Parliamentary Inquiry into licences to harm native animals Feb 2026
Post-hearing Responses

The CHAIR: I understand you're saying that the whole system is moving over to a new regulator. At the
moment, how many full-time equivalent National Parks and Wildlife staff are responsible for administering the
licence-to-harm system? I'm happy for you to take that on notice as well.

DAVID CRUST: Yes, I apologise, I'll have to take that on notice, but we'll get those figures for you.

Response:

The majority of wildlife licensing responsibilities and staff transferred to the Biodiversity and Heritage
Regulator (BHR) on 19 January 2026. The 29 staff (28.5 FTE) who transferred are responsible for
coordinating the systems and guidelines around licences to harm fauna issued by National Parks and
Wildlife Service (NPWS) Areas to landholders. These staff are also responsible for the other licence to
harm categories under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. The team transferred to the Regulator
included 15 ongoing staff (14.5 FTE) and 14 temporary staff (14 FTE).

NPWS does not have a dedicated central team for licence-to-harm. Work is shared across Rangers and
administrative staff from NPWS Park Operations branches as part of their general duties with approvals
signed off by an authorised officer with the appropriate delegation. An internal review identified that the
licensing workload currently dispersed across the Park Operations branches equates to approximately
three full-time equivalents (FTE) if consolidated into a single team. At present, that work is absorbed
across around 1,500 NPWS Park Operations staff statewide who each contribute small portions of time to
licensing activities.

Wildlife and plant licensing functions are currently transitioning from NPWS to the new BHR, with NPWS
supporting continuity through operational assistance during a defined 6-month transition period.

The CHAIR: Again, I've got a couple more questions that might need to be taken on notice as well, but I'm just
wondering if there's a separate team for licensing versus compliance and enforcement. Could I get the
breakdown of staff in those teams, if they are separate?

ADAM GILLIGAN: Sure. We can provide more detail on notice. Just to give you an idea of the current
arrangements, we do currently have a central wildlife licensing unit that is transitioning across from National
Parks to the regulator that handles many of the licences for things like keeping of native wildlife, for breeding
licences et cetera. We also have a small team within the regulator that deals with the commercial kangaroo
management program, and then a larger cohort of staff across National Parks who deal with a lot of the non-
commercial harm. Given those three teams and the dispersed nature of the workforce, we would need to come
back to you on notice with the precise figures.

Response:

Compliance and enforcement for matters under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 is undertaken by
authorised officers across the department. Generally authorised officers working in operational delivery
business areas undertake the initial assessments, and matters are escalated to a DCCEEW Special
Investigations Section within BHR (SIS) based on risk assessment where they are prioritised for action
against the broader agency compliance and enforcement matters at hand. There are currently 6 FTE in
the SIS.

Licensing and compliance are not separated into distinct teams within NPWS Park Operations branches.

Within NPWS, compliance and enforcement work, including inspections, seizures and investigations, is
performed by Authorised Officers, mainly Rangers, within NPWS Park Operations branches.



As anindication, between February and August 2025, 18 wildlife compliance requests required 0.5-1 full
day of support from 1-2 Park Operations branch staff, per request.

The full licensing and compliance function will transition to the BHR following a staged handover later this
year.

The CHAIR: Thank you. I appreciate there'd be different teams for different parts. Also in regard to the staff
members that particularly work in this system, for the landholders licences to harm system that's currently under
National Parks, I'm just wondering if there's any staff members that have training in animal welfare and what
kind of training that might be. Again, that's probably something to take on notice, if you don't mind.

ADAM GILLIGAN: Yes.

Response:

While staff in NPWS have a broad range of relevant skills and experience, it is not known how many hold
specific training for animal welfare. While NPWS is not responsible for administering or enforcing the
Protection of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (POCTAA), all staff are aware of their requirement to operate
within this legislation. The requirements are included in the procedures for staff assessing licence
applications. Standard conditions in licences to harm remind licensees of the requirements to comply
with POCTAA and require compliance with standard operating procedures designed to ensure animal
welfare standards.

The CHAIR: Why are some not put up on the website? Why are some only given once someone applies for or
receives a licence?

DAVID CRUST: I probably need to take that on notice, but my understanding is that some of the codes of
practice need to be updated to reflect the legislative changes with the transition from the National Parks and
Wildlife Act to the Biodiversity Conservation Act, and that could be part of the reason for that.

The CHAIR: Are we possibly able to have those documents tabled to the Committee, just so we can see the
different codes and standard operating procedures that someone might receive at present time, if they were
getting a licence?

ADAM GILLIGAN: Certainly, yes.

DAVID CRUST: We can do that.

Response:

The Code of Practice for the Humane Destruction of Wombats is not currently published on the
department’s external website.

This Code of Practice was developed under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 and its legislative
references are now out of date following the transition to the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. While
the policy is overdue for revision, the procedural and animal welfare requirements it contains remain
current. The document is routinely provided to any landholder who applies for, or is issued, a licence
involving wombats.

Anyone who would like a copy of these guidelines can contact DCCEEW however not providing
information on this process on the web is considered to add disincentive to landholders wanting to harm
wombats. The current approach ensures that the Code is provided only in the appropriate context,
alongside regulatory oversight and guidance from authorised officers.



The CHAIR: Is there any specific documented criteria a landholder must meet to actually receive that licence to
harm? You mentioned the criteria of economic hardship, for example. How does the ranger, or whoever it is
that's assessing that application, determine that there is a genuine risk to human safety, or a genuine concern to
economic hardship? How do they make that determination?

DAVID CRUST: That can be based on an indication of actual damage. It could be damage to fences. It could
be damage to infrastructure. It could be grazing pressure associated with kangaroos. In the case of human safety,
it could be a particularly aggressive animal that's interacting with people. All of those factors are considered as
part of that process. We also have some guides in terms of flow charts, which support decision-making for some
species. For example, for licences to harm for wombats, there's a really detailed flow chart that kind of—

The CHAIR: Could we get a copy of that as well for the Committee?

DAVID CRUST: That's part of the code of practice and the standard operating procedure. It basically walks the
assessing officer through that process of considering whether to issue a licence or not.

Response:

The Code of Practice for the Humane Destruction of Wombats is attached.

The CHAIR: You've told us that, despite the evidence we've heard this morning, there is a requirement for
people to consider non-lethal alternatives and there is a requirement to provide evidence of the reason why
they're applying for one of these licences. I'm wondering whether you can give us a few examples of de-
identified case studies. I'm assuming that there would be a documented process, from whoever has approved
these licences, of particular examples where somebody has applied for a licence, they've provided that evidence
that they looked at non-lethal avenues, and they've provided the evidence of human safety risk or economic
harm. Could we get a few of the documents around those cases de-identified, just so we can see that process, to
better understand the criticisms that we've received today that that process isn't happening?

ADAM GILLIGAN: Certainly.

Response:

Applicants seeking a licence to harm fauna are required to outline the non-lethal control methods they
have attempted, the duration of those methods and the reasons they are no longer effective in their
application. While NPWS does not operate under a fully standardised assessment framework for all
species, applications indicating that non-lethal options have not been trialled prompt follow-up contact
from NPWS Rangers. These discussions seek to understand the reasons and, where appropriate, request
that non-lethal options be attempted before a licence is considered.

Itis important to note that, with the exception of agricultural applicants, most individuals approach
NPWS seeking advice on how to resolve a wildlife conflict rather than to pursue a licence. Many are
unaware that a licence may be required. In practice, administration staff and Rangers work directly with
community members through the provision of advice, often resolving issues using non-lethal approaches
without the need to proceed to a licence.

For example, in 2025, one NPWS Area Team received 115 wildlife matters requiring follow-up beyond
initial advice. This figure does not reflect the substantially larger volume of general wildlife enquiries that
are resolved at first contact. Of the 115 follow-up matters, 46 potentially met the threshold for
problem-animal assessment where a licence to harm may be considered. Only 27 licences to harm were
issued, with the remaining matters resolved through advice and non-lethal intervention.

Example 1- Ravens causing repeated vehicle damage

NPWS received a request supported by 19 households for the removal or destruction of Ravens causing
ongoing damage to multiple vehicles over several months, including removal of wiper blades, damage to



window seals and scratching of paintwork. The residents had trialled several deterrent methods and
provided video evidence.

NPWS Rangers met with local Council to identify options, with a strong preference for avoiding lethal
control. Rangers also consulted colleagues statewide and sought advice from a species expert. Council
subsequently distributed educational material to residents based on NPWS guidance. In consultation
with Council’s animal control contractor, the application did not proceed to a licence to harm.

Example 2 - Retail premises experiencing Magpie impacts

A large retail business contacted NPWS requesting a licence to harm due to hygiene concerns and daily
product loss valued at approximately $200 caused by Magpies residing within the store. NPWS Rangers
attended the premises to assess the situation, including an inspection of the non-lethal measures
already in place and the practicality of implementing additional deterrent options.

Non-lethal controls trialled by the business and recommended by NPWS Rangers included securing
building entry points, installation of air curtains at customer entrances, covering exposed food products
at the end of each day, improved management of food waste in outdoor areas and customer education to
discourage feeding birds.

Following the site assessment, NPWS issued a license to harm (trap) as an additional non-lethal option.
The issue subsequently became manageable through these measures, and the business did not
implement the licence or proceed to any lethal control.

Example 3 - Licence to harm wombat

A council contacted a local licensed wildlife rehabilitation provider about a wombat burrowing into a
water treatment sludge dam wall. The wildlife rehabilitation provider contacted the local NPWS Area and,
following discussions, a licence was issued to install a one-way gate and fill-in burrow when proven to be
empty. Camera monitoring was also used to confirm burrow use and, once it was demonstrated not to be
active and confirmed empty, then the burrow was filled in (see record below).

Licences to harm
bearch Applicant & Property Details Landholder’s Licences

Licence issued for property #:
Licence no Start date Expiry date  Delegated officer (first name)  Surname Licence type Status User ID Last update

[ 1771272025 | 17/03/2026- - 3 i - -

Print

Export Licence to

Impacts to property and/or safety Species to be controlled Licence conditions General Licence holder Return(s) Attachment

vencer: (D

Impact on the property:

() Damage to crop (specify type): ]

{2 Damage to property e.g. fence, infrastructure [ Competition for pasture and/or water points | Aggressive animal threatening human safety
[)Hazard to aircraft or vehidles Causing erosion | Disease or human health management

() Other (spedify): |

Approximate area of property affected (if applicable in ha): ‘
Approximate % area of property affected: ]

Non-lethal method used: |Monitoring for now to confirm if burrow in inhabited

Length of time trial: A week

Result: |Confirmed not inhabited looking to destruct the entry of the burrow - T~
Site inspection required: Yes ONo ‘ 4

Comment: [Destruction of burrow approved, no wombats to be harmed.




The Hon. BOB NANVA: The conditions attached to those licences presumably are quite specific to the
application, the location, the species, the range of factors that you've just gone through. In terms of the criticism
of enforcement action, do you have details of the number of licences that have been varied, suspended or
cancelled, or the prosecutions that might have taken place for breaches of conditions?

ADAM GILLIGAN: We'd like to take that on notice, if that's okay.

Response:

As an indication, between February and August 2025, 18 wildlife compliance requests required 0.5-1 full
day of support from 1-2 Park Operations branch staff, per request.

If a report of non-compliance is received by the department, it is referred to the relevant NPWS Area
office to investigate and take appropriate action. Actions include referral to the NSW Police, undertaking
investigations, providing verbal and written advice to reinforce requirement to comply with licence
conditions, strengthened licence conditions, including, for example, requirement for additional reporting,
and requiring inspections be undertaken prior to extensions or new licences being granted for some
applicants.

Where non-compliance is reported or identified, NPWS investigates and takes appropriate action. In
some cases, the matter may be referred to another authority such as the Royal Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) or NSW Police.

Since the commencement of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016, 190 non-commercial harm licences
have been varied. This figure does not reflect the applications or variation requests that have been
refused.

The recorded actions for complaints and compliance actions are held at a NPWS Area level in standard
record management systems. The current licensing system does not allow this information to be sourced
at a state level. System improvements are currently underway as part of the transition to the new
Regulator.

Nil prosecutions.

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD: If1 can just ask one more, and this one will be on notice. Are you able to
provide consolidated annual data on the licences issued, species, numbers authorised and numbers actually
killed?

DAVID CRUST: Yes, we can certainly provide that data. The number of species actually harmed is based on
the returns. Typically it's expressed as a maximum number harmed, which is the numbers that have reported
through the return system. Then where there hasn't been a return, it's assumed that the maximum number of that
licence has been harmed.

Response:
Annual data attached for the period 2021-2025 provides a breakdown by species lethally and non-lethally

harmed.

The CHAIR: The Hon. Aileen MacDonald was asking some questions and you said that you do record when
contact has been made with a landholder to suggest alternatives. I'm wondering if you could take on notice the
number of calls that have been made by the department, say in the last 12 months, to contact a landholder to talk
about alternatives.

DAVID CRUST: I'm not sure we keep data to that level of detail.

The CHAIR: When Ms MacDonald was asking a question she said, "Do you keep a record of that?", and you
said yes. What is that record?

DAVID CRUST: Typically it would be associated with the actual licence. It would be a note with the licence.
I'm talking about my experience in a particular part of the National Parks and Wildlife Service.



The CHAIR: Sorry, did you say it would be a note with the licence?

DAVID CRUST: Yes.

The CHAIR: That a call has been made to suggest alternatives.

DAVID CRUST: Yes.

The CHAIR: So we can't get a detailed description of how many calls and how many notes there have been
made on licences, where that was—

ADAM GILLIGAN: Perhaps on notice we can explore what's capable within the system but, as I say, some of
the systems lack significant maturity. A note might be in there, but drawing it out across the number of licences
issued might be a challenge. We'll take it on notice and respond as best we can.

The CHAIR: On notice, can you just describe the details of what the problem is with being able to gather that
data, so that we can better understand why there's no transparency around the data on this? That would be useful
too.

ADAM GILLIGAN: Yes, certainly.

Response:

The current NPWS arrangements involve this information being captured locally using local record
management arrangements which vary across 32 Park Operations Areas. The current licensing system
does not capture this information in a consistent manner and may not reflect calls where non-lethal
methods are implemented or do not proceed to an application. Current system improvements being
developed will help to address these system capability issues.

Supplementary Questions

(1)You state in your submission that, in relation to applications for licences to harm, “examples of additional
information commonly required include photo or video evidence”. Please provide a breakdown of how often
applicants are required to provide this type of evidence — is this data recorded, and if not, why not?

Response:

We are unable to provide a breakdown as this information is not currently collected in a systematic way
across the state.

(a) Why isn’t photo and video evidence a standard requirement for every application for a licence to harm?

Response:

Site inspections are conducted for first-time applicants where practicable, while some NPWS Areas also
conduct site inspections for small acreage properties, high risk or unique applications. Conducting site
inspections is contingent on a risk assessment based on factors such as the number of animals
proposed to be harmed, conservation status of a species, community interest/concern, property location
(i.e. proximity to a town, travel distance for Authorised Officers), and the type/number of attempts an
applicant has made to address the issue using non-lethal means.

The size (hectares) of the property does not always trigger a site inspection. In Central West Area for
example, Rangers in the role of Authorised Officer conduct site inspections for small acreage properties
(less than 25 hectares) for applications to harm kangaroos. During the inspection, Rangers observe
impacts and take photos as documentary evidence. If an application is received to harm a wombat, the
Ranger will arrange a site visit to trap and release the wombat into suitable habitat off-site and seek to
educate the landholder on closing off entry points to prevent future access. In some NPWS Areas, site
inspections are only occasionally undertaken due to limited resources and large travel distances.

(2) What non-lethal alternatives does NPWS commonly recommend to people who call up seeking a licence to
harm? Is there an internal written SOP or other guidance for NPWS staff as to what alternatives landholders are
required to try, or proof they are required to provide regarding alternatives that have been attempted?



Response:

Examples of long-term solutions may include exclusion netting, floppy-top or other fencing, scare
devices, gating, shelter, olfactory devices, blocking entrances into a roof cavity or chimney, roosting areas
made undesirable or changing the way something is done to avoid conflict. Also see living with native
animals.

Internal guidance is provided for staff assessing licence applications which includes consideration of
what non-lethal methods have been attempted. This is also required to be provided by applicants as part
of the application process.


https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/animals-and-plants/native-animals/living-with-native-animals?faIframeUniqueId=1f9i1nkbka&hostURL=https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/licences-and-permits/wildlife-licences/licences-to-control-or-harm/licence-to-harm-native-animals/landholders-licence-to-harm-native-animals-application-form&jsid=eyJ0eXAiOiJKV1QiLCJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.WyI5ZDU2YTEyMzQzMzdmMWMyYTU0Mjg5ZTQwZTk5YTlhZiJd.IYt8P8i0Efb1jZqf3wDjPK851MX_kr1oQyhcyEaNs7Y
https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/animals-and-plants/native-animals/living-with-native-animals?faIframeUniqueId=1f9i1nkbka&hostURL=https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/licences-and-permits/wildlife-licences/licences-to-control-or-harm/licence-to-harm-native-animals/landholders-licence-to-harm-native-animals-application-form&jsid=eyJ0eXAiOiJKV1QiLCJhbGciOiJIUzI1NiJ9.WyI5ZDU2YTEyMzQzMzdmMWMyYTU0Mjg5ZTQwZTk5YTlhZiJd.IYt8P8i0Efb1jZqf3wDjPK851MX_kr1oQyhcyEaNs7Y

