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FOUR PAWS Supplementary questions. Licence to Harm Inquiry

1) There was a suggestion during this inquiry for ‘compensation’ for landholders
if licenses were not granted but native animals caused damage in some way

to property. Should the focus be on finding alternatives to resolve conflicts
with wildlife for landholders or compensation packages and allowing the
damage to continue? If you believe the focus should be on non-lethal
alternatives to deal with the conflict - can you explain why, and the importance

FOUR PAWS strongly believes the primary focus should be on preventing and resolving wildlife
conflict through practical, non-lethal solutions not relying on compensation after damage has
already occurred.

Compensation may help landholders in the short term, but it does nothing to address the
underlying reasons native animals interact with farms in the first place. If wildlife continue seeking
food, water or habitat, the damage will simply continue year after year. That leaves both the
landholder and the wildlife stuck in a cycle of conflict.

By contrast, non-lethal measures such as wildlife-friendly netting, well-designed exclusion fencing,
guardian animals, habitat management, and deterrents can stop damage from occurring in the first
place and provide long-term, sustainable outcomes. These approaches are already working
successfully on many properties across NSW, including through real-world examples.

Investing in practical support, grants, and guidance for these preventative tools is far more
effective and also reflects public expectations that native wildlife should only be harmed as a
genuine last resort. Compensation alone risks normalising ongoing harm rather than helping
landholders and wildlife coexist safely.

(2) Would you support kill limits, or restrictions on applications in relation to
certain species - if yes, please explain why? Do you think introducing these
types of controls or limits could be useful in reducing the level of harm caused
by this system?

While we understand the intention behind introducing kill limits or restricting licences for certain
species, FOUR PAWS has some concerns about a quota-style system. Hard caps can
unintentionally imply that killing up to that limitis acceptable, rather than requiring each individual
licence to be justified on its own merits.

Instead of focusing on numbers alone, we believe the solution lies in strengthening the decision-
making framework itself. This means requiring:

e Clear, verified evidence of actual damage

e Proofthatreasonable non-lethal measures have been attempted

e Transparent decision-making and stronger oversight

e Improved support to help landholders implement non-lethal options
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Improving the evidentiary thresholds and governance is a more effective way to prevent
unnecessary harm than numerical limits that could normalise killing.

(3) Inyour submission you talk about the ‘compliance gap’ that has been found
to exist in relation to non-commercial licences to harm kangaroos. Can you
expand on what you mean by this? What needs to change to improve
compliance and oversight in relation to this licencing system?

The “compliance gap” refers to the lack of effective monitoring, reporting and verification of what
actually happens under licences to harm particularly in relation to non-commercial kangaroo
killing.

The NSW Legislative Council’s previous kangaroo inquiry found NPWS could not even state how
many kangaroos were killed under non-commercial licences because the system relies almost
entirely on self-reporting, with no carcass tagging and minimal independent checks. This means
government cannot ensure shooters follow the National Standards National or that numbers killed
align with licence conditions we also note there is no requirement to document the number of
dependent young killed.

To address this, FOUR PAWS recommends reinstating and strengthening the pre-2018 conditions
that had improved transparency and accountability. This includes bringing back carcass tagging,
requiring shooter details at the time of application, requiring evidence of need, reinstating field
monitoring, and ensuring reliable independent population data underpins decision-making.

We would also refer the Committee to the Report and Recommendations from the NSW Kangaroo
Inquiry - we have copied the recommendations specific to non-commercial kangaroo killing under
the Licence to Harm Framework. It is our understanding that none of these recommendations were
implemented by the previous government and none have been implemented by the current
government. These recommendations must be introduced to improve oversight, transparency,
enforcement and to reduce animal cruelty and suffering.

Recommendation 18

That the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment conduct a full review of the systems for
issuing and compliance monitoring of licences to harm kangaroos. The review should aim to
increase the rigour and transparency of the licensing and compliance monitoring processes, be
conducted in consultation with stakeholders, and be made public.

Recommendation 19
That the NSW Government review the 2018 changes to licences to harm kangaroos as a matter of
urgency and provide a report to Parliament within 12 months.

Recommendation 20

That the National Parks and Wildlife Service employ additional compliance officers to proactively
monitor and investigate the non-commercial industry's compliance with the code of practice as
well as specific cruelty allegations.


https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/lcdocs/inquiries/2707/Report%20No%2011%20-%20PC7%20-%20Health%20and%20wellbeing%20of%20kangaroos%20and%20other%20macropods%20in%20NSW.pdf
https://www.parliament.nsw.gov.au/lcdocs/inquiries/2707/Report%20No%2011%20-%20PC7%20-%20Health%20and%20wellbeing%20of%20kangaroos%20and%20other%20macropods%20in%20NSW.pdf
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Recommendation 21

That the National Parks and Wildlife Service work with RSPCA NSW to ensure the prompt reporting
and investigation of breaches of regulatory compliance and cruelty allegations in regards to
kangaroos and other wildlife.

Recommendation 22

That the National Parks and Wildlife Service make it mandatory for persons licensed to harm
kangaroos to notify their neighbours, as far as is reasonably practicable, before they commence
shooting.

Recommendation 23
hat the Department of Planning Industry and Environment, specifically including the National Parks
and Wildlife Service, and the NSW Police Force, work together to:

e clarify the current investigation and enforcement framework in dealing with complaints
concerning kangaroo shooting

e establish a central database to receive, handle or refer complaints to responsible
government agencies

e ensure more satisfactory responses to complaints relating to kangaroo shooting.

(4) At the Inquiry, NPWS appeared to claim that they undertake an evidence-based
process when assessing licences to harm, including in relation to alleged

harm being caused by the animal and attempted use of non-lethal methods.

How do you respond to this - is this consistent with your understanding of the
licencing process? If you disagree, can you detail why you disagree with this

claim and provide any examples or evidence where this has not been the case?
Does the increasing number of licences to harm being approved suggest there

are problems with the current assessment process?

While NPWS state that an evidence-based assessment occurs, this does not reflect what we see in
practice. The safeguards NPWS point to generally appear in guidance documents—not in
legislation. NSW law does not require applicants to demonstrate they have attempted non-lethal
options, nor does it mandate independent verification of damage before lethal controlis approved.

This means approvals are often granted without robust evidence of harm, and non-lethal measures
are rarely documented or required. The very high and rapidly increasing number of animals
approved for killing each year 485,668 animals in 2025, up from 234,759 in 2023 strongly suggests
the process is not functioning as a true last-resort system. If decisions were genuinely
evidence-based and non-lethal first, these numbers would not be rising so dramatically.

The lack of transparency further undermines an evidence-based approach. The public register
shows only the number of animals approved for killing, not the number actually killed or the
welfare outcomes. Without this information, neither the public nor oversight bodies can assess the
true impacts of the licensing system.
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(5) When asked about training and competency requirements in relation to
licence to harm native animals, NPWS stated “we're conscious of putting
unreasonable burdens, in terms of training and competency, on landholders'.
We also heard evidence from wildlife rescue groups of extreme cruelty cases
occurring because of lack of training and competency. Do you thinkiit is
acceptable to have no training or competency for landholders because it could
be seen as a burden - and if not, why not? Are there ways to reduce that burden
without putting wildlife at risk of animal cruelty.

FOUR PAWS does not consider it appropriate that individuals are currently authorised to kill native
animals under NSW harm licences without any mandatory training or demonstrated competency.
When the government permits lethal control of wildlife, it has a clear responsibility to ensure those
actions are carried out humanely, safely, and in line with accepted animal-welfare standards.
Allowing untrained individuals to perform lethal control creates a foreseeable risk of avoidable
suffering.

Wildlife rescue groups have provided evidence to this inquiry of animals found with gunshot
wounds and other trauma consistent with unsuccessful kill attempts.

These cases indicate that inadequate training or limited experience can lead to animals being
wounded rather than killed quickly and humanely. This is a serious welfare concern and highlights
a gap in the current licensing framework. In all other contexts where animals are handled,
euthanised, or controlled including introduced animal management, veterinary practice, wildlife
rehabilitation, and commercial harvesting minimum competency standards are expected. There is
no policy justification for exempting native wildlife from similar safeguards.

Importantly, introducing training requirements does not need to impose an unreasonable burden
on landholders. Straightforward, accessible measures could significantly improve welfare
outcomes, such as:
e A mandatory, short online training module covering species identification, legal
responsibilities, humane-kill standards, and dependent-young protocols.
e Abasic competency assessment to confirm understanding of licence conditions and
humane-kill requirements.
e Requiring trained or accredited shooters to perform lethal control where larger numbers of
animals are authorised.

More broadly, reducing reliance on lethal control through improved support for non-lethal
management would also reduce welfare risks, as lethal methods inherently carry a higher
likelihood of wounding, orphaning, and other harm.

Introducing reasonable competency requirements alongside stronger emphasis on non-lethal
conflict mitigation would significantly improve animal welfare standards and strengthen public
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confidence in the licensing system, while still ensuring landholders have access to appropriate
tools when genuine conflicts arise.



