW Department of Environment, Conservation and Climate Change in 2008 and 
has been replaced for general risk assessment by a 2011 Version. However it has been agreed that NPWS will continue to 
use this matrix to assess park safety. This 2008 matrix rates risk conservatively relative to the 2011 version
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Attachment 2 - Hunting and Shooting Incidents in NSW  
(State Forests and National Parks) 
DATE INCIDENT TYPE/s INCIDENT RESPONSE CAUSE/OUTCOME 
State 
Forests 

  Note these incidents 
also involve Game 
Council responses 

 

5/02/2012 Bow  used in 
close proximity to 
others: 
Target shooting 

Target shooting - 5 people with 2 compound 
bows around camping area.  Other forest users 
were in the vicinity along with Forests NSW 
staff. 

Assume that people were 
asked to leave. Not 
reported to Game 
Council 

No changes to procedures. 

10/09/2012 Hunter in 
unauthorised area 

A hunter driving a dark blue Mitsubishi Triton 
Dual Cab ignored the safety/harvesting/UHF/no 
unauthorised access signage which was in 
place and drove into an active harvesting area 
unannounced and the vehicle was nearly hit by 
a falling tree.    The harvesting operator tried to 
get hold of him on the radio but the driver 
turned around and sped off back down the road 
and out of the harvest area. 

Reported to Game 
Council to attempt to 
identify hunter. No  
registration of vehicle 
was obtained. Vehicle as 
set up as a pig hunting 
vehicle. 

No authorised hunter with 
written permission 
recorded as having a 
vehicle of this type or 
colour. Game Council 
retain vehicle description 
for future reference. No 
changes to safety controls. 

24/04/2012 Hunter in 
unauthorised area 

At Hopetoun Park; hunters were excluded from 
the pine for FNSW work. Contact with all 
booked in hunters/hunting groups was done the 
week prior.  Entrance signage was erected by 
FNSW staff that morning before commencing 
work.  Between 9-10am; FNSW staff working in 
this area heard two rifle shots; which sounded 
too close to be outside the area. They 
continued and after completing their work there 
drove west, in two vehicles. They spotted a 
hunter hiding behind briar bushes; with his 

Reported to Game 
Council for coordinated 
follow up to identify 
hunters involved. One 
hunter was interviewed 
on telephone about the 
incident. Maintains he did 
not fire shots.  Other 
hunter could not be 
contacted. 

Hunters in this area book 
sites for about a week and 
camp nearby so they could 
miss a newly erected 
entrance sign if already in 
the area. . More notice 
given to Game Council 
when implementing a 
hunting exclusion zone. 
More information about 
exclusion zone on written 
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orange hat giving his hiding place away. Once 
the hunter realised there was more than one 
vehicle coming; he got out from his hiding spot 
and continued walking. FNSW staff continued 
driving west and spotted a parked vehicle about 
100m down the road and recorded the 
registration. 

permission for hunter. 

21/08/2011 Bow used in close 
proximity to 
others 

Unauthorised use of compound bow in picnic 
area. 

Assume that people were 
asked to leave. Not 
reported to Game 
Council 

 

16/10/2011 Bow use in close 
proximity to 
others 

Use of unauthorised bow and arrow) at camp 
ground. 

Assume that people were 
asked to leave. Not 
reported to Game 
Council 

 

16/07/2012 Hunter in 
unauthorised area 

Whilst doing initial mark up I met a man asking 
for directions. He showed me a hunting permit 
he had just acquired showing it was OK to hunt 
in the compartment I was working in Middle 
Brother SF CPT 239 

 Forests NSW need to 
implement  temporary 
exclusion zone mapping & 
check that hunters are 
booked to hunt in this 
forest prior to commencing 
work. 
Note: hunters are allowed 
in hunting exclusion areas 
as long as the firearm is 
not loaded, arrows in 
quiver or dogs restrained 
or not hunting. 

2007 Hunter in 
unauthorised 
area, target 
shooting and 

Hanging Rock State Forest  
FNSW employee heard multiple gunshots from 
a nearby compartment.  Hunters were 
discovered target shooting from a forest road. 

FNSW reviewed 
exclusion zone mapping 
& procedures for 
temporary exclusion 

Field workers had not 
erected sufficient signage 
to identify a temporary 
exclusion zone 
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shooting from 
road 

Area was opened to hunting, but this locality 
was a temporary exclusion zone. Shooting on a 
road, target shooting and shooting in temporary 
exclusion zone are not permitted 

zone maps Target shooting not 
permitted on State forest 

2008 Accidental firearm 
discharge causing 
hunter injury by R 
License hunter 

Hampton State Forest  
Involved 2 R-Licensed hunters. One hunter 
accidentally discharged his firearms whilst 
stowing it in the back seat of the vehicle. The 
bullet struck his partner who was standing on 
the other side of the car. Not fatal but seriously 
hurt. 

Police investigation not 
made public to FNSW  

No Action by FNSW 
Information given to Game 
Council. Police decided not 
to pursue charges against 
the person who was 
handling the firearm when 
it discharged  

2009 Accidental firearm 
discharge causing 
hunter injury by 
non licensed 
hunter 

Maragle State Forest 
A person who did not hold a firearm licence was 
in the company of an R-Licensed hunter. It is 
alleged that the gun shot injury to the hand of 
the unlicensed person was self-inflicted whilst 
target shooting on State forest. This is a Breach 
of firearm safety code & illegally discharging a 
firearm on State Forest. 
 

Tumbarumba Police 
investigated. 

No action by FNSW 
Hunter was prosecuted in 
Tumbarumba Local Court; 
1 years suspension of 
Firearms Licence. Game 
Council suspended 
Hunting Licence for same 
period. 

2009 Target shooting  Vulcan State Forest  
Harvesting Contractor on State forest heard 
multiple gunshots from a nearby compartment. 
Area was opened to hunting  

Hunter was interviewed 
by Game Council 
following an analysis of 
the booking system 

While target shooting is not 
allowed on State forest it 
was determined that the 
incident did not pose any 
risk to contractors 

2010 Hunter walking 
along closed 
harvest road 

Maragle State Forest  
Harvesting contractor was servicing a machine 
on a road on the boundary of a designated 
harvest area. A hunter was noticed walking 
towards them along the harvest road. The 
hunter was contacted and asked to explain his 
actions. When he followed the road he thought 

FNSW received the 
report form harvest 
contractor. 

More signage erected to 
advise hunters to not enter 
harvest road area.  In 
addition the design of the 
mapped exclusion zone 
was reviewed 
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that this as the most direct route back to his 
vehicle. He did not realise the risk to himself by 
entering the harvest area on foot. He did not 
see signs that indicated “authorised persons 
only”. 

15/8/2006 Dog shot by 
hunter 

Doubleduke State Forest 
Death of an unrestrained dog due to shooting by a 
licensed hunter who stated that he feared for his own 
safety when threatened by an unrestrained dog in a 
forest known to be inhabited by wild dogs. 
The licensed hunter had approvals to participate in 
conservation hunting in this location on this date. 
In some cases, aggressive wild dogs may threaten or 
attack humans. 

The police advised  no 
action to be taken 
against the hunter  
Game Council satisfied 
with hunter conduct and 
legality. Investigations 
revealed no safety 
implication to the dog’s 
owner and the dog’s 
owner refused to go the 
aid of the dog 
immediately or allow the 
hunter to assist in 
immediate aid for dog. 

Hunter reported this to police 
who interviewed him and the 
dog owner. 
Game Council carried out 
an investigation involving 
dog owner, hunter, police 
with input from RSPCA 
and Forests NSW  

NPWS     
28/12/2009 Near Miss – 

Firearms use in 
park near staff 

Hawkesbury Area 
Firearms use in park near staff 

Local Procedures for 
patrol duties modified 

 

3/1/8/11 Near Miss - Gun 
Misfire 

Nattai Area 
Contributing factor to gun misfire was that the 
spring broke in the bullet cartridge, causing the 
bullet to protrude from the holder. When the 
holder was loaded onto the gun and the firing 
bolt was located into the gun, a bullet fired 
prematurely. 
. 

Gun and cartridge to go 
to gunsmith for service 
and repair All safety 
precautions by gun 
licence holders to be 
followed in loading and 
securing firearm. Gun 
licence holders to be 
reminded of safety 

Structural failure of gun 
component - the spring 
broke in the bullet cartridge 
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requirements and 
vigilance when handling 
firearm. 

5/12/11 Near  Miss - 
Firearm 
malfunction  

Broken Hill Area 
Loss of spring and malfunction in extraction 
assembly. That amount of rounds and 
increased use of firearms be considered with 
view to acquiring additional SLR to share the 
maintenance and wear and tear. 
 

Firearm be stripped 
down, gas port cleaned, 
head space tested, new 
extractor claw fitted. 
Firearm be tested and 
functioned in normal 
fashion. Firearm to re-
commence service with 
appropriate spare parts 
and cleaning equipment 
to clean gas port on hand 

Structural failure of gun 
component - spring ad 
extraction assembly 
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Attachment 3 – Pest Control by Hunting Interstate 
This section provides information about hunting systems in use in other 
Australian states to allow consideration of relevant features for NSW 
 
South Australia 
Report of field visit in 2012 

HUNTING ON NATIONAL PARKS ESTATE IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA 
 

Background 

As part of the process being undertaken to consider and progress the introduction of hunting 
on National Park estate in New South Wales (NSW) three (3) delegates, including Paul 
Nowak (Australian Workers Union (AWU)), Garth Toner (NSW National Park & Wildlife 
Service (NPWS) AWU delegate) and Duane Shawcross (NSW NPWS) visited South 
Australia (SA) to assess how hunting programs were being undertaken and managed on 
National Park estate. The visit was undertaken between Monday 5th and Wednesday 7th 
November 2012 and involved discussions with Tim Fraser (Department of Environment, 
Water and Natural Resources (DEWNR)) and discussions with and observations of a group of 
eight (8) hunters undertaking a five (5) day goat, (and opportunistically fox and feral cat) 
culling program in Dutchmans Stern Conservation Park, located at the southern end of the 
Flinders Ranges (See Image 1). 

 
Image 1: A snapshot of Dutchmans Stern Conservation Park (Photo – Garth Toner) 

 
The South Australian Model 

Hunting on National Parks estate in SA commenced in the early 1990’s in response to 
ongoing feral goat issues in the Flinders Ranges. The program has evolved to the point where 
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hunting programs are periodically undertaken in approximately 12 DEWNR managed 
reserves in SA. All hunting is coordinated and managed through the Sporting Shooters 
Association of Australia - Hunting and Conservation Branch (SSAA-H&C) who also 
undertake hunting on various other public lands in SA. All persons who undertake hunting on 
National Park estate must be members of the SSAA-H&C which provides $20,000,000 public 
liability insurance for members. In addition to holding an appropriate firearms license, 
members must also complete a training and accreditation course run by SSAA-H&C that has 
been endorsed by DEWNR. The training and accreditation includes a theory component and 
exam that focuses on topics such as safety, hunting ethics, principles of wildlife management, 
first aid, communications, map reading and navigation. Following successful completion of 
the theory component, hunters must pass a firearms range based shooting assessment and 
undertake a probationary period where participation in a field activity is supervised by 
another accredited hunter. 

When hunting was first introduced on National Park estate in SA, all programs were planned 
and highly managed by on site DEWNR staff. This continued for approximately 5 years after 
which time some conditions were relaxed. Currently, programs are planned and managed by a 
SSAA-H&C activity coordinator who is an experienced hunter selected by SSAA-H&C for 
each specific program. The activity coordinator liaises with the Ranger for the reserve where 
hunting is to be undertaken. The activity coordinator is responsible for all planning, briefings 
and reporting on the program. An activity plan is prepared in consultation with the reserve 
Ranger and includes date, location, activity type, land manager, coordinators name/s, 
participants name/s, itinerary, specific controls to be used (e.g. signage locations, locked gate 
locations, etc.), communications and travel and sustenance details. DEWNR manage staff and 
public use of the reserve implementing the appropriate level of closure through signage and 
notifications (e.g. phone calls to tourist operators, neighbours, local council and police and 
advertisements in local newspapers and/or radio stations) (See Image 2). In some instances 
where short programs (e.g. 1 day) are being run in areas with high levels of visitation, staff 
also man entrances and access points to ensure no visitors proceed past signs. 

 
Image 2: Park Closed signage in place at the entrance to Dutchmans Stern Conservation Park (Photo – Garth Toner). 

Hunting programs are planned and timed to fit in around other management activities and 
programs as well as compliment existing pest management programs and conservation 
objectives. For example, where necessary, programs are timed to avoid holiday periods and 
long weekends when visitation is higher or periods when park staff are undertaking 
management activities that would be impacted by hunting. In addition, hunting programs are 
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undertaken as follow up to existing aerial shooting programs that target feral goats in areas 
where they compete with Yellow-footed Rock Wallabies. 

Programs are undertaken by hunters that apply and are selected using SSAA-H&C 
procedures. The activity coordinator follows this process for each program. Hunters must 
comply with guidelines and conditions prescribed by the SSAA-H&C including carrying 
specific equipment such as a first aid kit, portable UHF radio, water, basic survival kit, map 
and compass or a GPS. A checklist of equipment that hunters must carry is provided the 
SSAA-H&C. Although not an essential item, some individuals chose to carry an EPIRB. 
Hunters must wear blaze orange (hat, band or clothing) and use firearms of a prescribed 
minimum calibre for the pest animals being targeted (See Image 3). Hunters cover all costs of 
travel, sustenance and ammunition. On park accommodation is provided in some reserves by 
DEWNR at no cost to hunters. 

 
Image 3: Hunters in Dutchmans Stern Conservation Park – note mandatory blaze orange hats and survival equipment (Photo – 

Garth Toner) 

Hunting is undertaken in groups determined appropriate by the activity coordinator of not less 
than two. Hunting is undertaken both on foot and from vehicles. Hunters are permitted to 
drive personal vehicles on reserve management trails while undertaking prescribed programs. 
Hunters are encouraged by SSAA-H&C to only execute shots on targets where it will provide 
an effective and humane kill of the target species (i.e. appropriate range, shot placement into 
targets, etc.). SSAA-H&C requires hunters to take all practical measures to follow up on and 
destroy any animals injured during hunting programs. Carcasses of targets are only moved if 
they are close to visitor areas or neighbouring boundaries where the presence may cause 
issues (visual or smell). Carcasses of targets are opened up by hunters to aid quicker 
decomposition. Hunters are permitted to take meat from carcasses. 

Each group of hunters complete daily tally cards collected and compiled in a report by the 
activity coordinator. Reports are provided by the activity coordinator to DEWNR and include 
details on the number of targets seen and targets shot, sex and age of targets shot and any 
other specific information requested by DEWNR such as incidental finding of problem weeds 
that are the focus of management. In the past there was a process of numbers verification that 
involved hunters collecting and providing tails from target species however this has ceased. 

During the implementation of the program the activity coordinator remains responsible and is 
in charge of the program. In many instances DEWNR staff are not present while the programs 
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are being undertaken. Non-compliance with SSAA-H&C protocol or other ill discipline by 
hunters while undertaking programs on DEWNR estate is reported to and dealt with by 
SSAA-H&C. In the history of the program, one incident has been reported to and investigated 
by DEWNR. The incident occurred where a SSAA-H&C hunter accidentally discharged a 
firearm while undertaking a program in the presence of DEWNR staff. No other reports of 
safety incidents or public or neighbour concerns have been recorded.  

Observers, such as family members and friends of hunters are permitted to accompany 
hunters during programs under specific SSAA-H&C conditions.  

In addition to hunting activities the SSAA-H&C also assists DEWNR undertake established 
monitoring programs providing volunteers for activities such as ground based kangaroo 
survey counts. 
 
The SSAA-H&C maintains a website that includes policies, procedures, guidelines, checklists 
and other information for hunters and the general public in relation to their organisation and 
members undertaking hunting programs. The address is www.hunt-cons.asn.au  
 
Assessment of program 

Hunting on National Park estate in SA is undertaken in a manner that allows a level of 
coordination and management to ensure the safety of staff and the public, that it compliments 
existing pest management programs and that it delivers conservation outcomes. In addition, 
the required training and assessment aims to provide a level of assurance that those involved 
are suitable and capable in delivering safe, efficient and effective outcomes to acceptable 
animal welfare standards.  

Despite the conditions and procedures in place for hunting on National Park estate in SA a 
number of gaps were identified in the current systems. These included: 

 Activity plans not signed off by either DEWNR or SSAA-H&C and therefore no 
official acknowledge and endorsement of the activity is recorded.  

 The activity plan that was prepared for Dutchmans Stern CP program did not include 
all of the details relating to the public notifications (general public, internal staff and 
other agencies) that were verbally outlined as being undertaken for the program.  

 A risk assessment or job safety analysis was not undertaken for the program being 
undertaken in Dutchmans Stern CP and did not appear to be part of the process for 
implementing programs in other reserves.  

 The training and assessment undertaken by hunters is a one off and does not include 
reaccreditation checks to ensure standards are being maintained. 

 All supervision of programs is by SSAA-H&C members and therefore any non-
compliance or breaches of activity conditions and other protocol may not be reported in 
order to maintain a ‘high-standard’ group image. 

If a model similar to that being used in SA was to be considered for implementation of 
hunting programs on National Park estate in NSW, development of the system should also 
consider addressing these identified gaps. 

 
Additional information for Victorian and Qld Systems to be added 


