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The Hon. Emma Hurst, MLC 
Chair, Animal Welfare CommiƩee, 
LegislaƟve Council, 
Parliament of New South Wales 
 

Inquiry Into Licences to Harm NaƟve Animals 
 
Dear Ms Hurst 

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Parliamentary Inquiry into Licences to Harm 
NaƟve Animals. I respecƞully request that you consider the following viewpoints presented below. 
My interest in this issue arises through a background of 45 years as a landscape ecologist dealing in 
the issues of semi-arid rangelands across three States. I have been a keen observer of impact and 
management of kangaroos as well as their welfare. 

Summary of Response 
This submission focuses on kangaroos and the role of licences to harm in the Western Division of 
NSW. In this context, I see Licences to Harm NaƟve Animals as: 

 A crucial component of effecƟve land management in rangeland environments, especially in 
relaƟon to ensuring grazing impact does not exceed landscape thresholds. Land managers 
cannot control grazing pressures without the ability to manage kangaroo impact. 

 A necessary measure to help stabilise irrupƟve populaƟon dynamics and avoid catastrophic 
kangaroo welfare events due to starvaƟon with the onset of drought. These events also 
severely affect the welfare of many other species in the landscape. 

 Increasingly important as landholders seek alternaƟve means of managing kangaroos as the 
availability of commercial harvest operators declines. 

Licence to Harm permits should be allocated: 

 On the basis of satellite-based property-level assessments of vegetaƟve groundcover. 
MeeƟng a 50% groundcover target provides a tangible benchmark for managing populaƟons 
to achieve sustainable land management. This approach is best suited to Western Division 
rangelands and will not suit cropping situaƟons or the east of the State. 

 On the basis that where possible culling should be undertaken by professional shooters who 
have demonstrated skills and an awareness of welfare needs. Unfortunately, the availability 
of professional shooters is declining as commercial harvesƟng has decreased. 

The NaƟonal Code of PracƟce for the Humane ShooƟng of Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non-
Commercial Purposes1 is mandated within permits. However, awareness of the code is poor amongst 
non-professional shooters and the general public. 

The NSW Government should develop an overall Kangaroo Management Strategy. In addiƟon to 
welfare, consideraƟons of kangaroo management should be integrated to accommodate: 

 
1 DCCEEW (2021) "NaƟonal code of pracƟce for the humane shooƟng of kangaroos and wallabies for non-
commercial purposes.", www.dcceew.gov.au/environment/wildlife-trade/publicaƟons/naƟonal-code-pracƟce-
humane-shooƟng-kangaroos-and-wallabies-non-commercial.  



 Sustainable land management, especially on semi-arid lands, to reduce soil and biodiversity 
loss especially during drought. 

 Biodiversity conservaƟon to accommodate the needs of both kangaroos and other species. 
 Commercial and non-commercial harvest protocols for populaƟon management, especially 

in relaƟon to stabilising irrupƟve populaƟons, avoiding catastrophic declines drought. 
Measures should be developed to reduce the widespread suffering occurring during drought. 

 ConsideraƟon of the interests of First NaƟons people, including the uƟlisaƟon of kangaroo as 
an important tradiƟonal food source by some groups. 

 InvesƟgaƟon of opƟons to reduce the kangaroo carnage along highways. 
 The acƟve development of scale-appropriate approaches to beƩer manage kangaroos in the 

landscape, such as protocols for managing areas enclosed by exclusion fencing. 

  



Response to Inquiry into Licences to Harm NaƟve Animals 

1. Context 
The terms of reference of the inquiry raise valid aspects of the welfare of wildlife subject to 
management under Licence to Harm provisions. However, this agenda provides no consideraƟon of 
the underlying issues relevant to the Licences to Harm other than specific aspects of welfare in the 
culling process. Similarly, the recent publicaƟon by the Humane Society2 on licenced wildlife killing 
provides scant analysis of the circumstances leading to the need for a licence to harm naƟve wildlife. 
I consider this to be a shortcoming as understanding the issues associated with welfare requires 
knowledge of the context of managing specific wildlife populaƟons. 

My own context embraces the Western Division of New South Wales and the management of 
eastern grey, western grey and red kangaroos within this region under the Licence to Harm 
provisions of the Biodiversity ConservaƟon Act (2016). 

a. Western Division semi-arid rangelands 
The Western Division comprises over 40% of the land area of NSW, and also supports the largest 
populaƟons of these three common kangaroo species3. The region is oŌen overlooked by the 
urbanised NSW public and policy makers, who appear to have limited exposure to or awareness of 
the issues affecƟng this extensive area. 

About 95% of the region supports intact naƟve vegetaƟon and it should be a significant biodiversity 
resource. However, it is not. Many components of biodiversity are universally suppressed by chronic 
overgrazing and poor land condiƟon across this large area. Currently, other than coarse satellite-
based groundcover assessments4 and community dust monitoring5, no definiƟve land condiƟon 
monitoring program is in place to validate these concerns. In contrast, other states have statutory 
rangeland monitoring programs. 

The consequences of chronic overgrazing and poor land condiƟon include: 

 Failure across most of the region to generate sufficient vegetaƟve groundcover to meet the 
thresholds necessary to prevent wind and water erosion. 

 Impacts on all components of biodiversity through depleted groundcover and associated loss 
of habitat and forage. Overgrazing is implicated in the exƟncƟon of small mammals across 
the Western Division due to its impact on grassland habitats6. BeƩer management of grazing 
pressure can significantly improve biodiversity7. 

Grazing pressures come from three main sources: 

 
2 Humane Society InternaƟonal Australia (2024) Licence to Kill: The shocking scale of licensed wildlife killing in 
Australia. 
3 Department of Planning and Environment (2022). Wildlife Trade Management Plan for the Commercial 
Harvest of Kangaroos in New South Wales 2022–26. NSW Government, Sydney. 
4 FracƟonal cover  hƩps://www.ga.gov.au/scienƟfic-topics/dea/dea-data-and-products/dea-fracƟonal-cover 
5 Community Dustwatch  hƩps://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/topics/land-and-soil/soil-degradaƟon/wind-
erosion/community-dustwatch 
6 Lunney, Daniel. (2001). Causes of the exƟncƟon of naƟve mammals of the Western Division of New South 
Wales: An ecological interpretaƟon of the nineteenth century historical record. The Rangeland Journal - 23. 
10.1071/RJ01014. 
7 McDonald, Sarah E., et al. RotaƟonal grazing management achieves similar plant diversity outcomes to areas 
managed for conservaƟon in a semi-arid rangeland. The Rangeland Journal 41.2 (2019): 135-145. 



 DomesƟc stock. Most landholders have the financial imperaƟve and infrastructure to 
manage domesƟc livestock to minimise overgrazing especially during drought. 

 Feral goats. TradiƟonal fencing fails to contain goats so they can roam free of constraint and 
they have the capacity to survive difficult condiƟons. The feral goat harvest industry is 
focused on male oŏake and fails to address populaƟon levels. 

 Kangaroos. These are highly mobile herbivores and have irrupƟve populaƟon dynamics 
driven solely by season. Landholders have limited means of managing kangaroo grazing 
pressures other than through increasingly limited commercial harvest and Licence to Harm 
permits. 

The widespread impact of difficult-to-manage herbivores (feral goats and kangaroos) means that 
even the best land managers cannot adequately control grazing pressure on Western Division 
properƟes. Consequently, the region is arguably amongst the worst examples of arid land 
management in the developed world. Fortunately, innovaƟve landholders have demonstrated that 
pracƟces such as appropriate fencing, control of unmanaged herbivore populaƟons, waterpoint 
management and progressive grazing strategies can reverse poor land condiƟon and drasƟcally 
improve biodiversity8. 

Managing kangaroo populaƟons involves higher objecƟves other than reducing direct compeƟƟon 
with livestock grazing. It is an important component of spelling grazing lands and allowing grasses 
and other biodiversity to recover. 

An important consideraƟon in the Western Division is scale. The spaƟal scale is in hundreds to 
thousands of hectares at the paddock level. Kangaroo populaƟons at the paddock level vary widely 
but can also be many hundreds. Land management measures must be scale-appropriate. BouƟque 
management methods oŌen proposed in near-urban areas, such as relocaƟon and sterilisaƟon, are 
not feasible. 

b. Kangaroos 
There is wide consensus that kangaroos in the Western Division and elsewhere in the semi-arid 
rangelands are over-abundant9. This is well-accepted as a consequence of a trophic cascade following 
the eliminaƟon of predaƟon through dingo control. The primary factor determining kangaroo 
populaƟon dynamics is seasonal condiƟons. PopulaƟons increase exponenƟally in good or moderate 
seasons then crash with the inevitable onset of drought. These populaƟon dynamics across the 
region are well-documented through the Wildlife Trade Management Plan for the Commercial 
Harvest of Kangaroos in NewSouth Wales 2022–2610. The base informaƟon for populaƟon esƟmates 
has been validated by the CREEM report11 

 
8 McDonald, Sarah E., et al. RotaƟonal grazing management achieves similar plant diversity outcomes to areas 
managed for conservaƟon in a semi-arid rangeland. The Rangeland Journal 41.2 (2019): 135-145. 
9 Read, John L., et al. "IntroducƟon to special ediƟon on overabundant macropods Ecological Management & 
RestoraƟon." (2021). 
10 Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (NSW) 2021, *Wildlife Trade Management Plan for the 
Commercial Harvest of Kangaroos in New South Wales 2022–26*, Department of Planning, Industry and 
Environment, Sydney 
11 Borchers D, Burt L, Marshall L, Oedekoven C (2023) Review of Kangaroo Management Programme Surveys in 
New South Wales. Report number CREEM-2023-04. Provided to Department of Planning and Environment, 
NSW Government. Australia, October 2023 
(unpublished) 



Major crashes in kangaroo populaƟons in the Western Division have occurred in 1993, 2003, and 
2016-17. Between 2016 and 2018, approximately 7.1 million red and grey kangaroos disappeared 
across the NSW harvest zones, but only 1 .8 million (25%) of this can be aƩributed to harvest. In the 
Western Region, the populaƟon fell by 4.2 million. Red kangaroo populaƟons across the Western 
Plains declined by 42.9% (2,200,961 kangaroos) of which only 199,059 animals (9%) were taken by 
commercial harvest (Office of Environment and Heritage, 2018). An unspecified but low number 
would also have been culled by permit.12 Not counted, many kangaroos suffer badly on roadsides as 
a result of vehicle collisions during dry condiƟons. 

The welfare of millions of kangaroos slowly dying during drought is invisible to the public but many 
landholders directly experience the distress that occurs and must deal with the issue13. While not the 
focus of this inquiry, the magnitude of this drought welfare issue should provide a reference point for 
assessing the welfare aspects of kangaroos subject to lethal control. The larger welfare issue is an 
“elephant in the room”, ignored because it is a “natural” process, but driven by un-natural factors. 

The need to manage the irrupƟve nature of kangaroo populaƟon dynamics should be the basis of an 
overall NSW kangaroo management strategy. Such a strategy should address landscape condiƟon, all 
biodiversity, drought, First NaƟons needs and commercial or non-commercial harvest as well as 
welfare requirements. 

2. Response to terms of reference 
(a) the species and number of animals affected by licences to harm naƟve animals 
Refer to comments on red, eastern grey and western grey kangaroos in the preceding secƟon. 

(b) the welfare impacts of lethal control methods prescribed under licences to harm naƟve animals, 
including consideraƟon of whether current requirements adequately safeguard animal welfare and 
species idenƟficaƟon 
As indicated elsewhere, the scale of both landscapes and kangaroo populaƟons in the Western 
Division require that management pracƟces both ensure individual animal welfare but are pracƟcal 
for implementaƟon. On-ground shooƟng is therefore preferred. Permits for the lethal control of 
kangaroo in NSW require adherence to the NaƟonal Code of PracƟce for the Humane ShooƟng of 
Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non-Commercial Purposes. This code is workable in rangeland 
situaƟons. The use of professional shooters by landholders to undertake Licence to Harm culling 
should be encouraged if not subsidized to ensure compliance with the code. OŌen non-professional 
shooters have a poor knowledge of the code or fail to implement its requirements. 

(c) the extent to which orphaned young are affected by licences to harm naƟve animals and how 
these impacts are tracked or miƟgated 
No comment 

(d) the adequacy of current assessment processes used when granƟng licences to harm 
NSW kangaroo policy has historically focused on maintaining kangaroo populaƟons rather than 
idenƟfying impacts or “harm”. Current assessments of harm for permits appear ad hoc and 
inconsistent across regions. 

 
12 Department of Planning, Industry & Environment (2018) 2019 Quota Report, New South Wales Commercial 
Kangaroo Harvest Management Plan 2017–2021 
13 McMurtrie, Ashley, Kerle, Anne (2021) The dying has begun. It’s a preƩy rough backdrop to a job. Ecol Manag 
RestoraƟon, V 22, S1, 64-65. hƩps://doi.org/10.1111/emr.12440 



On Western Division rangelands, where kangaroo populaƟons affect landscape integrity even in the 
absence of livestock, a beƩer approach may involve a structured assessment of landscape impact as 
a basis for granƟng Licences to Harm.  

The key parameter for land condiƟon in the Western Division is groundcover. This includes grass, 
forbs, dead vegetaƟve maƩer and gravel that provides soils with protecƟon from wind and water 
erosion, as well as providing habitat and forage for small animals. Groundcover levels provide a clear 
basis for assessing potenƟal harm to landscapes. Well-established thresholds exist: 

 50% groundcover for wind erosion 
 70% groundcover for water erosion14 

Groundcover is readily measured by satellite remote sensing. FracƟonal groundcover measurements, 
idenƟfying bare soil, green vegetaƟon and dead vegetaƟon, have been available for some Ɵme, are 
conƟnuously collected and have an historical record spanning the period back to 198015. Commercial 
providers rouƟnely produce fracƟonal cover data for landholders at a property or paddock-scale, a 
level suited to management purposes16. Property-level fracƟonal groundcover informaƟon could be 
readily uƟlized as a basis for assessing areas where pasture uƟlizaƟon is approaching the 50% 
threshold and requiring intervenƟon to reduce macropod impact. 

Landholders require informaƟon on kangaroo numbers at the property or paddock level to make 
decisions on the management of pastures and herbivores. A recent project involving the Department 
of Primary Industries and Local Land Services has provided a predicƟve tool for kangaroo 
management, yet to be published17. This predicƟve tool provides a means of predicƟng the 
abundance and distribuƟon of kangaroos at the property level. This also has potenƟal for providing a 
higher level of assessment in the consideraƟon of permits. 

While both of the preceding approaches may be valuable for western NSW rangelands, they are, of 
course, unlikely to be applicable to the eastern porƟon of the State or land used for cropping where 
groundcover generally meets erosion thresholds. 

(e) the level of public transparency and accountability associated with licensing decisions, including 
data availability and reasons for approval and rejecƟon of applicaƟons 
See above. 

(f) the extent of NSW Government support for research, trials, and adopƟon of alternaƟve wildlife 
management strategies 
Given the decline of the kangaroo harvest industry as a management tool, Western Division 
landholders are seeking means to beƩer manage kangaroo populaƟons at the paddock or property 
scale. This includes the use of total grazing pressure fencing, exclusion fencing and improved 
waterpoint control. These approaches need supporƟng management informaƟon. For instance: 

 What is the best approach to managing the closure of an arƟficial waterpoint (e.g. dam or 
trough) without causing welfare issues. 

 
14 Cork, S., Eadie. L., Mele, P., Price, R. And Yule, D. (2012) The relaƟonships between land management 
pracƟces and soil condiƟon and the quality of ecosystem services delivered from agricultural land in Australia, 
Kiri-ganai research  
15 Geoscience Australia. FracƟonal groundcover hƩps://www.ga.gov.au/scienƟfic-topics/dea/dea-data-and-
products/dea-fracƟonal-cover 
16See: hƩps://www.cibolabs.com.au/ 
17 Pers comm F. Garland LLS 17.12.25 



 How should a kangaroo populaƟon located within an exclusion fence be managed to 
maintain stable numbers and geneƟc diversity. 

Do any programs support landholders in the development and implementaƟon of new kangaroo 
management pracƟces at either the NSW or Australian Government levels? For instance, Australian 
Government's Future Drought Fund Investment Strategy fails to specifically menƟon kangaroo 
management despite a clear linkage to drought preparedness18. 

(g) the extent to which First NaƟons communiƟes and TradiƟonal Owners are consulted prior to the 
issuing of licences to harm naƟve wildlife, and how cultural values and responsibiliƟes are 
incorporated into decision-making 

No comment. 

(h) any other related maƩers. 

See preamble. 

 
18 Future Drought Fund Investment Strategy, hƩps://www.agriculture.gov.au/agriculture-land/farm-food-
drought/drought/future-drought-fund/next-phase 


