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Gavin on top again 
March’s shoot at Nioka was held in 

almost perfect weather in between the 

ridiculous extreme’s of weather that we 

have experienced this year.  Our Feb-

ruary match had to be cancelled due to 

extreme temperatures and concerns 

about bushfires.  Then, of course, it 

started to rain in bucket loads and 

March for a while looked like being a 

wash out as well.  

Distances were 900, 700, 500 and 300 

yards, all at steel plates.  

Top shooter was Gavin Dignam with a 

score of113, followed by Ken Hiley with 

103 and Mike Fahey with 99. 

 

 

Top. Good one Gavin.  Above. On the line, Ken Hiley, Gavin, Gary Vandersluis, Bob White (a new shooter) Paul McCar-

thy and Brad and Kellie Skyrm.  Right. Star of the show, Boof, Brad and Kellie’s new pup, a miniature Bull Terrier 

JOKE OF THE MONTH 

Apparently there is going to be another Firearms Am-

nesty in July.  This will, be the 41st. 

The Organisers say that there are 600,000 illegal fire-

arms in Australia and (here is the Joke) they expect 

260,000 of them will be handed in during this Amnesty. 

This is not a buy back, just a hand in with no $ being 

offered as an incentive. 

DIARY NOTE 

BRAA’s May match will be 

held at Nioka on 27/28 May.  

Distances will be 1000, 800, 

600 and 300 yards.  10 shots 

at each plus 5 sighters.  The 

side match will be 22 Rimfire.  

More details later. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This is a six target BPCR Match at 

distances to match the Quigley shoot 

in USA, that is 800, 600, 530, 417, 

405 and 350 yards. 

Normal match rules apply 

All distances are shot from X sticks 

except the 350 which is offhand.  8 

shots per target (no bulls, just hit or 

miss to score).  

Range will be open pm on 21st for 

practice.  Allow rounds for 5 sighters 

per distance but time may limit this.  

Further details will be sent to Mem-

bers shortly. 

Right:  Big Quigley, Montana, June 2016.                          

697 shooters on the line 

Mini Quigley 22/23 April 

Are you allowed to shoot someone who breaks into your 

house? 

Often when a person is charged they claim that they were only defending themselves and this raises the 

question of self defence.   

The treatment of the Law of Self Defence by society today is ground for much confusion. 

In NSW in a strictly legal sense it is not a defence at all, rather it is a reversal of onus, so that the police 

have to prove beyond reasonable doubt that the person did not carry out the conduct in self defence, 

and, the second confusing thing for the lay person is that, each of these matters turns very much upon 

their own particular circumstances. 

The law in most states requires that a person believed on reasonable grounds that it was neces-

sary for them to do what they did. 

In NSW, there are two tests, did the defendant subjectively believe the conduct was necessary in order to 

achieve one of more of the following:  

• Defend himself or another person 

• Prevent or terminate the unlawful deprivation of his or her liberty or the liberty of another person 

• To prevent property from unlawful taking, destruction, damage or interference 

• Or prevent criminal trespass to any land or to remove a person committing any such criminal tres-

pass 

If this test is met, one moves to ask whether the conduct was a reasonable response to the circumstanc-

es as he or she perceived them.  Here the fact finder needs to consider what the reasonable person 

would do in the subjective circumstances perceived by the defendant. 



Are you allowed…. cont 

In order to avail yourself of the defence you need to be fearing for your safety or that on someone else. 

Acting because you are angry or because you have had or fear having your property stolen will not work. 

If excessive force is considered to have been used, a person may not be found guilty of murder but could 

be found guilty of manslaughter, a lesser offence. 

Secondly, if you were only seeking to prevent criminal trespass or protect property, one would not be 

able to rely on self defence if you killed the fellow, but you would if you were charged with the lesser 

charge of assault. 

The Law provides that a person is not criminally responsible for an offence if the person carried out the 

conduct in self-defence. 

Protection of the person has been removed as a reason for firearm ownership and police have sought to 

generate the myth that they alone are there to protect us, when all they ever do—unless it is one of 

those occasions where their intelligence is really good and they know where and when something is go-

ing to happen - is to arrive after the event and document things and hope that they can find the perpe-

trator. 

The one exception is being armed for protection if you are protecting money.  A security guard can law-

fully carry a firearm to prevent the theft of money, but if after doing so he then needs to head off to the 

airport to collect a famous Rock Star who he is to protect, he must go back to the office first and deposit 

the pistol in the safe, because firearms for the defence of person are not legal. 

Fortunately, in the matters in which I have been instructed , I have observed that where self defence was 

genuinely raised, juries are good at weighing up a witness’s demeanour and, like the electorate from 

which they are comprised show far more common sense than the politically correct persecution and 

waste little time acquitting. 

What should you do? 

What should you do if your family found itself in the situation of facing a violent threat?  I am not going 

to say never contemplate the use of a firearm, such advice would be trite, politically correct clap trap.  

People do what they do to protect themselves.  You need to understand that this moves beyond the 

terms of your licence to possess a firearm and into a legal minefield that could see you charged with 

criminal offences. 

Indoors, I would remove my family and my self to a position of safety and call the police.  Only if the per-

petrator persisted, after withdrawing from the assault as far as you could, should you contemplate using 

an armed response and only then to an extent necessary to minimise further injury to yourself and the 

perpetrator.  Note the perpetrator also has rights, as you will find out if you are subsequently judged to 

have used an excessive amount of force.  Then hole up an wait for the cavalry… 

You should never consider pursuing a person with a firearm and shooting firearms at him if he is re-

treating ; or going out with firearms to look for the individual. 

However, having said this the individual who defended themselves under the very circumstances raised 

here may still find themselves charged, and have to go through an expensive and stressful legal process 

that often strains and destroys marriages, and even when acquitted, they may have a battle getting their 

firearms licence returned. However, as the American bumper sticker reads, at the end of the day, it is 

better to be tried by twelve than carried by six. 

One other word.  If there is a firearm present and Police arrive, ensure that the firearm has been visibly 

made safe, has been put down and your hands are very clearly in the air.  You do not want to be consid-

ered a threat to the Police when they arrive. 

This is an excerpt from an article that appeared in the eNews published by Sporting Shooter Magazine and 

is written by Lawyer Simon Munslow.  If you do not already get the publication I urge you to do so.  It is 

free and contains some very good articles 



 


