
Partially 

Confidential 

 Supplementary 
Submission    

No 210a 

 
 
 
 
 
 

INQUIRY INTO LICENCES TO HARM NATIVE ANIMALS 
 
 
 

Name: Name suppressed 

Date Received: 19 December 2025 

 

 



Inquiry into Licences to Harm Na3ve Animals – 19 December 2025 
 
Having already made an earlier submission, I am now submi5ng a short addi8onal one having 
realised that WIRES (Wildlife Informa8on Rescue & Educa8on Service) BC Licence is also a licence to 
harm and should be discussed in the context of this Inquiry.  
 
Terms of Reference consider:- 
 

b) the welfare impacts of lethal control methods including whether current requirements 
adequately safeguard animal welfare  

 
c) the extent to which orphaned young are affected by licences to harm and how these 
impacts are tracked & mi@gated 

 
e) the level of public transparency and accountability associated with licensing decisions 

 
h) any other related maBers 

 
1) WIRES Licence & Non-members 

 
Firstly, I ques8on a decision by NPWS in October 2024 to alter the WIRES BC Licence to cover 
volunteers that are non-members of WIRES, a category that WIRES called, “Authorised Persons”.  
 
WIRES original licence from July 2023 to July 2026, together with the amended licence from 2 
October 2024 to June 2026 are aUached to this email for your understanding.  
 
Under 2.14 of the BC Act 2016, Licence Condi8ons outline that in order to be covered by a licence, 
“the licensee may issue an authority to a person…..if they are a ‘member’ of the wildlife 
rehabilita@on organisa@on listed” on the licence.  
 
In September 2024, WIRES adopted a cons8tu8on that outlined a category of volunteers that were 
not members of WIRES but s8ll allowed to rescue, contain and rehabilitate na8ve protected fauna.  
 
When members ques8oned whether they were licences and/or insured, WIRES presumably 
contacted NPWS who changed the WIRES BC Licence condi8ons to say, “they are a ‘member’ or 
‘authorised person’ of the wildlife rescue organisa@on listed”.  
 
This change seems unsupported by the BC Act in that there is no defini8on of an authorised person 
in this context of not being a member of a wildlife organisa8on. The phrase ‘authorised person’ is 
actually used in the licence to mean someone that meets the defini8ons under the licence 
condi8ons – and this move seems misleading and deliberately designed to obfuscate whether these 
volunteers are indeed legal and licensed by defini8on. 
 
In email correspondence, NPWS were unable to sa8sfactorily ra8onalise the change and so I would 
like the ques8on raised in the Inquiry whether people that are not ‘members’ of a wildlife 
organisa8on are actually covered to rehabilitate na8ve protected fauna under such a licence as the 
one that WIRES operates under.  



 
Under current licensing prac8ce in NSW for wildlife rehabilita8on, the Dept typically issues group 
licences to organisa8ons (such as WIRES, Sydney Wildlife etc). Individuals wan8ng to rehabilitate 
na8ve wildlife do so either by: 

- Being a member of an organisa8on that holds a licence, or 
- Holding their own individual licence 

 
The sample licence published on the Department website states that persons who operate under a 
group licence must be members of the wildlife rehabilita5on organisa5on named on the licence. 
That is a licence condi8on.  
 
There must be a determina8on by the Dept whether the licence condi8ons set by the Dept require 
membership of a licensed group for people opera8ng under a group licence as these individuals do 
not meet the defini8on of holding an individual licence.  
 
Along with the issue of licensing, NPWS have stated that they are unable to confirm whether such 
non-members would be covered by insurance. This issue is URGENT as WIRES has currently 
disenfranchised several hundred of their volunteers and issued correspondence to branch 
execu8ves that these people are NOT covered by WIRES licence or insurance and yet it is my 
understanding that these former ‘members’ have had no communica8on from WIRES to inform 
them of their change in status.  
 
Many members of WIRES, who are now no longer members, may be at significant risk under WHS 
regula8ons as their insurance may not cover them if they are not opera8ng under the WIRES BC 
licence. If volunteers are aUending rescues and caring for wildlife without insurance, this is surely a 
serious and unacceptable situa8on that cannot be permiUed to con8nue.  
 
I would add that under the WIRES current Cons8tu8on, there are only ‘members’ of WIRES and no 
other category exists that is permiUed to rehabilitate wildlife.  
 
I believe this raises significant issues within the wildlife rehabilita3on sector if such a change to 
WIRES licence was to set a precedent across the sector.  
 
2) WIRES use of NSW Police Force for euthanasia 

 
I am concerned that WIRES is using the NSW Police Force to aUend to animals in distress, in 
par8cular kangaroos and wombats – large animals that are oeen hit by cars in rural areas where 
WIRES has no rescuers, shooters or darters opera8ng.  
 
I have heard reports from wildlife carers that police guns do not have enough power to euthanise 
animals instantly and that oeen it takes several shots to kill an animal, even when delivered at point 
blank range.  
 
This situa8on is not acceptable for animal welfare outcomes and causes great distress to witnesses 
to the situa8on, to the wildlife carers that aUend or witness such situa8ons during or aeer, or to the 
animal. I know of situa8ons where police have refused to shoot na8ve wildlife and am concerned 
that our police officers are being put in these posi8ons at all.  



I would raise the ques8on of whether NSW Police operate under any Licence to Harm. If they do 
not, how can such an act be exempt from being an offence under the BC Act?  
 
I do not believe unqualified, untrained police officers should be being directed by WIRES to aUend 
to wildlife in distress. I also ques8on what is happening to healthy joeys that the Police encounter 
when asked to aUend to such situa8ons? 
 
Is there a process that the NSW Police operate under and does that process ensure no unnecessary 
suffering occurs? 
 
If not, this situa8on is untenable, and likely unlawful if unlicensed. 
 
These situa8ons are oeen not properly recorded, and I am concerned that these callouts are not 
being tracked or mi8gated.  
 
The current process for assessing wildlife that find themselves in these predicaments must be 
properly considered for all terms of reference outlined in this Inquiry – especially species 
iden8fica8on, safeguarding animal welfare and ensuring transparency around such decisions.  
 
I would ques3on under what authority WIRES is able to give direc3on to NSW Police on such 
maPers and ask why NPWS is not the only suitable authority to give such orders.  
 
3) Pressure on Vets 

 
A growing number of WIRES carers are speaking out because recent organisa8onal changes and 
policies are causing avoidable suffering to wildlife by increasing the workload and pressure on 
vets. 
 
Carers are repor8ng increasing incidents of wildlife spending extended periods of 8me, 
some8mes days, in vet clinics. Oeen these are healthy orphaned animals that would do beUer 
out of the stressful vet clinic environment in the more suitable environment with wildlife carers. 
Many fledgling birds are being ‘kidnapped’ and taken to vets by WIRES Rescue 101ers and vans 
when a more appropriate response would be to reunite these animals with parents at the 8me 
and place of rescue or take them to carers directly rather than vets. All feedback to this effect 
has been ignored by WIRES.  
 
Many vets are now refusing WIRES-ini8ated wildlife due to the increasing numbers of wildlife 
cases being dropped to vet clinics and the financial pressure this is pu5ng on their prac8ces.  
 
WIRES policies contradict the NSW Codes of Prac8ce guidelines and their own training principles 
which emphasize minimising vet visits to reduce stress and improve rehabilita8on outcomes.  

 
4) Lack of Oversight and Accountability 
 

a) I am concerned about the increasing lack of detail as to the fate of animals that WIRES 
responds to in their database, and what is reported to NPWS and other authori8es.  
 



WIRES database now leaves the fate of animals responded to by WIRES as either, ‘Resolved 
by Vets’ or ‘Resolved by MOPs (Members of the public)’ and this means no true fate is being 
recorded. If animals are being lee unaUended, or are being euthanised by vets, this should 
be accurately outlined in the WIRES database which is then forwarded to NPWS and the 
Dept for broader applica8on and dissemina8on. In early 2025, the number of cases in one 
month lee as ‘resolved by vets’ rose by 11% compared to the earlier years. These vague 
fates provide no transparency on whether animals survive or are euthanised or die wai8ng 
for rescue.  
 
WIRES has enough funds and resources to ensure accurate fates of the animals is recorded 
in their database and the authori8es responsible for such collec8on must be considering 
WIRES sta8s8cs in greater detail.  
 
WIRES has almost $70 million in Total Assets and their Head Office staff levels have tripled in 
the years since they received the bushfire dona8ons. It is unacceptable that their record 
keeping should be more vague now than in previous years.  

 
b) I am further concerned that WIRES Financial Statements in FY24 and FY25 have opted for 

‘Reduced Disclosure Requirements’ given the increasing public ques8oning about the Black 
Summer bushfire dona8ons that were received over 5 years ago, the majority of which 
remains in WIRES bank accounts unspent.  

 
WIRES should be providing transparency over their spending to ensure the bushfire appeal 
funds are only being spent according to the appeal criteria – that is that they are spent in 
line with WIRES Objects ie rescue and rehabilita8on of na8ve wildlife.  
 
In FY25, WIRES has given no detail of the funds raised and held by individual branches, 
despite the fact that volunteers in these branches fundraise themselves to cover their 
branch expenses.  
 
The donors and members of the public deserve more financial transparency not less. 
There must be oversight and accountability for WIRES governance and spending from the 
WIRES Public GiX Fund.  
 

c) When it comes to governance oversight by NPWS who issue the BC Licence to harm for 
WIRES, it seems there is liUle accountability for any internal governance decisions within 
WIRES even if these decisions are having a huge impact on volunteer aUri8on and public 
confidence in WIRES.  
 
There appears to be a regulatory vacuum with volunteers in WIRES lee to resolve serious 
governance failures by themselves through complaints in Fair Work, SafeWork and through 
private li8ga8on. This is obviously grossly unfair and a failure by regulators to oversee the 
organisa8ons opera8ng under licences to harm that they issue.  
 
The lack of oversight is leading to significant WHS risks for volunteers in WIRES and given the 
risks that wildlife rescuers and carers face every single day, it seems a serious issue that must 
be addressed.  



Conclusion 

Given the issues iden8fied regarding WIRES licencing and opera8ons, and the move by WIRES to 
become a na8onal organisa8on, I suggest a separate Parliamentary Inquiry into WIRES should be 
called very quickly to resolve the outstanding issues about membership, who is licensed and 
insured, and to ensure the remaining millions from the Black Summer bushfire appeal are spent 
where they can benefit the en8re sector, protect the public interest and ensure wildlife welfare is 
safeguarded.  

Given the Wildlife Rehabilita8on Sector Strategy Review is ongoing, an Inquiry into WIRES in early 
2026 would help ensure that all licensing compliance maUers are fully determined and to help 
ensure public trust in restored for WIRES opera8ons.  

The focus within WIRES appears to have shieed from best welfare outcomes and successful 
rehabilita8on to mee8ng performance metrics and securing government grants and corporate 
sponsors.  

Donors give to WIRES expec8ng improved wildlife rescue and care – not corporate expansion at the 
expense of the na8ve fauna WIRES exists to protect and preserve. I suggest that desk-top 
management in WIRES is failing na8ve wildlife and the volunteers that operate under the WIRES BC 
licence. The lack of oversight for organisa8ons like WIRES, especially when it comes to governance 
concerns, is a serious maUer that needs addressing quickly.  

Thank you for this opportunity to give feedback and highlight concerns. 

This submission was all I had 8me to submit prior to the deadline but I would be happy to give 
further details on any maUers raised as required.  



In this submission, I am in no way sugges@ng that any person, business or organisa@on has done, or 
is doing, anything untoward or illegal. 


