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SUBMISSION: INQUIRY INTO LICENCES TO HARM NATIVE ANIMALS  

TO: The Animal Welfare Committee (NSW)  

FROM: Adelaide Hills Kangaroo Rescue  

DATE: 18 December 2025 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT Adelaide Hills Kangaroo Rescue is a grassroots, frontline 
organisation. Our resources are finite, and our time is best spent in the field saving lives, 
not navigating bureaucracy. We provide this submission with a mixture of hope and 
profound exhaustion. Wildlife rescue organisations across this country are fatigued by a 
cycle of parliamentary inquiries that feign listening but result in no substantive change. 
We have seen too many committees produce reports that are ignored while the 
slaughter of our native wildlife continues unabated. 

We urge this Committee to break that cycle. We ask that you give full and serious 
consideration to the issues raised herein and provide recommendations that are at the 
strongest possible level. More importantly, we demand that those recommendations be 
actioned. We cannot aPord another inquiry that serves as a delay tactic while our 
wildlife populations plummet. 

INTRODUCTION Adelaide Hills Kangaroo Rescue is pleased to provide this submission 
to the Animal Welfare Committee's inquiry into licences to harm native animals in New 
South Wales. Our organisation has dedicated years to the rescue, rehabilitation, and 
advocacy for native wildlife, with expertise in the care and conservation of kangaroos 
and other macropods. Through our frontline work, we witness the devastating 
consequences of Australia's current wildlife management practices. We have cared for 
countless orphaned joeys, responded to calls for kangaroos suPering from gunshot 
wounds, and documented the cascading impacts of lethal control methods on wildlife 
populations, particularly kangaroos and wombats. This experience positions us to 
provide evidence-based insights into the failings of the current licensing system. 

Our fundamental position is unequivocal: native wildlife should not be destroyed under 
a permit system that prioritises commercial convenience over conservation, animal 
welfare, and ecological integrity. Australia's native animals are a precious and 
irreplaceable part of our natural heritage and deserve protection, not permits for their 
systematic destruction. The current 'licence to harm' system in NSW represents a 



fundamental failure of our duty of care to native wildlife; it operates with minimal 
oversight, requires no substantive evidence of necessity, provides virtually no protection 
for dependent young, and lacks meaningful accountability or transparency. We urge the 
Committee to recommend the abolition of the current licensing system and its 
replacement with a framework that prioritises non-lethal coexistence strategies, 
evidence-based decision-making, robust animal welfare protections, and genuine 
transparency and accountability. 

TERM OF REFERENCE A: The species and number of animals aGected The scope of 
native wildlife aPected by NSW's licence to harm system is both extensive and deeply 
concerning. Current public registers reveal that between 2017 and 2025, at least 25,451 
licences to harm kangaroos and 3,816 licences to harm other animals have been 
issued. These figures represent only those animals explicitly counted under licence 
quotas and exclude dependent young, who "do not count towards the licence quota" 
according to current licence conditions. The system permits the harming of at least 48 
diPerent species of native wildlife, including bare-nosed wombats, emus, corellas, 
galahs, wood ducks, swallows, cormorants, and ravens. Individual licences authorise 
the killing of anywhere from 1 to 1,500 animals, revealing the alarming scale at which 
wildlife can be destroyed under this system. 

Critical Deficiencies 

• Lack of Species Listing: There is no definitive list of native animals who can be 
considered for a licence to harm. Instead, the system operates on the vague 
criterion that licences can be granted "if protected native animals are shown to 
be a threat to human safety, damaging property and/or causing economic 
hardship," leaving virtually any native species vulnerable to lethal control. 

• Overlapping Licensing Structures: The system is complicated by overlapping 
licensing mechanisms that obscure the true extent of wildlife killing. Kangaroos 
can be killed under both commercial licences and licences to harm, while native 
ducks can be killed under 'Native Game Bird Management' licences or licences 
to harm, despite not being a game species in NSW. These parallel systems make 
it nearly impossible to accurately assess the total impact on wildlife populations. 

• No Evidence Required: Applicants are not required to demonstrate or provide 
proof of the damage allegedly caused by wildlife, nor must they exclude other 
possible causes or provide evidence that non-lethal methods have been 
attempted. The system is essentially self-reported and self-certified, creating 
enormous potential for abuse—a potential that is fulfilled regularly. 

• Population Impact Assessment Absent: No data is collected or assessed 
regarding wildlife population numbers in areas where licences are granted. This 
means that localised extinctions could occur through licensed killing, with 



devastating long-term impacts on genetic diversity and ecosystem health. The 
cumulative ePect of thousands of licences over years could be pushing species 
toward dangerous population declines without any monitoring or intervention. 

Recommendations We fundamentally oppose the killing of wildlife under this permit 
system. However, if the system continues, it must include strictly evidence-based 
assessments where landholders provide documented photographic evidence of 
animals and damage, proof of species identification, and evidence of non-lethal 
methods trialled. DCCEEW must conduct mandatory in-person site inspections to 
verify information before approval, as desktop assessments are insuPicient for life-and-
death decisions. Independent data on species population numbers must be gathered; 
licences should be automatically denied in areas where populations are declining or 
vulnerable. Furthermore, all wildlife killing must be recorded in a single, unified public 
register to allow for accurate total impact assessment. Threatened species must be 
explicitly excluded, and strict numerical limits must be applied to individual licences. 

TERM OF REFERENCE B: Welfare impacts of lethal control The animal welfare 
impacts of the current licensing system are profound and 
unacceptable. The Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 explicitly acknowledges that 
these licences permit acts that would otherwise constitute cruelty oPences. While 
shooting is the primary method authorised, the reality of field conditions—night-time 
shooting, moving targets, weather, and fatigue—results in high rates of non-fatal 
wounding. This leads to animals suPering prolonged, agonising deaths from blood loss, 
infection, starvation, or predation. Furthermore, there is no process to ensure correct 
species identification, creating risks for threatened species or similar-looking non-
target species. The system operates with virtually no regulatory oversight: there are no 
requirements for video documentation, independent witnesses, or post-operation 
inspections, creating an environment where cruelty and abuse occur with impunity. 

The Kangaroo Example Kangaroos provide the clearest example of systematic welfare 
failures. The National Code of Practice permits the killing of female kangaroos with in-
pouch or at-foot young. For pouch young, the Code requires "euthanasia" via blunt force 
trauma to the head—a method that exposes joeys to extreme distress and is diPicult to 
execute or verify. At-foot joeys are often not captured after their mothers are shot, 
leading to slow deaths from starvation, dehydration, or predation. Given that most 
shooting occurs at night, locating and euthanising scattered at-foot joeys is practically 
impossible, meaning this suPering is built into the system. 

Recommendations 

1. Mandatory Video Documentation: All lethal activities must be recorded with 
time-stamped vision (e.g., body camera) to verify compliance and welfare 
standards. 



2. Enhanced Proficiency: Shooters must undergo annual proficiency testing with 
pass rates of 95% or higher under realistic field conditions. 

3. Species Verification: DCCEEW oPicers must conduct site visits to verify 
species identification before licences are granted. 

4. Unannounced Inspections: Regular, unannounced field inspections must 
occur on a minimum of 50% of active licences annually. 

5. Protection for Females with Young: Females with dependent young (in-pouch, 
at-foot, or nesting) must be explicitly prohibited from being harmed. 

TERM OF REFERENCE C: Impact on orphaned young The treatment of dependent 
young is one of the system's most morally reprehensible failures; rather than protecting 
them, the system explicitly excludes them from safeguards. Licence conditions state 
that "dependent young... do not count towards the licence quota". This means an 
unlimited number of young can be killed or orphaned without tracking, and applicants 
have no incentive to avoid females with oPspring. "Euthanasia" requirements are vague 
and meaningless, providing no guidance or accountability. Consequently, at-foot joeys 
and fledgling birds are "invisible victims," often abandoned to die slowly from starvation 
or predation when their parents are killed. 

Recommendations There must be an absolute prohibition on killing animals with 
dependent young of any kind. Licences must be prohibited during known breeding 
seasons, nesting periods, or times of dependency. If dependent young are aPected, 
they must be included in reporting, counted separately in registers, and tracked to 
assess cumulative impacts. Shooters must be required to cease operations if young are 
found, capture them safely, and transport them to licensed carers. Significant penalties, 
including licence revocation, should apply for orphaning dependent young. 

TERM OF REFERENCE D: Adequacy of assessment processes The current 
assessment process is a rubber stamp—an "online tick box process" that takes minutes 
to complete. Applicants select from pre-populated categories without providing 
substantive evidence, receiving rapid approval without rigorous assessment. There is no 
requirement to prove wildlife presence, alleged damage, economic hardship, or that 
non-lethal alternatives were attempted. DCCEEW’s involvement is administrative with 
no site verification, meaning fabricated claims and species misidentification go 
undetected. Furthermore, there is no assessment of cumulative impacts on regional 
populations, and the absence of denial data suggests licences are rarely refused. 

Recommendations The evidentiary burden must shift entirely to applicants, who must 
provide comprehensive documentation including professional population surveys, 
timestamped evidence of damage, and proof of non-lethal attempts. Mandatory site 
inspections by DCCEEW are essential for every application. Applications involving large 



numbers or sensitive areas require independent expert review. Every application must 
be assessed against specific non-lethal alternatives and cumulative regional 
impacts. The default position must be that licences are denied unless overwhelming 
evidence of necessity is provided. 

TERM OF REFERENCE E: Transparency and accountability Current transparency is 
inadequate; the public register is vague, listing only general regions and species without 
specific locations, evidence of damage, or reasons for approval. Crucially, there are no 
records of denied applications, making it impossible to assess the rigor of the 
process. Post-harm reporting is not public, concealing the actual number of animals 
killed, methods used, and orphan statistics. There is also no requirement for neighbour 
notification, denying communities the right to object or take precautions. 

Recommendations Licence holders must be required to display signage and provide 
written notification to adjoining properties 30 days prior to control activities. The public 
register must be enhanced to include specific details on location, alleged damage, 
evidence provided, and reasons for decisions. Both approved and denied applications 
must be recorded publicly. Post-harm reports and annual compliance data 
(inspections, breaches, penalties) must be made available to the public to ensure 
accountability. 

TERM OF REFERENCE F: Alternative management strategies The system is 
fundamentally oriented toward lethal control, with non-lethal alternatives treated as 
optional and burdensome. There is minimal government funding for research, trials, or 
subsidies for non-lethal strategies, leaving innovation to volunteers and the private 
sector. This lack of support perpetuates a culture where shooting is "normal". Non-
lethal methods oPer superior animal welfare, ecological integrity, and often better long-
term ePectiveness, yet are not prioritised. 

Recommendations Government policy must reorient to establish peaceful 
coexistence as the default position. Substantial funding must be allocated for research 
and development of non-lethal strategies, alongside subsidies for infrastructure like 
wildlife-friendly fencing and deterrents. Applicants must be required to consult with 
DCCEEW on alternatives and demonstrate they were attempted in good faith before a 
licence can be considered. 

TERM OF REFERENCE G: First Nations consultation The current system fails to 
incorporate First Nations perspectives or Traditional Knowledge, representing a lack of 
cultural respect. There is no requirement to consult Traditional Owners, even though 
many target species hold deep totemic significance. This ignores 60,000 years of 
sustainable management knowledge and is inconsistent with reconciliation 
commitments. 



Recommendations Consultation with relevant First Nations communities must be 
mandatory before any licence is granted. DCCEEW must assess the cultural 
significance of species; where significance exists, Traditional Owners should have 
decision-making authority. First Nations representatives should be partners in policy 
development, and traditional ecological knowledge should be integrated into 
management strategies. 

TERM OF REFERENCE H: Related matters The licence to harm system operates 
amidst the pressures of climate change and habitat loss, which are stressing wildlife 
populations. The system’s failure to monitor cumulative impacts risks pushing species 
into rapid decline. Furthermore, normalising violence against wildlife has negative 
psychological and social impacts, desensitising communities to animal suPering. 

Recommendations Climate resilience must be a core principle, with a precautionary 
approach to wildlife killing. Substantial investment is needed in habitat protection, 
restoration, and wildlife corridors. Resources should be redirected from lethal control to 
support wildlife rescue and rehabilitation organisations and educational programs that 
promote coexistence. 

CONCLUSION The current licence to harm system in New South Wales is a 
fundamental failure of responsibility. It permits the unjustified destruction of tens of 
thousands of native animals, exposes them to unregulated suPering, orphans countless 
young, and ignores First Nations values. We urge the Committee to recommend the 
abolition of this system in favour of non-lethal coexistence strategies. If retained, it 
requires immediate, radical reform to ensure evidence-based decision-making, 
mandatory inspections, and absolute protection for dependent young. Reform is not 
optional—it is urgent and essential. 

Respectfully submitted,  

Linda White, Co-Founder 

Adelaide Hills Kangaroo Rescue 

 


