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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Friday, 7 August 2026 7:17 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Feedback on the Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026 (the Bill). 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I write to you to make comment on the proposed (and likely ) changes to the Firearms Act 1996. 
 
I am opposed to any changes to the current legislation which further restricts legitimate firearms ownership 
in Tasmania, or Australia, as I believe the current legislation gives the police all the powers they need for effective 
administration of firearms in this state. 
 
This legislation appears to be in response to the recent Bondi shootings. 
 
As background and in support of my position, I wish to note the following. 
 

 The figures vary greatly, but it can be quoted that between 2,000 and 20,000 people die each year from 
medical errors, and it usually reported around 18,000 each year is Australia. 

 In comparison around 200 die each year from firearms with around 90% of these as suicide, say on average 
about 20 no. not as a result of suicide, including accidental deaths. 

 However other figures say 277 people were murdered in Australia last year, with approximately 12% of 
homicides caused by firearms (2019 – 2020), say 36 people. 

 So we can see there is some discrepancies in the actual numbers available, but it is generally of that order. 

 With the current Australian population in excess of 27,000,000 this if the round number is 27 (for ease of 
calculation) per year, it comes to 1 in a 1,000,000 is killed each year by firearms, and only 11% were licenced, 
approximately 1 in 10,000,000 caused by licenced firearm owners. 

 
It really seems to be a political reaction rather than a reasoned reaction. 
 

 On average, over the years, 85% to 88% people who committed homicide with a firearm were not licenced. 

 Only 11% of the firearms used were licenced. 

 Of all the deaths caused by firearms yearly, on average around 4 to 5 of these were caused by licenced 
firearm owners. 

 Very quickly we can see that it is not the licenced firearm owners that should be targeted, as is being 
proposed. 

 There are currently over 1 million firearm owners in Australia with an average of 4 firearms per person. 

 The proposed law is being targeted at those people who have more than this average number of firearms. 

 These particular people are usually collectors or people who are dedicated to their sport involving firearms 
and these people are far more likely to take far greater than normal precaution of securing their firearms and 
complying with legislation. 

 
My very strong position is that the laws that are in place currently are totally sufficient, and there should be no 
changes to the current laws, as the proposal are clearly targeting those who are particularly interested and involved in 
their sport. 
 
As an aside to the above there is absolutely no justification for banning machete’s. Again, target the offenders. 
 
There are far more important strategies for our government to be focussed on and spending hard earned taxpayers 
money. 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Friday, 7 August 2026 3:54 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Fire arms

Good afternoon  

 

As a concerned citizen I am emailing my objection to the new gun law proposal. 

 

Since the Port Arthur incident the government have been insisting that they are trying to keep the 

community safe by locking up guns and their legal owners, this has been an invalid direction thus far. 

 

As a member of a family who have always had guns from a very young age in the 50’s and 60’s without 

incident I can not believe the current madness that is happening, the more you try to in force your 

new laws the more incidents are happening. 

 

As stated, from an early age we were educated with regards to fire arms and ammunition, in my 

younger days we keep the fire arms and ammunition over the fire on a gun rack the boys in the family 

made in wood work at school. 

Owning a fire arm was an Australia given and without incident.  

 

Moving forward to the current years the rules and regulations have only increased the incidence of 

violence towards humanity, my personal belief is that the only thing you are doing with regulation is 

making good honest licensed fire arms owners pay for something they are not doing. 

 

People who use fire arms have them under lock and key don’t commit the crimes against 

humanity,  there has been news of stolen guns, from whom? And where? 

 

(if it is a domestic violence situation banning guns would not help in a situation of high strain and 

stress, I have even witnessed law in forced police offers do irrational things in situation of high family 

emotions and stress, these situations create irrational emotions and should not be consider in an 

over all judgment of fire arm laws)! 

 

Over the years I have observed that a lot of the atrocity that have happened have been committed by 

unregistered and unlicensed people, and not necessarily from Australia! 

 

If the gun laws are tighten once again with no evidence that it will stop the madness happening in the 

current society, by past examples of laws tightening up, it just pushes the criminal under ground and 

more radical in their attempts to genocide races of people they do not agree with. 

 

An attempt to control the masses with laws and regulation has proven that it may not be the answer, 

true statistical significance research into the incidents published on social media and television 

would be a starting point to understand who is actually committing the crimes against humanity, then 

write laws to focus on the problem and not blanket the nation. 

 

The attempts to control hurt innocent civilians and stop nothing the law is trying to prevent.  
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Friday, 7 August 2026 1:26 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: firearm submission 

Firearm amendment bill 2026. 

 

I wish to make this submission on behalf of myself and licensed firearm users, in par$cular in reference to primary 

producers. 

There does not appear in the proposed changes to the firearms act, anything that will enhance public safety, nor 

would have prevented the tragedy at Bondi or Port Arthur. 

Unfortunately the changes only frustrate genuine users and do not contain harsh enough penal$es for the criminal 

ac$vity and flagrant misuse of firearms. 

 

I propose these points. 

1.    Category C was intended for automa$c self loading firearm only. Any manually operated firearms, straight pull 

etc should placed in Category B or A as per the original defini$on. 

2.    Magazine capacity for the use in Primacy Produc$on and vermin control should not be decreased, but increased 

to a limit of 20 rounds per box or integral magazine. 

3.    Sound suppressors should be available for Primary Produc$on and vermin control, licensed to the user as per the

recommenda$on of the “Alterna$ve to 1080 Study”. 

4.    Interstate firearms licences should be automa$cally transferred to Tasmanian license without having to repeat a 

firearms safety course. 

5.     Renewal of firearm licenses should not be a re applica$on of licence if the circumstances for the licence holder 

has not changed. 

6.     The penal$es for firearm the
, manufacture or trading in stolen and unlicensed  firearms should be substan$al 

increased to 10 to 15 years imprisonment. 

Unless the stolen firearm has been purchased through the proper channels and was genuinely unknown to the 

purchaser or seller that it had been previously stolen. 

 

In conclusion, making more restric$ve requirements to primary producers and genuine firearm users is counter 

produc$ve to vermin and proper wild life control. 

Tasmania is facing an ever increasing burden of feral animals and yet these contemplated restric$ve firearms laws 

only burdens those that have the need and responsibility for feral animal control. 

Furthermore these restric$ve law changes do not enhance public safety in any way. 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Thursday, 6 August 2026 11:24 AM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

NO don't penalise us for something out of our control.  

Federal Gov and NSW Gov and gun licensing branch Failed all of us. 

They had all the intelligence and rules in place to stop this BUT FAILED. 

DON'T FOLLOW LABOUR. 

Tasmania has some of the stricktest gun laws in the world. 

If any laws need changing COME DOWN HARDER ON GUN CRIME AND SENTENCING. 

Send a message to criminals that will mean more than a slap on the wrist. 

Be a LEADER not a follower. 

TASMANIA NEEDS COMMON SENSE. 



5th August 2026 

Subject: Firearm Control Issues and Potential Legislation 

I am writing to express my concerns about the restrictions that are imposed on 

collectors of antique firearms. This submission is based on my earlier submission of 

April 26th.  As background I own  antiquities – all registered - that at 

some stage in the past were potential weapons, but not any longer due to their age 

and outdated technology and unavailability of ammunition. Most of my antiquities 

are at least 150 years old and some much more dating back to the 1700’s and totally 

unusable. I strongly believe that:  

There should be an emphatic distinction between unserviceable antiques and 

potential weapons. 

Antiquities 

In other words there are antiques and weapons and each category need to be 

treated with different controls. In terms of the antiques I make the following points: 

 Antique collectors are interested in the historical aspects and wish to preserve 

old technology for future generations. 

 Many, possibly most antique collectors, have not the slightest interest in any 

weapon that could be fired and wish to be distinguished from active firearm 

users. 

 There is no rationale for restricting the number of antique ex firearms any 

more than restricting the number of antique clocks a collector might own. 

 The question that needs to be considered is “How many offences have ever 

been committed using out dated flintlock, percussion or matchlock (hopefully 

no wind or rain) or similar antiques?” I ask that this figure (if it exists) be 

compared with illegal use of real firearms, and that should form the basis of 

the nature of respective controls. 

 Any kitchen knife or garden implement or similar would be infinitely more 

dangerous than these antiques. 

 Many of these antiques have visual appeal such as my flintlock and percussion 

antiques which are in laid with mother-of-pearl and are very presentable.  In 

past times I was able to display these for general admiration. For the points 

raised I strongly advocate that these antiquities be able to be on display.  



They deserve to be displayed for the enjoyment of others 

I suggest that bureaucratic misunderstanding and willingness to impose 

unreasonable restrictions are the reasons this realistic right had been denied. 

 These antiquities tend to be valuable and it is certain that owners would take 

every precaution to ensure their safety even when on display. 

 Valuable policing resources should not be needlessly wasted on excessive 

controls on antiquities that in no way present a danger to the public. 

 For all the reasons listed above I emphatically request that for these 

antiquities there be no need for registration or unreasonable restrictions on 

their display or storage. To adopt this suggestion would in no way diminish 

public safety and I challenge anyone to substantiate any valid argument to the 

contrary. 

Potential Weapons 

In terms of functioning genuine firearms, as with most concerned citizens, I support: 

 Reasonable restrictions on storage 

 Reasonable limits the number of weapons 

 Limiting the nature of the firearms.  I do not support automatic or semi-

automatic or high powered weapons for private use.  

 

There can be no justifiable reasons for private citizens to own combat 

weapons! 

 

  



 

 Eliminating silencers. I do not support the use of silencers for private use.  

It is difficult to formulate any argument to support the contrary view on these last 

two points. 

In conclusion I believe that the points I have made are both valid and relevant to 

discussions relating to this matter. I trust they will be given appropriate 

consideration and I look forward to a sensible outcome.  

 

Thank you for considering this submission. 

 











 Response to the Consultation on the Firearms Amendment Bill 2026 

 

The appreciates the tightening 

of gun ownership through the implementation of the National Firearms Register 

and the proposed Firearms Amendments in Tasmania. 

 

The Amendments send a clear message about the serious nature of gun 

ownership by placing greater obligations on firearms owners with regard to 

lending their firearms and with regard to reporting changes in their address. 

 

Similarly creating new offences and stronger sanctions against those caught in 

possession of stolen or otherwise illegal firearms also sends a clear message 

about the importance of regulation, registration and control of firearms in 

Tasmania. 

 

However the Bill is lacking in that there is no limit on the number of guns that 

can be owned by any one person. We believe that this is a matter of public safety. 

The more guns there are in the community, even if they comply with registration 

and regulation, the more people are at risk. By not controlling the number of 

guns they can own, registered gun holders are set up for an arms race.  

 

We fully support Police Commissioner Donna Adams in stating that public safety 

should take precedence over the privilege of gun ownership. She cites: police 

safety being threatened by more arms being available within the community; the 

increased use of firearms in family violence offences; and the fact that Tasmania 

has the highest gun theft rate in the nation. The more legally registered guns in 

the community, particularly the more owned by one person, the greater the risk 

of them being stolen. 

 

Public safety needs to be the bottom line of the Firearms Act, and without a cap 

on ownership, the risks to public safety increase. 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Saturday, 11 July 2026 3:13 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: feedback on the Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026

Submission Regarding Proposed Amendments to Tasmania's Firearms Laws 

I write to express my favour for the improvement of public safety however I tender my strong 

opposition to any proposal to further amend Tasmania's firearms legislation by introducing limits on 

the number of firearms that a lawfully licensed person may own, reducing lawful magazine 

capacities, or reclassifying button-release or lever-release centrefire firearms and shotguns. 

Tasmania already has a comprehensive firearms licensing and registration system that places 

significant obligations on lawful firearm owners. Licensed firearm owners are subject to rigorous 

background checks, genuine reason requirements, secure storage inspections, registration of every 

firearm, and ongoing police oversight. These existing measures ensure that firearms are owned 

responsibly and that individuals who do not meet the required standards can be refused or have their 

licences revoked. 

Introducing arbitrary limits on the number of firearms a person may own would not improve public 

safety. Criminals do not comply with firearms legislation or ownership limits, and such measures 

would only affect those who already comply with the law. Rather than addressing criminal misuse of 

firearms, ownership caps would unfairly penalise responsible, law-abiding Tasmanians who have 

demonstrated their commitment to safe and lawful firearm ownership. 

Many legitimate firearm owners participate in a range of shooting disciplines that require different 

firearms designed for specific purposes. Competitive shooting includes numerous rifle, shotgun, and 

pistol disciplines, each with differing equipment requirements. A firearm suitable for one discipline 

may not be suitable or competitive in another. Likewise, hunters often require different firearms that 

are appropriate for different game species, hunting environments, and humane harvesting 

requirements. A single firearm cannot reasonably fulfil every legitimate sporting and hunting purpose. 

An ownership cap would therefore restrict the ability of licensed shooters to participate fully in 

multiple sporting disciplines and would prevent hunters from owning firearms that are fit for purpose. 

Such a restriction would have negative impacts on sporting organisations, clubs, and regional 

communities without delivering any measurable public safety benefit. 

Similarly, there is no evidence that reducing magazine capacity limits for lawfully owned firearms 

would deter criminal offending. Individuals who misuse firearms are already acting outside the law 

and are unlikely to be influenced by further restrictions on magazine capacity. Such changes would 

instead affect licensed sporting shooters and hunters who use their firearms safely, responsibly, and 

in accordance with existing legislation. 

I also oppose any proposal to reclassify button-release or lever-release centrefire firearms and 

shotguns. These firearms are currently owned by licensed individuals under Tasmania's existing 

regulatory framework and are already subject to licensing, registration, secure storage requirements, 

and police oversight. Reclassifying these firearms would impose significant costs and burdens on 
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responsible owners who have lawfully acquired them, without demonstrating a corresponding 

improvement in public safety. Legislative changes should be based on clear evidence of risk rather 

than on the operating characteristics of firearms that are already tightly regulated. 

Policy should be based on evidence rather than arbitrary numerical limits or restrictions. If there is 

evidence that a particular individual poses a risk, Tasmania's existing firearms laws already provide 

mechanisms for police to investigate, refuse licences, revoke licences, or seize firearms where 

appropriate. Broad ownership caps, reduced magazine capacities, and the reclassification of 

currently lawful firearms are blunt measures that target compliance rather than criminal behaviour. 

I respectfully submit that no amendments should be made to: 

 Introduce limits on the number of firearms a licensed individual may own. 

 Reduce the lawful magazine capacities currently permitted under Tasmanian law. 

 Reclassify button-release or lever-release centrefire firearms or shotguns. 

The current regulatory framework already provides strong safeguards while allowing responsible 

firearm owners to participate in legitimate sporting, recreational, hunting, and collecting activities. 

Any additional restrictions would disproportionately burden law-abiding citizens without addressing 

the source of firearms-related crime or improving community safety. 

For these reasons, I urge the Government to retain the current approach. 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Wednesday, 8 July 2026 9:58 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: CONSULTATION ON THE FIREARMS AMENDMENT (MISCELLANEOUS) BILL 2026

To whom it may concern, 

As a law-abiding licensed firearms owner, I’d like to share my thoughts and objec&ons regarding the proposed 

amendments to the firearms laws. 

 

Firstly, the Na&onal Firearms Register (NFR). I think this is a great idea. Agencies should have near-instant access to 

informa&on about firearms and the people who own them, provided it is used for its intended purpose. It’s clear 

there was a breakdown in the administra&ve side of things leading up to the Bondi tragedy, so anything that helps 

ensure the wrong people don’t have access to firearms is a posi&ve step. 

 

Secondly, mandatory sentences for firearm crime. This has always been my biggest argument—it’s the criminals we 

should be focusing on. Yes, there are occasions where licensed firearms owners do the wrong thing, and they should 

absolutely face the consequences of the law. However, in general, it is criminals who are commi8ng firearm 

offences, and they should be the target of any new legisla&on and the focus of policing efforts. Scapegoa&ng and 

punishing law-abiding firearms owners has li�le real impact on the people who are actually doing the wrong thing. 

 

Thirdly, the proposed caps and reclassifica&ons. This is where I become quite passionate. I believe it is completely 

unfair to once again confiscate, ban and further restrict firearms owned by law-abiding ci&zens. We went through 

this in 1996. I was much younger then, so it didn’t affect me directly at the &me, except that I lost the opportunity to 

inherit a brand-new semi-automa&c shotgun that my grandfather had purchased for me and le
 to me in his will for 

when I was old enough to obtain my licence. A
er all, one firearm in the hands of a criminal or extremist is far more 

dangerous than mul&ple firearms in the possession of a law abiding licensed ci&zen. 

 

To this day, I am s&ll yet to see solid evidence that the 1996 laws—or the current proposed changes—have or will 

actually improve public safety. If it were clearly demonstrated that these measures would make the community safer,

I would be far more suppor&ve. Instead, I feel that once again law-abiding firearms owners are being unfairly 

targeted because of the ac&ons of people who clearly should never have held firearms licences in the first place. 

Furthermore, even if they had not been licensed, I believe many of those individuals would s&ll have sourced 

firearms illegally, as many criminals and extremists already do. 

 

I wholeheartedly agree that Australian ci&zenship should be a requirement to obtain a firearms licence. I also 

support stronger penal&es for criminals and extremists, and I believe there should be a much greater focus on 

preven&ng those people from obtaining and misusing firearms. 

 

What makes this difficult is that all of these proposals have been bundled together into a single package of 

amendments. I believe the majority of people—both licensed firearms owners and members of the general public—

would support many of these proposed changes. However, there are also several that many of us simply do not 

agree with because we do not believe they will make the public any safer. Instead, they appear to unfairly penalise 

law-abiding firearms owners while doing li�le to address those who are already willing to ignore the law. 

 

I grew up around firearms, hun&ng, fishing and the outdoors. A vast majority of my favourite life memories come 

from spending &me with my friends and family enjoying these ac&vi&es. Now, with children of my own, I’m crea&ng 

new memories with them that I hope they will cherish throughout their lives and, in turn, con&nue the tradi&on of 

responsibly providing fresh, organic meat for their own families one day. 
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Firearms are a tool that I use responsibly for crop protec&on and to ethically harvest meat for my family. Every 

firearm I own is securely stored, and I have always taken my legal responsibili&es as a licensed firearms owner 

seriously. 

 

Responsible hunters also play an important role in assis&ng landholders with crop protec&on and helping manage 

pest and overabundant animal popula&ons where appropriate. This helps protect agricultural produc&on and 

contributes to managing animal numbers in a prac&cal and responsible way. 

 

I hope that you can make a fair decision based on clear evidence and facts not public percep&on and poli&cal 

pressure. 

 

Sincerely 



1

Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Tuesday, 7 July 2026 9:26 AM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Re: Changes to firearms regulations

In addition to, my other comments, I would also like to look forward to possibly being pro active 

maybe. 

I think it may help moving forward, if all licensed firearms owners have to declare ownership of 3d 

printers in their household. This could halt temptation for misadventure by the owner. It will not stop 

illegal downloading or creation of firearms by people that are not allowed them, however the firearms 

regs don't do that either. 

For consideration at least, as most TASPOL seizures seem to involve something 3d printed 
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From: 

Sent: 03 July 2026 21:11 

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support <Submissions.Strategy.Support@police.tas.gov.au> 

Subject: Changes to firearms regulations 

  

In review of the proposed changes,  

I am for a national registration of firearms 
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I am also for all firearms licence holders having to be Australian citizens, i have been a citizen since 

2020, the primary factor in moving from permanent residency to citizenship was the ability to own 

and use firearms. 

  

I strongly and hole heartedly disagree with the reclassification of firearms. I own and frequently 

operate a PB release shotgun. It was a 40th birthday gift. 

This reclassification would not have prevented  Bondi,  

The push button and lever release restricts the shooter from achieving anywhere near the rates of 

fire that can be achieved with a category C firearm. 

A digger in the great war could achieve 20 to 30 aimed shots with a Lee Enfield. 303, this 

rifle/technology is well over 120 years old. Would you also want to ban that, or move it's category 

from B to C? 

Please consider the will of the licensed, law abiding shooter,  who willingly complys with the 

already strict laws and not punish us for for a religious war, being fought thousands of klms from 

our shore. 

  

It is also to be noted, one nation have said they will repeal gun laws bought in regarding the 2025 

massacre, that is potentially 36000 votes in Tasmania alone, that will swing to a party that could be 

detrimental to Australia, but there are many licensees that will vote orange to keep their firearms. 

  

For your consideration 

  

  

  

 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER 
The information in this transmission may be confidential and/or protected by legal professional privilege, and is intended only for the person or persons to 
whom it is addressed. If you are not such a person, you are warned that any disclosure, copying or dissemination of the information is unauthorised. If you 
have received the transmission in error, please immediately contact this office by telephone, fax or email, to inform us of the error and to enable 
arrangements to be made for the destruction of the transmission, or its return at our cost. No liability is accepted for any unauthorised use of the 
information contained in this transmission. 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 1:01 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026

To: Strategy and Support 

Department of Police, Fire and Emergency Management 

 Re: Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026  

I wish to raise a concern regarding the proposed amendment to Section 14(1)(a) of the Firearms Act 

1996, which would redefine Category A air rifles as those that: 

"...have a magazine capacity of no more than 10 rounds; and are not self-loading." 

While I understand and support the objectives of improving public safety and preparing for the 

National Firearms Register, I am concerned that this amendment may unintentionally affect a 

significant number of ordinary PCP air rifles currently owned by licensed Tasmanian firearms owners. 

As one example, I own a air rifle chambered in .22 calibre. It is a pre-charged 

pneumatic air rifle requiring the shooter to manually cycle the action between every shot. It is not 

self-loading in any respect. However, it is fitted with a factory 12-shot rotary magazine. 

This appears to mean that, under the proposed wording, the rifle would no longer satisfy the 

definition of a Category A firearm solely because of its factory fitted magazine capacity. 

My rifle is not unique in this regard. Many PCP air rifles currently sold in Australia by manufacturers 

including Kral, FX Airguns, Air Arms, Hatsan, Reximex and others are supplied with factory magazines 

exceeding ten rounds. In many cases, these magazine capacities are a feature of the manufacturer's 

standard design rather than an aftermarket modification. 

More importantly, the draft legislation does not appear to explain what then becomes of such a 

firearm. It is unclear whether an air rifle with a factory magazine capacity exceeding ten rounds is 

intended to be reclassified into another category, become a prohibited firearm, require modification, 

or become subject to a buyback. This uncertainty makes it difficult for existing licence holders to 

understand how the legislation would apply in practice and, in my view, warrants clarification before 

the Bill proceeds. 

The consultation material notes that the Bill includes reclassification provisions that may require a 

buyback of affected firearms. It is not apparent whether these provisions are intended to extend to 

PCP air rifles such as mine, and I would appreciate this being explicitly clarified before the legislation 

proceeds. If this outcome is intended, it would represent a significant change affecting a large 

number of lawfully owned sporting air rifles. 

I request clarification on the following points: 
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- Is it the Government's intention to prohibit or reclassify PCP air rifles solely because they are 

supplied with factory magazines exceeding ten rounds? 

- If so, into which firearms category are these rifles intended to be reclassified? 

- If they are not intended to be reclassified, how is the proposed Section 14(1)(a) intended to operate 

in respect of these firearms? 

- Will existing owners be required to surrender their firearms, participate in a buyback, modify their 

firearms, or replace magazines? 

- Has consideration been given to the fact that many PCP air rifles currently sold throughout Australia 

are manufactured with factory magazines exceeding ten rounds, and that compliant factory 

alternatives may not exist for many models? 

It is unclear what public safety benefit is achieved by applying a ten-round magazine limit to PCP air 

rifles. Instead, the proposal risks unintentionally affecting a large number of licensed firearms 

owners possessing sporting air rifles that have been lawfully sold and registered in Tasmania for 

many years. 

If the intention is simply to align magazine capacities across firearm categories, I suggest that air 

rifles warrant separate consideration due to their unique operating characteristics and substantially 

lower risk profile. 

I therefore ask that the proposed amendment to Section 14(1)(a) be reconsidered. If the ten-round 

limit is intended to remain, I ask that the legislation clearly state how existing PCP air rifles are to be 

treated, and that appropriate transitional arrangements, exemptions, or grandfathering provisions be 

included to avoid unintended consequences for lawful firearms owners. 

At a minimum, I believe the consultation material should clearly explain the intended treatment of 

these firearms so that affected licence holders are able to provide informed feedback during the 

consultation process. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback during this consultation process. 

Yours faithfully, 
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Friday, 7 August 2026 4:49 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Fire arms bill submission

Dear Minister,  

I wish to advise that I do not support tightening of the current gun laws and restricting the current 

types of firearms we currently have access to. 

 

However I do support mandatory sentences for persons who steal or found in possession of stolen 

firearms. It is important to focus on real punishments to deter criminals from using firearms. 

 

I do support the national firearms registry as long as the information is only available to law 

enforcement. 

 

While this submission does not focus on caps on firearms, I would like to state that I would not like to 

see caps put on firearms which the other parties would like to see. It is important to remember what 

the permit to acquire process is for and that you require a genuine reason for each firearm. 

Our current laws do work well. 

 

Regards  
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Submissions.Strategy.Support

From:

Sent: Friday, 7 August 2026 4:06 PM

To: Submissions.Strategy.Support

Subject: Proposed changes to gun laws

To whom it may concern   

 

I am writing to provide my feedback on the draft firearms amendment  ( miscellaneous ) bill 2026. As 

a Tasmanian resident and a licensed firearm owner, I have a strong interest in ensuring our legislation 

balances public safety sensibly with the practical realities of legitimate firearm use.  

I support the introduction of mandatory minimum sentences for the theft or illegal possession of 

firearms. Targeting criminal acquisition directly is a logical step to protect the community without 

placing undue burdens on law-abiding citizens. 

The proposed reclassification of specific self-ejecting,  straight-pull, and lever release firearms 

requires careful consideration. If reclassifications proceed, it is vital that the proposed 

compensation framework  (aimed at 1.5 times market value) is fully honoured and delivered 

efficiently in cooperation with the federal buy back scheme. 

I oppose the introduction of arbitrary caps on the number of firearms a licensed individual can own, 

as it penalises collectors, sports shooters, and primary producers who require different tools for 

different tasks. 

Thankyou  for the opportunity to have a say on this important legislation. I urge the government to 

ensure that the final laws remain evidence-based, proportionate,  and fair. 



























Personal Submission – Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026 

Page 1 of 4 

PERSONAL SUBMISSION 

to 

Strategy and Support 

Department of Police, Fire and Emergency Management 

Regarding: Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026 

YOUR DETAILS (please complete) 

1. Who I Am and Why I Am Writing 

I am a licensed firearms owner in Tasmania. I use firearms lawfully for [hunting / recreational 
shooting / pest and feral animal control and sporting purposes. I also enjoy it as a chance to be 
social, plan trips around hunts and meet new people. I have undergone the required background 
checks, fit-and-proper-person assessment, and I comply with all storage and other obligations 
under the Firearms Act 1996. 

I am writing as a private individual because the Firearms Amendment (Miscellaneous) Bill 2026 will 
directly affect me and many other ordinary, law-abiding licence holders across regional Tasmania. I 
support laws that properly target criminals NOT laws that lay blame to innocent gun ownership. I 
do not support measures that add bureaucracy, cost and inconvenience to people who already 
follow the rules while doing little to stop those who ignore them.  

2. What I Support 

I fully support the stronger penalties for stealing firearms and for being caught in possession of 
stolen firearms, including the proposed mandatory minimum sentences. Recent cases where law-
abiding owners have been assaulted and had their guns stolen show exactly where the real 
problem lies. Strong action against thieves and those who put stolen firearms into criminal hands is 
sensible and overdue. 

Any genuine effort to recover stolen firearms and prosecute the people who steal or deal in them 
has my support. 

3. My Main Concerns with the Bill 

The rest of the Bill goes after the wrong people. It piles extra paperwork, real-time notifications and 
expanded inspection powers onto owners who already comply, while the core issue of firearms 
being stolen from licensed people and ending up in criminal hands still needs focused 
enforcement. This fails the “pub test” for most people living and working in regional Tasmania. 

3.1 Reclassification of straight-pull and lever/button-release firearms to Category C 

These actions are popular with hunters because they allow practical follow-up shots in the field for 
pest control. There is no Tasmanian evidence that they pose a public safety risk when held by 
licensed, fit-and-proper people with a genuine reason. 
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Forcing them into Category C effectively bans them for the majority of Tasmanian shooters and will 
push many into a “buyback”. This punishes owners who have done nothing wrong. Many straight-
pull rifles are historical pieces (pre-WWII or older) with limited magazine capacity. Treating them as 
a threat makes Tasmania look irrationally scared of what most people would regard as antiques. 

My position: Drop the reclassification. If there are genuine safety concerns, deal with them 
through the existing genuine-reason and fit-and-proper tests. Any buyback must pay no less than 
1.5 times market value, cover ammunition and accessories, be simple and timely, and carry no 
retrospective penalties. 

3.2 New magazine capacity limits for Category A and B 

The Bill introduces new detachable magazine limits (10 rounds for rim-fire, 5 for shotguns in 
Category A; 10 for centre-fire in Category B). These are new restrictions. Manually operated 
Category A and B firearms have not previously faced these exact limits. 

My position: Remove these new limits. Criminals obtain firearms and magazines through illegal 
channels and will not be constrained by capacity rules on legal guns. The limits simply reduce the 
practicality of common hunting and pest-control firearms without proven safety benefit in 
Tasmania. 

3.3 Citizenship as the default for licensing 

Making Australian citizenship the default adds an unnecessary barrier. Responsible non-citizen 
owners have existed under the current system for years and have proven themselves as law-
abiding as citizen holders. The proposed exemptions are too narrow and any forced buyback for 
existing compliant holders is unfair. 

Tasmania also fails to properly recognise equivalent overseas licences. Visitors from New Zealand, 
the UK, Canada, the US and Europe who hold proper licences would come here to hunt or 
compete if the system allowed it. I mean, who from these countries would spend huge amounts of 
money to travel to different countries, just to act as a threat to Tasmanians? They would come here 
to hunt. Maybe look at people who come here from known terrorist and Islamic states on ASIO 
watch lists, that would be a smarter idea. The current exemption process is broken – refusals 
appear driven by liability concerns rather than individual assessment. This costs regional towns 
tourism dollars (accommodation, fuel, food, gear) for no clear safety gain.  

My position: Keep practical pathways open for genuine applicants regardless of citizenship, 
recognise equivalent overseas licences where appropriate, and fix the exemption process so it is 
not blocked by pure liability concerns. 

3.4 Lending rules, storage notifications and the National Firearms Register 

Tying everyday lending between licensed people to an NFR verification portal creates unnecessary 
red tape and data exposure. There are no equivalent extra checks when lending a car or 4WD to a 
licensed driver – yet cars are far more dangerous to the general public. The April 2025 DPP 
guidelines already treat lawful lending between licensed shooters as unlikely to attract trafficking 
charges. That is a bandaid. The proper fix is clear legislation that allows responsible lending 
without treating ordinary cooperation as trafficking. 

The 24-hour storage-away notification rule is impractical for multi-day pest control, farm work 
across properties, or leaving a rifle securely stored at a camp or hut. Real-time notification of every 
absence over 24 hours is pure bureaucracy that does nothing to stop criminals. 

Cutting the interstate Category A/B transfer application window from three months to seven days 
creates an unnecessary compliance trap for people relocating for work or family. 

My position: Reject the proposed lending regime. Scrap the impractical 24-hour notification 
requirement for hunters and rural users. Restore a workable interstate mover timeframe. Address 
the real privacy and security risks of the National Firearms Register – Australia has seen major 
government and private database breaches (Optus, Medibank, MediSecure and others). Putting 
detailed ownership, location and movement data into a near-real-time national system creates a 
tempting target without stopping criminals who operate outside the system. 
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3.5 Expanded inspection powers 

Expanding the power so any person in possession of a firearm must produce it for inspection (new 
section 82A) broadens the net beyond registered owners. These changes tilt further toward more 
compliance checks on lawful owners without clear evidence they catch more criminals. 

My position: Do not expand inspection powers beyond registered owners. 

3.6 Suppressors – a hearing-protection and practical tool 

Sound suppressors are occupational health and safety equipment. They significantly reduce 
muzzle blast, protecting the hearing of hunters and observers. They also reduce recoil, help 
prevent flinching, improve shot placement (more humane kills), and limit the disturbance and 
dispersal of other animals. 

A suppressed centre-fire rifle is still around 130 dB – well above the level that causes hearing 
damage. They do not work like Hollywood silencers. The idea that they enable completely silent 
criminal activity is not supported by science or reality and should not be used to restrict what is 
ultimately safety equipment. 

My position: Legalise and make available the use of sound suppressors for recreational hunting 
and legitimate pest control. 

3.7 Recognition of hunters and primary producers 

Law-abiding firearms owners and hunters are not the problem. We help keep feral numbers down, 
put affordable protein on tables, and manage land responsibly. The Act should recognise hunting 
and pest/feral animal control as core genuine reasons with clear pathways, expand practical 
Category C access for those who genuinely need it for effective control work, and treat licensed 
hunters as contributors to land management and game-meat utilisation rather than an afterthought 
or risk. 

3.8 Ending reliance on Commissioner Exemptions 

Many practical arrangements (such as allowing licensed interstate hunters to use their firearms 
while visiting Tasmania) currently rely on Exemptions issued by the Police Commissioner. Putting 
this power in the hands of an unelected official who can change or remove exemptions without 
consultation is not appropriate. 

My position: Replace blanket Exemptions with explicit allowances in the Act or Regulations. 
Return the power to make and issue Exemptions to the Police Minister, who is an elected Member 
of Parliament and accountable to the citizens of Tasmania. 

4. Overall View 

I believe this Bill should be dropped in its current form. It creates the ability for ill-founded changes 
to the Firearms Act and risks further amendments from those with an agenda against law-abiding 
owners and hunters. Laws should define criminality rather than create it through rules that 
adversely affect the legitimate pursuits of licensed individuals. 

I am more than willing to provide further practical input on how any genuine reforms could work 
without punishing people who have done nothing wrong. 

5. My Recommendations 

1. Drop the reclassification of straight-pull and lever/button-release actions to Category C. Any 
buyback must be at no less than 1.5 times market value, simple and timely. 

2. Keep practical pathways open for genuine applicants regardless of citizenship and 
recognise equivalent overseas licences. 

3. Remove the new detachable magazine limits for Category A and B firearms. 

4. Reject the proposed lending regime. Fix the trafficking legislation properly instead of relying 
on NFR checks. 
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5. Scrap the impractical 24-hour storage-away notification requirement for hunters and rural 
users, restore a workable interstate mover timeframe, and do not expand inspection powers 
beyond registered owners. 

6. Keep and strengthen the penalties for theft and possession of stolen firearms, and put real 
effort into recovery and prosecution. 

7. Address the real privacy and security risks of the National Firearms Register given 
Australia’s history of major database breaches. 

8. Properly legitimise hunters in the Firearms Act – recognise hunting and pest control as core 
genuine reasons, support practical Category C access where needed, and treat licensed 
hunters as contributors to land management and game-meat utilisation. 

9. Legalise and make available the use of sound suppressors for recreational hunting and 
legitimate pest control. 

10. Replace reliance on Commissioner Exemptions with explicit allowances in the Act or 
Regulations, and return exemption-making power to the Police Minister. 

11. Provide proper data on how many Tasmanian firearms and owners are affected by the 
proposed reclassifications, magazine limits and citizenship changes, and what the 
projected safety outcomes actually are. 

6. Closing 

Law-abiding firearms owners and hunters are part of the solution for feral animal control and 
responsible land management. We should be recognised as such, not treated as a risk to be 
managed with even more paperwork. In the end, the more you take away, the more rights we have 
taken from us, the less life becomes enjoyable to the point of either giving up or moving to a state 
or country where you are still free to enjoy guns as a sport, a social system and a way of life. 

Note: This is a personal template. Complete the details above, adjust any sections that do not apply to you, and submit it 
as your own individual submission. You may add further personal experiences or examples if you wish. 








	Submission MG No33_redacted.pdf (p.1-2)
	Submission MG No34_redacted.pdf (p.3-4)
	Submission MG No35_redacted.pdf (p.5-8)
	Submission MG No36_redacted.pdf (p.9)
	Submission MG No37_redacted.pdf (p.10)
	Submission MG No38_redacted.pdf (p.11)
	Submission MG No39_redacted.pdf (p.12-14)
	Submission MG No40A_redacted.pdf (p.15)
	Submission MG No40B_redacted.pdf (p.16)
	Submission MG No41_redacted.pdf (p.17-18)
	Submission MG No42_redacted.pdf (p.19)
	Submission MG No43_redacted.pdf (p.20-21)
	Submission MG No44_redacted.pdf (p.22-23)
	Submission MG No45_redacted.pdf (p.24-27)
	Submission MG No46_redacted.pdf (p.28-29)
	Submission MG No47_redacted.pdf (p.30)
	Submission MG No48_redacted.pdf (p.31)
	Submission MG No49_redacted.pdf (p.32)
	Submission MG No50_redacted.pdf (p.33-43)
	Submission MG No51_redacted.pdf (p.44-47)
	Submission MG No52.pdf (p.48-50)

