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SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS

Sydney Wildlife Rescue

(1) Wildlife charities are working every day to rescue and rehabilitate injured native wildlife.
At the same time, these licences to harm native animals are being approved by the NSW
Government. What feedback have you had from volunteer wildlife carers on this — how

do they cope with that reality?

Rescuing and caring for injured or sick native animals is extremely rewarding, but is also
extremely stressful and can be grief-ridden. The constant stream of cases, in and of itself, is
overwhelming; in the back of every carer’s mind is the further question “but what about the

ones we don’t see?”

Not all animals that come into care survive, some simply die in care, while others must be
taken to a vet for examination and euthanasia. Nature can be cruel and some animals that
come into care are simply reminders of that fact. Some come into care because of habitat

already lost, injuries caused by feral foxes or cats, or unintentional human harm. Caring for

these animals is fairly straightforward from an emotional standpoint, from happiness to grief,
and everything in between: “I just released the 100" baby possum | raised!” “At least it died

warm, loved and not suffering (and, maybe, with a full tummy).”

However, animals that come into care through intentional human harm are a very different

story. Every carer has encountered, and/or knows other carers who have encountered, animals
that come into care through intentional cruelty, intentional poisoning, or intentionally careless

destruction of native habitat. Grief is then compounded with outrage — “how can this be



allowed to happen?” is heard much too often. “Couldn’t ‘they’ have waited a few weeks until
the chicks fledged and flew away?” “How could ‘they’ be so cruel and simply leave them to
die/ murder them in horrible ways?” “Why are we always expected to pick up the pieces when

‘they’ are making a ton of money from this development?” are also common responses.

Like all humans in difficult situations, carers deal with this in a multitude of ways. Some burn
out from trying to care for too many animals; others simply give up because they can’t cope.
Most simply keep doing what they always have — focusing on caring for those animals they can
help, and ensuring that the rest are humanely euthanised. However, grief compounded with

outrage seems to be much harder to process.

As more and more animals come into care through intentional harm, this duality of grief and
outrage is only going to increase. The workload will also continue increase to the point where
the volunteer animal carer community simply cannot handle it; we can barely do so now. There
is a significant financial outlay required of volunteer carers, to say nothing of the countless
hours spent in unpaid labour. Although new carers are recruited by word of mouth, community
events, social media and other means, there are never enough to replace those who
retire/move/leave, much less increase the numbers. While younger new carers are especially
valued, many are in the paid workforce, have small children, and/or other responsibilities that

preclude the almost full-time care that baby animals and specialised species require.

Sydney Wildlife Rescue is wrestling with all of this; we have great concerns about the future of
the native wildlife rehabilitation community. There are simply too many animals coming into

care and the future looks pretty bleak.

(2) When you encounter animals that have been harmed, seemingly in breach of licence to
harm conditions —what do you do? Do you get any support from NSW Parks and Wildlife,
do they take any action — or is it all left to you? To your knowledge, are cruelty

prosecutions for this common for this type of conduct?

Frankly, we do nothing but care for the animals as we learn about them, usually after
notification about injured animals by a concerned member of the public. We have no
knowledge about specific licenses to harm so wouldn’t be able to tie anything we encounter
to any given license anyway. We can make educated guesses after the fact, but have no way of

actually knowing.



In a few, egregious situations, carers have approached the people causing the harm. This
almost never goes well, and, in at least one case, police had to be called as the carers (and

their family) were threatened.

In our experience, local councils and NPWS do nothing, certainly nothing in advance of the
harm taking place and very little on very rare occasions afterwards. Once the harm has taken
place, there seems to be an attitude of “nothing can be done” which leads to the never-ending
cycle of harm. We have, in extreme circumstances, gone to the media to raise public

awareness.

We are quite cynical about prosecutions, having seen in the media what extreme cruelty it

takes to actually be charged with a crime, much less given more than a warning as punishment.

(a) Would greater oversight and enforcement of the ‘licence to harm’ system reduce
some of the harm you are seeing to wildlife? If yes, what would greater oversight

look like? What else needs to be changed to stop these incidents occurring?

We would hope that greater oversight and enforcement could reduce some of the harm. The

problems we see are:

e The exponential growth in the number of licenses to harm granted annually, more than
double what it was a couple of years ago. With an estimate of 500,000+ licenses per
year, NPWS would not have the capacity to review, track and monitor these.

e Although the license requires an explanation of non-lethal methods, this is self-
reported and not confirmed. Again, NPWS does not have the capacity to follow up,
much less provide education on, non-lethal methods.

e The ease of application, and minimal cost, for a license makes it the go to solution.

e While “specific, more rigorous applications are required for threatened species or their
habitat” is a requirement, the lack of inspection and identification prior to obtaining a
license means the actual species to be harmed aren’t always known.

e Development will continue; it is necessary for human society. However, harming
animals is essentially free no matter how many, and what species, are harmed. It
should be much more highly regulated and much more expensive to clear a hectare of
land for a housing development than to cut down a tree inhabited by birds on a farm.

e Harm can occur at any time with no consideration for reproduction seasonality.



Greater enforcement, while it may help, does not address the root cause: there are just too

many animals harmed through this program!

e There need to be good incentives to live with and tolerate native wildlife. If not
incentives, then strong dis-incentives to harming them that are actually implemented
and for which there are real consequences.

e There needs to be education about non-lethal strategies that is targeted to specific
common situations (rural, urban, cropland, etc.), available on-demand, and required
prior to obtaining a license to harm.

e Comprehensive exploration of the affected area should be required for large
development projects. This should be done by unconflicted professionals to ascertain
just what species, and how many of each, will be harmed. Mitigation strategies should
be implemented whenever possible before large-scale harm is done. NPWS/ wildlife
rehabilitators should be called in to assist with necessary relocations of animals for
which there is no other possible solution. Only then, and as the exception not the rule,

should lethal harm be permitted.
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