
To the Animal Welfare Committee 
 
 
Post-hearing response to Question on Notice taken on 9 February 2026 
 
Question as highlighted: 
 
NEAL FINCH: The quotas are established through some very well-established research and 
science that has been proven over and over again. Populations are estimated for the 
purposes of setting a sustainable quota. The harvest limits of 17 per cent and 15 per cent, 
which are applied here in New South Wales, are demonstrated to be highly sustainable. You 
can remove that number of animals without damaging the overall population and 
sustainability of those populations, if you harvest at those levels. 
 
The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT: So that quota, they work out that that won't make a difference if 
you remove that amount of the population. We're only hitting 20 to 25 per cent of that each 
year. 
 
NEAL FINCH: It depends on the area, but that is correct. The commercial industry does not 
damage the underlying populations and sustainability of those populations across the 
harvest areas. 
 
The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT: And are you aware if the landholder quotas come into that as 
well? 
 
NEAL FINCH: I'm not deeply proficient with the intricacies of the New South Wales program 
as far as landholders are going. I can take the question on notice though, if you wish. 
 

The answer to this question was provided to the committee later that day by Mr David Crust 
(Director, Blue Mountains, National Parks and Wildlife Service) and Mr Adam Gilligan (Chief 
Regulatory Officer, Biodiversity and Heritage Regulator) from the Department of Climate 
Change, Energy, the Environment and Water. 

 

DAVID CRUST: Again this comes back to the individual species and the circumstances of the 
application. Certainly for non-kangaroo licences to harm, there would be a process to 
establish the reasons for that application to support that application. For kangaroos, 
obviously demonstrating economic hardship is more challenging. We do have upper limits 
that apply to licences that are based on property size. Those limits are reviewed every year 
based on the annual population surveys and the quotas that are issued. Those upper limits 
also consider seasonal conditions and conditions in particular areas. They also help to guide 
rangers when they're assessing those applications. 
 

And: 



DAVID CRUST: I guess in the case of licences to harm for kangaroos, we're obviously guided 
by the annual population count and those upper limits that are set and, like I said, the 
consideration of seasonal conditions that are associated with that. I guess that's the primary 
guidance for licences to harm for kangaroos. For other species, you know, obviously our 
primary concern is about sustainability of wildlife populations. Again this kind of goes back 
to the individual species and the circumstances around it. The number of licence-to-harm 
applications for non-kangaroo species is significantly lower than kangaroo species, 
obviously. In terms of the cumulative impact, I have to say there's probably not a systematic 
process to work through that. 
 

I bring to the committee’s attention, and anyone who reads the transcript of the inquiry, that 
I was misrepresented by the committee Chair later during the inquiry: 

The CHAIR: We heard today, too—we had somebody come in from the commercial 
kangaroo-killing industry. He raised this clear discrepancy in regard to the fact that they do 
much more training and reporting in their industry, but at the moment when you apply for 
one of these licences to harm, from a landowner's perspective, they don't have any of those 
requirements. Is anything being done about this discrepancy where we've got one 
licensing system that has almost no requirements in regard to some of those really basic 
aspects, like competency and transparency in reporting? 
 

I did not “raise a clear discrepancy” between the commercial licences and landholder 
licences during my appearance. Twice during my appearance before the committee, the 
Chair attempted to get me to make a statement of this nature: 

The CHAIR: Just to be clear with you, the reason I'm asking these questions is because the 
last witnesses were talking about the fact that there is no competency training, no 
oversight, no data reporting—none of these things that we've been talking about in the 
landholder licence-to-harm system. So hearing from your industry what is or isn't working 
can be useful for recommendations within this inquiry to say what should be happening in 
this other licensing system that we're looking into. 
 
NEAL FINCH: No, I won't be drawn into making comparisons. 
 

And: 

The CHAIR: Would you like to see that oversight carried over into the landholder licence to 
kill system? 
 
NEAL FINCH: I don't want to answer questions on licences that do not pertain specifically to 
commercial harvesting of kangaroos today. 
 

 

 


