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A PAPER TRAIL OF ADMINISTRATIVE SHAME 

SHOOTING ON THE ROSE COTTAGE HORSE PADDOCKS 2015 

 

 

Prologue 

 

This story is not trivial. It tells, in letters written by ACT government officials and ACT 

government official ‘watchdog  s’, a story of triple betrayal: betrayal of thousands of 

baby animals left to die of myopathy, hypothermia, starvation or car-strike; of numerous 

human innocent bystander whose lives   were put at risk without their knowledge; and of 

democracy itself as every government review process (except the unaffordable ones) 

failed to even acknowledge, let alone try to right an obvious wrong revealed by the 

government’s own documentary evidence. 

 

Background events 

 

In June 2015, members of the public protesting the kangaroo slaughter at Wanniassa Hills 

Nature Reserve (WHNR) noticed that kangaroo shooting was taking place on the adjacent 

horse paddocks (the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, RCHP), close to the Centenary Trail.  

 

This is public land that remained open to the public night and day throughout the shooting 

season, while the WHNR (like other Reserves of the Canberra Nature Park) was closed for 

shooting. No signs had been erected to indicate there would be shooting on the RCHP. No 

public announcement was ever made that shooting would take place on the RCHP. 

 

This shooting occurred while protestors, cyclists and dog walkers were within 100 metres of 

the shooters. The public were, in fact, lawfully entitled to be standing at point blank range of 

the shooters. In the darkness, members of the public were likely to think any shots they heard 

were coming from the WHNR, and to assume they were safe on the RCHP. On very dark 

nights, even with headlamps pointing ahead, a person could easily have walked or ridden 

within metres of the shooters without seeing them. 

 

The shooting near the Centenary Trail was observed to occur on 23 and 24 June 2015. 

 

On 24 June, believing the shooting outside the Canberra Nature Park to be illegal, one 

protestor, Chris Klootwijk called the police. The police arrived in the company of a 

government ranger who assured Chris (and had, presumably, already assured the police) that 

the shooting was legal. He said the licence was ‘commercial in confidence’, and therefore no 

details could be provided to the public. We had no reason to disbelieve the ranger, though we 

were appalled at the reckless risk to the public of issuing such a licence 

 

In addition to the shooting on the RCHP, a second area of concern for the people engaged in 

these nightly vigils on and around the closed reserves was growing nightly. This was the 

sheer numbers of dependent kangaroo joeys, unattended by any adult kangaroos, lining the 

nearby roadsides (of both horse paddocks and reserves) after every night of slaughter. Most 

of these joeys will never be claimed by their mothers because their mothers have been shot. 

They will die of myopathy, hypothermia, starvation or car strike.  
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The Code of Practice requires that dependent young be killed rather than left to die. However, 

because dependent young are not permitted to be included in the shooters’ ‘kill counts’, there 

is no incentive for the shooters to pursue and kill fast-moving joeys, code or no code. 

 

About this Dossier 

 

The following dossier is the paper trail of attempts made by the Animal Protectors Alliance 

(APA) to get to the bottom of the shooting on the RCHP, and to seek change to the cruel fate 

facing these hundreds (or thousands) of joeys.  

 

The documents in this dossier do not run in strict chronological order because replies have 

been organised to follow the letters or submissions to which they responded. This means the 

dates jump around a bit. 

 

For publication purposes, personal names used in the actual APA letters and submissions 

sent, and official responses, have usually been changed to capital letters of the alphabet (‘A’, 

‘B’, ‘C’, ‘D’, ‘E’, ‘X’ and ‘Y’). Exceptions are the names of relevant government Ministers, 

signatories to responses to our correspondence, and people who have given me express 

permission to use their actual names. 

 

Synopsis 

 Our first letter about the shooting on the RCHP was sent to the Chief Minister (July 

2015), rather than to the TAMS Minister, because it required a whole of government 

response (TAMS, environment and police/justice). The Chief Minister’s office 

forwarded it to the TAMS Minister for a solo reply.  

 The TAMS Minister Rattenbury’s reply (September 2015) ‘passed the buck’ to ACT 

Policing and the licensee in regard to the danger to the public of shooting on the 

RCHP; but he assured us all shooting was licenced. 

 We applied for FOI material (correspondence from July to October) on licences 

issued for shooting on all open public land. We received a licence for the shooting on 

the RCHP, but licences for other non-reserve public land were withheld to protect 

licensee privacy.  

 We sought a review of this decision because of the public safety issue, and because 

the licences could be provided with all personal information redacted. The review 

officer affirmed the decision not to provide us with the licences for other public land, 

again on the grounds of licensee privacy.  

 The FOI material we did receive provided critical information showing that the 

shooting that took place near the Centenary Trail (witnessed by ACT police officers, 

TAMS rangers and protestors) was not only dangerous but also illegal because the 

block number of the part of the RCHP that surrounds the Centenary Trail was not 

included in the RCHP shooting licence.  

 We prepared and sent (by Australia Post) a detailed submission to the Chief Minister, 

on the matter of the dangerous, illegal shooting and the orphaned joeys, once again 

seeking a whole of government response. 

 The Chief Minister’ staff sat on our submission (September to January 2015) for 

nearly four months. When they received a reminder letter from us in January, it 

appears they could not be bothered reading our submission and sent us a ‘form’ reply 

that had nothing to do with the subject of our submission. 

 Our next two submissions were to the (civil) Ombudsman and (on the advice of the 

Ombudsman) to the Police Professional Standards Operations Monitoring Centre 
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(PSOMC). For these two submissions (both in February 2016), we carefully separated 

the issues relating to the failures of the Public Service agencies and ACT Policing. 

 The Ombudsman took a month to tell us the Ombudsman had no jurisdiction over the 

conduct of public servants whose job is environmental management, even when their 

conduct is contrary to ACT law, and dangerous to the public. He suggested we try the 

Commissioner for Environment and Sustainability, or the ACAT. 

 The PSOMC took two months (February to April) to tell us they had decided to take 

no action on our submission on the grounds that the matter had recently been ‘the 

subject of legal proceedings in the ACT’. (The matter has ever been the subject of any 

legal proceedings, nor remotely relevant to any, as far as we know.) 

 Our last resort in relation to the failures of the police was to the Law Enforcement 

Ombudsman. The Law Enforcement Ombudsman decided not to investigate our 

evidence of illegal shooting and endangerment of the public because there did not 

appear to be any ‘deficient nor irregular’ conduct.  

 Not being able to afford legal fees, we wrote, as our last resort (and on the suggestion 

of the Ombudsman), to the Commissioner for the Environment and Sustainability.  

 The Commissioner denied that it was her role to take any action in relation to the 

illegal and dangerous shooting in 2015, suggesting that our next recourse should have 

been ACAT. She also appeared to believe that a ruling of ACAT 2014 had somehow 

exempted the government from its requirement to abide by the Gazetted code of 

practice, and had also, somehow, exempted her (as Commissioner) from taking any 

action to alleviate this suffering. We are aware of no such ruling. 

 

It is worth noting that not one of these responses by government agencies or the 

government’s appointed ‘watchdogs’ ever denied or disputed that the unannounced shooting 

on the RCHP had endangered human lives.  

 

The FOI officer and FOI reviewer simply decided that licensee privacy was more important 

than public safety. The Chief Minister and the PSOMC avoided making any comment on the 

subject by ignoring the subject of our submissions and pretending we were writing about 

something else entirely. The Ombudsman denied jurisdiction, passing the buck to the ACAT 

or the Commissioner. (The Ombudsman also attempted some sophistry that because the 

licence was originally issued to cover a particular period, belated changes to what was 

permitted under the licence were somehow retrospective to the beginning of that period.) The 

Commissioner denied jurisdiction, passing the buck to the ACAT. 

 

It is also interesting that only one of the respondents denied that the shooting on the RCHP on 

the night it was reported to and attended by the police was unlawful. TAMS Minister 

Rattenbury claimed that all the shooting that took place was licenced. To be fair, at that stage 

he probably had no reason to think otherwise. Indeed, until we received the FOI material that 

showed the shooting near the Centenary Trail was unlicensed, we were ourselves prepared to 

believe it was lawful, even though it  was obviously dangerous and irresponsible. 
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SUMMARY OF PAPERS 

 

1. CAP RCHP shooting letter to Chief Minister 8 July 2015  

 

APA (at that time still called the Coalition of Animal Protectors or CAP) sent this letter to the 

Chief Minister, Andrew Barr, in July 2015. We explained that we were sending it to the Chief 

Minister because it involved more than one portfolio (environment, territories and municipal 

services and justice/police) and therefore required a whole of government response. 

 

It asked whether there was a licence for shooting on the RCHP, as of when, for how many 

kangaroos, where these additional deaths would be reported, and why the public were not 

warned, by either public announcement or signage, that shooting was taking place there. 

 

We also asked what precautions were taken to protect the horses that are sometimes agisted 

on the horse paddocks. Although all horses had been moved by the time the shooting started, 

the president of the Equestrian Association of the ACT had told us in an email that she was 

unaware of any shooting taking place on the RCHP. 

 

2. TAMS Minister’s Response to CAP 8 September 2015 

 

Instead of compiling a whole of government response as requested, Chief Minister Barr 

passed our letter to TAMS Minister, Shane Rattenbury, to answer solo. Rattenbury assured us 

that the shooters operating in the RCHP had a licence to do so, but said he was unable to 

provide any of the details we had asked for. He did not explain why not, given that the details 

we had asked for could have been revealed without divulging any private personal or 

business information regarding the licensee.  

 

He ‘passed the buck’ to the licensee on the matter of warning the horse owners, and he 

shunted responsibility for the danger to the public to both the licensee and ACT Policing. One 

important piece of information Rattenbury gave us was that the Australian Federal Police 

(AFP) review all licence applications for matters relating to public safety around the area 

proposed for culling. Clearly, this begged further questions as to why the AFP, or ACT 

Policing, had allowed shooting to occur, without any warning, on land lawfully used by the 

public at all hours of the day and night. 

 

He re-iterated the government’s assertion that the cull is carried out during a limited season 

when there are fewer joeys around to be killed or orphaned – an assertion we know to be 

invalid because of our personal daily-nightly observations during the killing season that 

almost every female had a young at foot.  

 

3. FOI Request 31 July 2015 

 

Soon after sending our first letter to Barr, we sent a Freedom of Information (FOI) request for 

all licences other than the one for shooting on the Canberra Nature Park Reserves (which the 

government had readily made public). We argued that licences for shooting on open public 

land was a matter of public interest (safety), and the numbers of kangaroos permitted to be 

killed (not only on public land but also on private and Defence Department land) was also a 

matter of public interest because kangaroos are legally (if not morally) public property.  
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We also asked for documentation surrounding the government’s decision to issue these 

licences. The Conservator, presumably, has some basis for agreeing or not agreeing to each 

licence request. 

 

4. FOI Response 15 September 2015 

 

In his response, the FOI officer provided the licence for the RCHP. He did this on the 

grounds that the public was already aware that shooting had occurred there (presumably 

because of APA’s press release about it, or because of a similar FOI request by the ADO).  

 

He declined to provide licences or reveal any information about any other open public land 

where shooting might be taking place. He also declined to reveal the number of kangaroos 

permitted to be shot under all licences. (The Conservator later advised that all licences issued 

in 2015 allowed a total of 20,722 to be killed in, with 11,455 actually killed).  

 

The response did reveal that there were 83 killing licences (including the single licence issued 

to TAMS for shooting on the Canberra Nature Park) current in the ACT as at September 

2015. The response did not acknowledge or respond to our request for documentation relating 

to the Conservator’s reasons for deciding whether or not to issue any licence. 

 

The licence that had been issued for shooting in the RCHP was a revelation. It had been 

issued (initially) for four small rural blocks in the public, non-reserve land broadly known as 

the RCHP. One very large block of the RCHP had been omitted. 

 

There had been no less than five iterations of the licence, due to changes in the contracted 

shooters and changes to bring the licence in line with the new Nature Conservation Act that 

came into force in the middle of the 2015 killing season. The final iteration of the licence, 

dated 25 June 2015, had included the final very large block of RCHP omitted from the first 

four iterations. 

 

Analysis of the material provided confirmed that this last-added block was in fact the area of 

the RCHP which encompasses a significant stretch of the Centenary Trail, the area where the 

shooting had occurred on 23 June and 24 June. We assume that it was because of the 

presence of the Centenary Trail and the consequent extreme danger to the public that this 

block had initially been excluded from the licence for shooting on the RCHP.  

 

The police who had attended on 24 June were well aware that it was this paddock 

surrounding the Centenary Trail where the shooting was occurring that night.  

 

We now knew that the shooting near the Centenary Trail was not only dangerous, it was also 

unlawful. It was made lawful, by the inclusion of the extra block in the licence, the day after 

the unlawful, dangerous shooting had been reported to the police.  

 

5. FOI request for review September 2015 

 

On the basis of public safety, and also because all personal information could be deleted, we 

sought a review of the decision not to provide copies of any other licences for shooting on 

open public land.  
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We also sought a review of the decision not to provide copies of any licences for Defence 

Force and private land because, again, all personal information could be redacted, and public 

property (kangaroos) destroyed was a matter of public interest. We noted that, even if copies 

of the licences could not be provided, there was no reason the actual information we wanted 

should not be provided: information on date and longevity of licences, on numbers to be 

killed and numbers actually killed, and on reason for the issue of the licence. We argued that 

this information could be released to us without divulging any private information.  

 

We also asked again for any documentation indicating that the Conservator had actually 

considered the basis for any licence application before issuing it.  

 

6. FOI Internal Review Response October2015 

 

The FOI review officer decided to provide us with no further licences or information relating 

to licences, again on the grounds that it would breach privacy. He did not explain how such a 

breach might occur if (as we had suggested) all private information were redacted from the 

released documents, or if just the information we sought supplied (without copies of the 

actual licences) was provided. 

 

Again the response did acknowledge our request for documentation of any consideration 

given by the conservator on the subject of whether or not to issue a licence. 

 

7. Submission to Chief Minister September 2015 

 

This was our second letter and first full scale submission to the Chief Minister. We now had 

all the facts before us showing the following: 

 Shooting had taken place without announcement or signage on the RCHP which is 

frequented by the public at all hours of the day and night. 

 The police had come out at the request of a protestor and therefore knew exactly 

whereabouts on the RCHP the shooting had occurred that night (ie in the middle of 

the block encompassing a sizable stretch of the Centenary Trail). 

 Shooting on this block had been illegal on the night it was reported to the police. 

 A TAMS ranger had assured both the protestor and, presumably, the police that the 

shooting occurring on the RCHP that night was lawful. 

 The licence had been changed, on the day after the illegal shooting had been reported 

to the police, to make it lawful. 

 

In the course of this submission we also raised the issue of the hundreds of orphaned 

dependent young at foot. 

 

Our submission identified six specific failures by government agencies or officials (rangers 

and police officers) in relation to the shooting on the RCHP, and five more issues relating to 

the orphaning of dependent joeys. We supported each of these eleven issues with reference to 

documentary evidence from government sources (including the licences). The Chief Minister 

would have access to all these documents, so the only ones we attached were: a map showing 

the location where the shooting occurred on the night it was attended by the police, and the 

block number of that location; and the photographs showing that the signs posted on only one 

of the (northern) gates to the RCHP which clearly said “Reserve closed”. The only Reserve 

nearby was the WHNR, next door to the RCHP. 
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For each of the eleven issues, we developed recommendations to avoid the same problems 

arising in the future.  

 

While we acknowledged in our covering letter that we continue oppose the kangaroo 

slaughter per se on both scientific and ethical grounds, we made it very clear that neither our 

complaint nor our recommendations were in any way related to that view. 

 

We sent email copies of the submission to 21 other parties, including the relevant Ministers 

and their departmental CEOs (since this would once again require a whole of government 

response), several other animal protection organisations who were aware of the issues, and 

two members of the press who had taken an interest in the issue. We have not included copies 

of these emails in this dossier, but we have kept them in case they are ever needed in 

evidence. 

 

One of the email copies was to the Office of the Ombudsman (the civil and Police 

Ombudsman shared the same email address), flagging that there were potentially significant 

errors of administration by several government agencies raised in our submission and, 

depending on the response we received to our second letter to Barr, we may need to be in 

touch at a later stage. 

 

8. Email to Ombudsman January 2016 

 

By January 2016, we had received no response from the Chief Minister or his office. We sent 

a further email to the Ombudsman’s Office, noting this lack of a reply and the increased 

likelihood we might have to call on his services. 

 

9. Ombudsman's Response January 2016 

 

The Ombudsman replied seeking more information about our complaint, and advising that if 

we had a complaint about the police it should go to the Professional Standards Operational 

Monitoring Centre (PSOMC). Only if no satisfactory response was received from the 

PSOMC would the Law Enforcement Ombudsman be likely to deal with it. 

 

10. Follow up letter to Chief Minister January 2016  

 

On 17 January, we sent a short, courteous letter to Barr, recognising that our submission was 

a substantial one, and it might take time to compile a whole of government response but, as 

three months had now elapsed, we would appreciate advice on the time-frame for receiving a 

reply. We sent email copies to all the parties we had included in the submission.  

 

11. Barr Response January 2016 

 

On 19 January, we received. from the Chief Minister’s office. a letter that purported to be a 

response to our submission, but which had nothing to do with it. It appeared to be a stock 

standard ‘form’ letter response provided to people objecting to the kangaroo slaughter per se.  

 

Its only concession to the subject matter of our submission was to refer us to the Kangaroo 

Management Plan’s recommendations of ‘culling’ on government horse paddocks.  
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It did not acknowledge, let alone address our concerns about the fact that the shooting was 

illegal, nor that (legal or illegal) it placed the public in physical danger.  

 

12. Response to Chief Minister January 2016 

 

We responded to the letter from the Chief Minister’s office, expressing our astonishment that 

such a letter should purport to be a response to our submission, and informing the Chief 

Minister that we now had no choice but to put the matter in the hands of the Ombudsman. 

 

13. Submission to Ombudsman February 2016 

 

With the next set of submissions, it became necessary to separate the issues relating to the 

conduct of TAMS and the Conservator from those relating to the conduct of ACT Policing.   

 

Our submission to the civil Ombudsman was about the aspects of our complaint that related 

to TAMS and the Conservator. It fell into two parts: the issues relating to the illegal and 

dangerous shooting on the RCHP, and those relating to the orphaning of joeys.  

 

Our complaint also included the failure of the FOI officers who had given more weight to the 

privacy of licensees (even though these licences could have been provided with personal 

information redacted) than to matters of public safety; and that the FOI officer had declined 

to provide other information of public interest, most importantly the number of kangaroos 

permitted to be killed under all ACT licences. Again we argued that kangaroos are (legally) 

public property and their destruction is therefore of public interest.   

 

In this submission we included all supporting documentation, assuming the Ombudsman 

would not necessarily have access to all the relevant government documents (or might have 

to wait to receive them from the government). We also added a couple more documents: 

statutory declarations from Chris Klootwijk and myself regarding the vast numbers of 

orphaned joeys observable after a night of slaughter. We could have obtained more than two, 

but two seemed enough to make the point. 

 

14. Reply from ACT (civil) Ombudsman March 2016 

 

The Ombudsman advised (by email) that the Ombudsman was expressly (legislatively) 

excluded from investigating matters relating to the government’s environmental management.   

 

15. Reply to email from the ACT Ombudsman  

 

We wrote a fairly detailed email response to the Ombudsman, reiterating that our complaint 

was about breaking ACT law and putting human lives at risk – neither of which qualify as 

being consistent with environmental management. 

 

We also noted that the orphaning of joeys was inconsistent with environmental management 

and ACT law. 

 

16. Further correspondence with civil Ombudsman April 2016 

 

This email document includes the Ombudsman’s reply to our email, reasserting his original 

decision that the matter is outside his jurisdiction. He dismisses our complaint regarding the 
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unlawful abandonment of the joeys as having been ‘previously been raised through the 

complaints process’. We assume he must mean that this breach of the Code (and therefore of 

ACT law) was admitted by a witness during the 2014 ACAT hearing. However, while it was 

raised at ACAT, it was in no way addressed in the Tribunal’s decision.  

 

The Ombudsman also argued that the change, dated 25 June 2015, to a licence that covered a 

period that began prior to that date of the change somehow made the subsequent shooting 

retrospectively legal. 

 

In answer to my question: if the Ombudsman has no jurisdiction, who does? the Ombudsman 

answered that we should try the Commissioner or the ACAT. Apparently, there is no 

Ombudsman equivalent available to investigate mismanagement, bungling and misbehaviour 

by the government’s environmental managers. 

 

I sent a final email to the Ombudsman asking that it be added to the file before it was closed. 

It refuted the claim that late changes to the conditions of a licence could somehow make that 

change retrospective, or that such belated changes would be accepted in a case of 

manslaughter if someone were killed by the shooting at a time when the shooting was still 

illegal.  

 

17. Submission to Police Professional Standards Operations Monitoring Centre 

February 2016 

 

Our submission to the PSOMC covered the issues relating to the police: the failure of ACT 

Policing to veto the issue of a licence that would allow use of firearms in an open public 

place frequented by members of the public at all hours of the day and night; the failure of 

ACT Policing to investigate and stop the illegal and dangerous shooting that took place on 

the RCHP on 24 June 2015; the failure of ACT Policing to veto the extension of the licence 

to include the large paddocks surrounding the Centenary Trail; and the failure of ACT 

Policing to ensure that the public were warned about the shooting that was to take place on 

the parts of the RCHP where it was legal.   

 

18. PSOMC Response April 2016 

 

The PSOMC’s response to our submission was entirely bizarre. It claimed the matter was 

‘recently the subject of legal proceedings in the ACT’. This was completely untrue. We think 

they might have been referring to the trial of Chris Klootwijk for hindering the shooing at the 

WHNR a week after the illegal and dangerous shooting on the RCHP. The issue of the illegal 

and dangerous shooting on the RCHP was not mentioned during this trial, nor even the fact 

that shooting had, a week earlier, taken place on the RCHP.  

 

A recording of Chris’ discussion with the police on the night he had reported the RCHP 

shooting to the police was played at the trial, but only as police evidence that they had 

warned Chris about playing loud music near the shooting the week before he was arrested, 

and a remark he had made about the point of protesting. 

 

19. Submission to Law Enforcement Ombudsman  

 

Our last recourse on the failures of ACT Policing was to the ACT Law Enforcement 

Ombudsman. It repeated the issues put to the PSOMC which had been ignored.  
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20. Response from Law Enforcement Ombudsman 

 

The Law Enforcement Ombudsman decided that out complaint was about claims of 

‘deficiencies or irregularities’ in ‘administrative actions and processes of licencing and 

carrying out the cull’ which we believed ACT Policing should have responded to and 

rectified. It then asserts (please note that this is while declining to investigate any deficiencies 

and irregularities!) that such ‘deficiencies and irregularities’ do not appear to have occurred. 

(Apparently it is neither deficient nor irregular to shoot firearms in a public place where your 

licence does not allow you to fire them.)  

 

21. Submission to Commissioner May 2016 

 

We explained to the Commissioner that she was out last recourse and practically begged her 

to take our complaint seriously. Once again, we restricted the matters we raised with her to 

those arising from the conduct of TAMS and the Conservator, omitting everything relating to 

ACT Policing. We simplified the matters to the fact that: 

 the shooting, licensed by the Conservator and (apparently) undertaken by TAMS, was 

illegal, and dangerous to the public (even if had been legal); and  

 the routine orphaning of joeys is cruel, and it is also unnecessary because it could be 

prevented by the Conservator amending licences to more accurately represent kill 

numbers.  

 

22. Response from Commissioner May 2016 

 

The Commissioner responded, at least having the grace (not exercised by any of the other 

respondents) to go into a degree of detail. However, her answers were as useless to both the 

public and the kangaroos as all the other respondnants.  

 

On public safety, she said the dangerous and/or illegal discharge of firearms was a matter for 

the police (apparently even when it is civil servants who are discharging said firearms). In 

relation to the sudden changing of the licence to include the area where the illegal shooting 

had taken place the night before, she said that a claim of ‘administrative malfeasance’ was 

outside her jurisdiction which only relates to environmental management. (The Ombudsman 

said it was outside his jurisdiction because it occurred in relation to environmental 

administration.)  

 

She suggested that our proper recourse should have been to the ACAT. She did not explain 

why there should be no Ombudsman equivalent (given the expense of taking a matter to 

ACAT) to deal with such simple, obvious, well-evidenced and very dangerous errors made 

by environmental managers.  

 

Finally, she made the same mistake as the Ombudsman, claiming that the ACAT had already 

dealt with and ruled on the matter of the orphaned joeys. She seemed to assume that because 

the matter was raised at ACAT, the environmental managers now have permission to breach 

both their licence conditions and the ACT’s Code of Practice for killing kangaroos.  

 

The Commissioner did undertake to ensure that appropriate signage was erected during the 

2016 kangaroos slaughter, and appears to have done so.  
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Epilogue 

 

We have not replied to the Commissioner’s letter. In our view, this letter from the 

Commissioner completes this dossier. 

 

However, since this sorry chain of correspondence began, the prosecution case which the 

Government brought against Chris Klootwijk a week after he reported the shooting on the 

RCHP has revealed that the government’s licence for shooting on the entire Canberra Nature 

Park was invalid because it referred to the wrong clause of the Nature Conservation Act.  

 

Since the licence for the shooting on the RCHP referred to the same wrong clause, it now 

appears all the shooting that took place on the RCHP was unlawful, not just that which took 

place on the big block encompassing a long stretch of the Centenary Trail. 

 

Having been assured by the government and the agencies that are supposed to be its 

watchdogs that the decision to engage in the dangerous shooting that took place on the RCHP 

in 2015 was neither ‘negligent’ nor ‘deficient’, the shooters behaviour in 2016 has gone from 

bad to worse. At Isaac’s Ridge Nature Reserve in both May 2016 and July 2016, kangaroos 

were shot within 30 metres of Mugga Lane where protestors stood outside the fence watching 

them, and hundreds of cars drove past, most of them on their way home from work, never 

realising their danger.  

 

We have several statutory declarations on this subject. 
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COALTION OF ANIMAL PROTECTORS 
 

 

 

 

Andrew Barr, MLA 

Chief Minister 

GPO Box 1020  

CANBERRA ACT 2601 
 

cc  Tom Macilroy (The Canberra Times)  

 Maria Taylor ( Queanbeyan-Palerang District Bulletin) 

  

 

Dear Mr Barr 

 

We are writing to you in relation to the shooting by the government’s own contract shooters that 

took place on the horse paddocks on the western (Macarthur) side of the Wanniassa Hills Reserve 

during the 2015 kangaroo slaughter. This shooting, overseen by government rangers, was witnessed 

by members of the public lawfully walking in these paddocks at the time when shooting was taking 

place. 

 

These horse paddocks, which seem to be unleased government land, were not included in the 

original license for the government’s cull this year, and no signage was ever displayed to indicate 

that the paddocks were closed for shooting.  

 

Could you please immediately seek details from Mr Rattenbury and Mr Corbell and advise us as to 

whether an additional license was issued for this non-reserve land, as of what date, and for the 

deaths of how many kangaroos?  

 

If the reported numbers killed on various reserves, as published by the government in the Canberra 

Times on 7 July 2015, do not include numbers culled in these paddocks, could you please advise 

where and when these additional deaths will be reported? 

 

If, however, these deaths have been included in the published cull figures for the reserves where 

killing took place under the original license, please advise how many of these additional deaths 

have been ascribed to which reserve? 

 

While there were no horses in the affected paddocks at the time of the shooting, there were certainly 

horses corralled nearby. We would be grateful to know what precautions were taken to ensure that 

horses would not be accidentally shot (or terrified out of their wits) by this off-reserve culling. 

 

We especially want to know why the public were not informed of the additional license (if there 

was one) issued for the horse paddocks, and why appropriate signage was not erected to warn the 

public not to enter this non-reserve land. 
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Since this matter involves three ACT government agencies (TAMS, environment and justice), we 

would be grateful for a coherent response from the Chief Minister, rather than contradictory 

responses from the three agencies involved. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour  

(for the Coalition of Animals Protectors) 

81 Morrison Street 

Kambah, ACT, 2902 

 

8 July 2017 
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COALTION OF ANIMAL PROTECTORS 
81 Morrison Street Kambah ACT 2609 

Dear FOI officer 

 

Our request is for the following documents: 

 

All current licenses and documents relating to the issuing of licences (such as reasons for granting 

of licences, conditions of licences) issued for shooting/killing kangaroos in the ACT, excluding 

LK2015771 of 14 April 2015, but including:  

 all and any licences to shoot eastern grey kangaroos on government horse paddocks or other 

unleased Territory land near or adjacent to reserves, including: 

o unleased Territory land near or adjacent to Goorooyarroo Nature Reserve; 

o the Rose Cottage horse paddocks; and  

o the Macarthur horse paddocks; and 

 all and any licences to shoot eastern grey kangaroos on Macarthur Hill Nature Reserve; and  

 all and any licences to shoot eastern grey kangaroos on Commonwealth Defence Force land; 

and 

 all and any licences to shoot eastern grey kangaroos on private (leased) land. 

 

The licences and related documentation for the shooting of kangaroos on ACT government land are 

required in the public interest, as a matter of public safety because of the shooting that took place in 

2015 on land: 

 not included in the information made available to the public by the ACT government; and/or 

 not indicated by signage; and/or 

 not included in LK2015771 of 14 April 2015.  

The licences for shooting of kangaroos on Defence force land and private leased land are required 

in the public interest because any such licences permit the destruction of our (public) property (ie 

kangaroos) on those lands. 

 

We understand that documents relating to the issue of licences for shooting kangaroos on private 

land may include personal information, such as names and addresses of licence holders, and that 

this information will need to be deleted before the documents are made available to us. We have no 

objection to this.  

 

Since all this information is required in the public interest and will be published by CAP in the 

public interest, we request that any fees for providing us with these documents be waived. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors (CAP) 

27 July 2015 
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COALITION OF ANIMAL PROTECTORS 
 

 

 

 

The Director General 

C/- Freedom of Information Officer 

Territory and Municipal Services Directorate 

GPO Box 158 

CANBERRA ACT 2610 

 

 

 

Re: Freedom of information request by the Coalition of Animal Protector (CAP) 

 

 

I refer to the decision, dated 15 September 2015 and signed by Phillip Perram, in relation to CAP’s 

recent Freedom of Information request. 

 

We are pleased that Mr Perram’s decided to release the 2015 licence for shooting kangaroos on the 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (LK2015760), but we wish to have three aspects of the Decision 

reviewed.  

1. the Decision not to release any other licences for shooting kangaroos on unleased Territory 

land; 

2. the Decision not to release any other licences for shooting kangaroos in the ACT on private 

or Defence Force land; and  

3. the failure of Mr Perram’s letter to address our request for “documents relating to the issuing 

of licences for shooting kangaroos in the ACT”. 

 

Grounds for review: aspect 1 

 

1. We requested copies of licences to kill kangaroos, specifying all licences for shooting 

kangaroos on unleased Territory land. We requested this information because every member 

of the ACT is entitled to  know that shooting of public property (kangaroos are public 

property under current law) is taking place on public land (unleased Territory land), at 

public expense (under a government contract or service agreement) and at mortal risk to the 

public (because it is land that is permanently open to the public). 

 

2. In the case of the government horse paddocks where secret shooting was reported this year, 

the failure to notify the public of shooting endangered human life. The public have a right to 

know about any other places where their lives were put at risk without their consent, not just 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, but also the Macarthur/Gilmore Horse Paddocks where 

shooting was reported, and any other land that is open to the public 24 hours a day, 365 days 

a year 

 

3. Shooting was reported (to both CAP and to the police) to have commenced in block 1693 of 

the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks before the fifth iteration (the first to include block 1693) 

32



 

 

of LK2015760 was signed. The public have a right know whether unlawful shooting has 

taken place anywhere else in Canberra this year. 

 

4. In the same way that LK2015760 could be released without releasing the identity of the 

licensee, any licences issued for shooting on other unleased Territory land could be released 

without revealing any person’s identity or private details. 

 

5. Even if the licences themselves cannot be released, at the very least, the information that a 

licence to shoot kangaroos on land that is open to and lawfully used by members of the 

public 24 hours a day 365 days a year, should be available to the public. 

 

Grounds for review: aspect 2 

 

1. In addition to the fact of a licence, the public, who are (under current law) the lawful owners 

of all kangaroos, and upon whose decision the continuation of kangaroo slaughter will 

ultimately rest, have a right to know the following, irrespective of whether the shooting 

takes place on public, private or Defence Force land: 

 the number of kangaroos per year permitted to be killed under licence; 

 the number of kangaroos actually killed every year under these licences; 

 the rationale and evidence supporting the issue of each of these licences; 

  the period of the year (date to date) covered by these licences;  

 the date each licence was signed; and  

 the conditions of the licence as set down by the Conservator. 

 

It cannot be argued that the release of any of this information would require the release of 

any personal information or information relating to “commercial in confidence” business 

affairs. It is clear, however, that since all licences to kill kangaroos involve the destruction 

of animals which are public property (under current law), the release of this information is in 

the public interest. 

 

Grounds for review: aspect 3 

 

Release of the licences alone does not provide all the information to which the public are entitled. 

The public need to know the rationale for the application (eg was it for ecological reasons, 

agricultural reasons, commercial reasons, developmental reasons, human convenience reasons or 

any other reason) of each licence issued, and the reasons for the decision to grant the licence, 

including any research undertaken by TAMS and/or the Conservator to assess whether the claim 

was valid, and any political aspects of the decision.   

 

Summary of review 

 

We would be grateful if you would review the decision on the basis of the arguments presented 

above, and ensure that we are provided with: 

 copies of any other licences for shooting kangaroos on unleased Territory land in 2015 (with 

licensee details omitted if necessary);  

 copies of any private and Defence Force licences for shooting kangaroos, with personal 

details and identifiers deleted; and 

 copies of any and all documents (email discussions, internal minutes, external letters, 

research papers, policy papers, briefing papers, phone call notes and any other relevant 

papers) regarding the issue of any such licences, including the stated reasons for both the 

application for and the issue of each licence. 
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Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour, on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors, 

  September 2015 
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81 
Morrison St 
Kambah, ACT 2902 

 

 

 

Mr Andrew Barr 

Chief Minister 

ACT Legislative Assembly 

GPO Box 1020  

CANBERRA ACT 2601 

 
cc  Minister for Territory and Municipal Services  

Minister for Police 

Minister for the Environment 

Director-General of the Directorate of the Chief Minister 

Director-General Territory and Municipal Services  

ACT Chief Police Officer 

 Commissioner for the Environment and Sustainability 

 ACT Ombudsman 

 ACT Police Ombudsman 

 Glenys Oogjes, CEO Animals Australia 

 Fiona Corke, Australian Society of Kangaroos 

 Dr Bill Taylor, Regional Friends of Wildlife  

 Carolyn Drew, Animal Liberation ACT 

Rheya Linden, Animals Active 

Tammy Ven Dange, CEO RSPCA ACT 

Michael Kennedy, Campaign Director Humane Society International 

Christine Lawrence, President ACT Equestrian Association 

 Mark Hyman, Chair ACT Animal Welfare Advisory Committee 

Mike Rosasky, Animal Defenders Office 

Maria Taylor, The District Bulletin 

 Tom Macilroy, The Canberra Times 

 

 

Dear Mr Barr 

 

You will recall I wrote to you on 8 July 2015, on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors 

(CAP), about the shooting of kangaroos on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks adjoining the 

Wanniassa Hills Reserve in June this year. Mr Rattenbury wrote to me on 8 September, responding 

on aspects of my letter that fell within his portfolio.  

 

Since receiving that response CAP  has obtained documents under FOI, relating to the shooting on 

these horse paddocks. CAP retains its fundamental position that the cull is not justified on science 

or policy grounds, should not have gone ahead this or any previous year, and should not go ahead in 
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future years. But putting aside that view, the information CAP  has obtained from various sources, 

enables us to show that the cull fell short of what the people of the ACT expect in that: 

 It appears that it was not conducted according to law 

 Those responsible failed to perform their public duties 

 The cull was carried out in a way that was not the least inhumane available. 

 

Given that several agencies and portfolios are involved, CAP seeks a whole of government response 

from you, the Chief Minister, to the concerns raised in this letter. The material we put forward is the 

result of thorough research and careful analysis, and we seek an equally considered and careful 

response.  

 

This letter sets out CAP’s concerns in summary form, with the areas of Ministerial responsibility 

noted in brackets at the end of each point. The issues are then explained in more detail in 

Attachment A, which also notes the supporting evidence, and recommends ways (short of stopping 

what we believe to be a cruel and counter-productive slaughter) of addressing these concerns in 

future. Attachment B provides a separate consolidated list of the recommendations. 

 

1. The shooting that took place on block 1693, which includes the Rose Cottage Horse 

Paddocks, prior to 25 June 2015 appears to have been unlawful (TAMS, ACT Policing). 

2. An alarming and improper level of government secrecy has surrounded all aspects of the 

killing on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, even if and where such shooting may have 

been licensed (TAMS, ACT Policing). 

3. Public safety has been put at risk as a result of this extreme secrecy (TAMS, ACT Policing, 

the Conservator of Flora and Fauna). 

4. ACT Policing failed to take appropriate action when illegal shooting was reported to them 

on 24 June 2015 (ACT Policing). 

5. CAP has, as yet, been unable to ascertain through FOI how many kangaroos were actually 

killed on the unleased Territory land near Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve, or under any 

other licence which may have been issued for shooting on unleased Territory land without 

public notification (TAMS/ the Conservator of Flora and Fauna). 

6. Not all horse owners who agist their horses on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks were 

informed of the shooting on there (TAMS, the Conservator of Flora and Fauna). 

7. The ACT’s selected shooting season does not have benefits for animal welfare, contrary to 

Mr Rattenbury’s assertion (TAMS). 

8. The provisions of the relevant ACT Code of Practice are completely inadequate for 

preventing one of the worst aspects of the cruelty of the slaughter (TAMS). 

9. The suffering endured by orphaned young at foot is extreme in both degree and scale 

(TAMS). 

10. The relevant Code of Practice does not reflect the consensual views of the ACT community 

as expressed through the government’s own Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (TAMS). 

11. The conditions of the licence issued by the Conservator provide no incentive for shooters to 

avoid the orphaning of young at foot (The Conservator of Flora and Fauna). 

 

We urge you to ensure the response to this letter is coordinated in your own department on a whole 

of government basis, so that all CAP’s issues are fully covered. 

 

It is our view that all these problems arise from the same source: the fact that the ACT’s kangaroo 

policy is scientifically unsupportable. What is really needed is a thorough and genuinely 

independent review of the government’s entire kangaroo policy. However, at the minimum, we ask 

you, as Chief Minister, to urge the particular changes CAP has identified in the attachment to this 

letter. 
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Please note that the Coalition of Animal Protectors (CAP) is seeking further information under FOI. 

  

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

(on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors) 

 

13  October 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

ACT KANGAROO SLAUGHTER 2015 
Details of Coalition of Animal Protectors’ concerns, notes on supporting evidence, 

and recommendations 
 
This attachment provides detail and identifies CAP’s supporting evidence for the issues 
and claims raised in the covering letter, and recommends ways in which our concerns 
could be addressed. Please note, however, that CAP believes, on both ecological and 
animal welfare grounds, that the culling of healthy kangaroos should cease in its entirety. 
 
Issue 1:Illegal shooting  
 
Shooting appears to have taken place illegally, during this year’s slaughter, on unleased 
Territory land adjoining Wanniassa Hills Reserve (specifically block 1693). Shooting on 
this block was reported to CAP and to ACT Policing before licence LK2015760 was 
amended to include this block on 25 June 2015.  
 
It appears that Licence LK2015760 was belatedly amended the day after the shooting on 
this block was reported and the complaint made.  
 

Supporting evidence 

 CAP received (and retains) emails from members of the public reporting 
shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (Block 1693) on 23 June 2015 
and 24 June 2015. Block 1693 is a large block of land adjoining Wanniassa Hills 
Nature Reserve (“the Reserve”), to the east and north-east of the Reserve. It 
encompasses a non-reserve area directly adjacent to the Reserve, together 
with the four large paddocks which comprise the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 
(see Attachment C, where the paddocks are referred to as “new Rose Cottage 
Horse Paddocks” and shown on the map as “RCHP”). 

 The second of these emails, sent to CAP at 12.16 am on 25 June 2015, also 
reported that the email author had made a complaint to two government rangers 
who were, at the time of the shooting, stationed in the Rose Cottage Horse 
Paddocks a few hundred metres east of the Reserve.  

 When the rangers claimed that the shooting was legal, but did not produce a 
licence to support their assertion, the member of the public phoned  ACT 
Policing, who sent two officers in response. These officers recorded their 
conversation with the complainant, and that record would confirm the date and 
time of the complaint. 

 CAP has received under FOI copies of five iterations of licence LK2015760 for 
shooting on rural blocks near the Reserve. Only the last of these iterations 
includes Block 1693 where shooting was reported to the police on 24 June 2015 
(map showing details of reported shooting on 23 and 24 June is at Attachment 
C). This iteration of the licence, allowing shooting in Block 1693, was not signed 
until 25 June 2015.  

 
Recommended action (TAMS, ACT Policing) 
1. Shooters and rangers must be fully accountable for ensuring that shooting does 

not take place outside the licensed area. 
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2. ACT police officers must be fully briefed, before shooting commences, on 
exactly where shooting is permitted and where it is not permitted, and required 
to fully investigate complaints of illegal shooting.  

3. This investigation should include sighting the relevant licence, checking block 
numbers included in the licence against the block numbers shown in the 
government’s aerial photographs of the area, and checking the block number 
against the area where shooting is reported to have occurred.  

 
Issue 2: Secret shooting 
 
Extreme and bizarre secrecy appears to have surrounded the shooting, whether legal or 
illegal, on unleased non-reserve Territory land. Licence LK2015760 was a licence for 
destroying public property (ie kangaroos which are public property under current law) at 
the public expense (through a contracted land manager), on public lands (ie the unleased 
Territory land adjoining the Reserve).  
 
If the name of the land management service who is paid by the public and receiving the 
licence from the public on behalf of the public seemed to be a matter of privacy, the 
licensee’s identity could simply have been withheld. There was no reason to keep secret 
the fact that there was a licence. The public have a right to know: 

 whether shooting is taking place on their own unleased land, and/or on land to 
which they have full access at all times;  

 whether this shooting is lawful;  

 how much of the public’s money is spent on this shooting; 

 how many lives/items of public property (eg kangaroos under current law) this 
public money is being used to destroy; and 

 the government’s reasons for authorising the shooting. 
 

Supporting evidence 

 There was no public announcement that shooting was to take place on the 
unleased Territory land near the Reserve, and no signage that shooting was 
taking place there.  

 The only signs posted were on a few of the northern gates accessing the 
paddocks; there were none on the southern gates, from which most members of 
the public enter these paddocks. 

 Even the signs on the northern gates gave no indication that shooting was 
taking place anywhere except on the nearby Reserve. These signs said clearly  
“Reserve closed”, presumably indicating the closure of the Reserve to those 
who might normally enter the Reserve via the horse paddocks. There was no 
mention of closure of, or shooting on the adjoining land (a copy of the sign on 
one of the northern gates is at Attachment D). 

 When the member of the public who witnessed the shooting on the horse 
paddocks spoke to the rangers who were present, the rangers claimed they 
were not able to reveal details of the alleged licence because it was 
“commercial in confidence”. 

 Mr Rattenbury’s letter to CAP further compounds this secrecy by claiming that 
the government is exempted from a requirement to reveal licence information to 
the public when it involves managing kangaroos on “rural” lands - apparently 
even when that rural land is unleased and the public routinely enter and use 
that rural land, and pay for its management.  
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 The decision received in response to CAP’s FOI request also compounds this 
secrecy. It implies that additional licences for shooting kangaroos on unleased 
non-reserve Territory land may have been issued but have been withheld from 
the response on the grounds of the protecting the privacy of the licensee. 

 
Recommended action (TAMS, ACT Policing) 
4. The public should be fully informed, by public announcement, and by 

appropriate and comprehensive signage, when shooting has been authorised 
on unleased Territory land or in any place which is at all times open to, and 
lawfully accessed by members of the public. 

5. All licenses to kill kangaroos (other than names and addresses of private 
citizens) should be readily available to members of the public on request, 
including number of kangaroos targeted to be killed (no matter where the killing 
is to take place), and the location of the shooting where the public have access 
to the land.  

6. The reasons given in the application for any licence to kill kangaroos, and 
reasons given for the Conservator’s decision to grant it, should be readily 
available to members of the public on request. 

 
Issue 3: Risks arising from secrecy 
 
The risk to the public occasioned by the secrecy surrounding the killing on unleased non-
reserve Territory land in 2015 was enormous and potentially catastrophic. The land in 
question (ie all the blocks covered by licence LK2015760) remained in use by the public, 
night and day, throughout the shooting. People walk their dogs there at every hour of the 
night. Night cyclists use the Centenary Trail. Teenagers gather there to talk and chill. 
People walk there at night when they cannot sleep. Protestors who do not wish to break 
the law or risk their lives by entering the Reserve patrol the paddocks on watch for 
shooters entering and leaving the Reserve. Every one of these people was unknowingly at 
risk of being shot this year. 

 
In his letter of 8 September 2015, Mr Rattenbury advises that the Australian Federal Police 
review all licences in regard to matters of public safety. If this is the case, the Australian 
Federal Police were astonishingly remiss to allow this licence to be issued at all.  
 
It appears that no action was taken by anyone – TAMS, the Conservator of Flora and 
Fauna (“The Conservator”), nor ACT Policing – to avert this risk to the public. We would be 
grateful for more information on how this police review process is supposed to work, and 
where and why the process went wrong in this case. 
 

Supporting evidence 

 As mentioned above, TAMS issued no public announcement and posted no 
appropriate signs.  

 The licence issued by the Conservator required that shooting not commence if 
there was evidence that members of the public were already present. However, 
there was no requirement that shooting should cease if a member of the public 
entered the shooting zone after shooting commenced.  

 Even if the licence condition had included a requirement that shooting cease if a 
member of the public entered the land after shooting had commenced, that 
member of the public could easily have been shot long before the shooter was 
even aware that the person was there, and long before the member of the 
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public realised the sound of shooting was coming, not from the Reserve as they 
expected, but from dangerously close to them. 

 
Recommended action (The Conservator, ACT Policing and TAMS) 
7. Wherever kangaroo shooting occurs, the conditions of the licence issued by the 

Conservator need to require that shooting not only does not commence but 
actually stops if there is reason to believe that a member of the public is 
present, including if the member of the public has entered the land after 
shooting has commenced. 

8. If it is asked to review a licence to kill proposed by TAMS and/or the 
Conservator, ACT Policing should veto any licence where it is obvious it will put 
the public at risk. 

9. If licenses for shooting on unleased Territory land are issued, ACT Policing 
needs to ensure that no shooting takes place while any member of the public is 
present. If a member of the public enters the land after shooting has 
commenced, ACT Policing should ensure that shooting ceases until the 
member of the public has completed their lawful business there and has left the 
area.  

10. If shooting is to be licensed on unleased Territory non-reserve land, appropriate 
signage should displayed and the public informed by government press release 
(see also Recommendation 4). 

 
Issue 4: ACT Policing failure to take appropriate action  
 
The member of the public who believed (due to lack of signage or public announcement) 
that the shooting on the unleased non-reserve Territory land adjoining the Reserve was 
illegal in its entirety, noticed that two government rangers were present during shooting 
there, and approached them about it. When they failed to produce any licence to indicate 
that the shooting was legal, the member of the public called ACT Policing. 
 
ACT police officers came but, instead of asking that the rangers produce the relevant 
licence – which it now appears did not exist at that time - accepted on the rangers’ word 
that the shooting was legal. The police officers then ordered the complainant to leave the 
land - where he had every right to remain as long as he wished. In so doing, ACT Policing 
made itself accessory to the unlawful shooting that took place that night.  
 
Even if the shooting had been licensed on Block 1693 on that particular night, ACT 
Policing would still have failed to do its job because the police officers attending did not 
require the rangers or the shooters to produce the relevant licence to show that shooting 
on the block where  the shooters were operating was covered by the licence. 
  

Supporting evidence 

 CAP received an email from the member of the public on the night of 24-25 
June 2015, giving names, times and other details of his interaction with the 
rangers and the police.  

 We assume ACT Policing also have this record, as they claimed at the time that 
they were recording the discussion with the complainant.  

 
Recommended action (ACT Policing) 
11. When suspicions of illegal shooting are reported to ACT Policing, the police 

officers attending need to be under clear instruction to investigate the report 
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(see also recommendation 2), rather than to harass the complainant or other 
members of the public who are going about their lawful business. 

 
Issue 5: Additional numbers killed 
 
In his letter of 8 September 2015, Mr Rattenbury states that the kangaroos killed on public 
land under Licence LK2015760 were in addition to the numbers killed on the reserves. 
Licence LK2015760 authorised the killing of 500 kangaroos, but Mr Rattenbury has not 
advised how many of these additional kangaroos were actually killed.  
 

Recommended action (TAMS) 
12. The public must be informed about exactly how many of their kangaroos are 

actually killed under licence in the ACT each year, and how many of these are 
killed on public land, both reserve and unleased non-reserve Territory land. 

13. Specifically the public must be informed how many additional kangaroos were 
killed under licence LK2015670 in 2015. 

 
Issue 6: Failure to inform horse owners 
 
Mr Rattenbury claims that the government liaised with the firm engaged to manage 
agistment on the Horse Paddocks in relation to moving the horses away from the shooting. 
However, at least one major association of horse owners who use the paddocks appears 
not to have been informed that shooting was to take place. 
 
If a horse or horse owner had been shot, under a government issued licence, during this 
year’s slaughter, it is the government, not the  company paid to manage the land, that the 
public would hold accountable. 

 
Supporting evidence 

 In the course of several email exchanges on other matters with the president 
of the ACT Equestrian Association (ACTEA) who agist their horses in the 
Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, CAP notified ACTEA about the shooting 
there. CAP received (and retains) an email from the president of ACTEA 
expressing surprise and concern that shooting was taking place there. 

 
Recommended action (TAMS, the Conservator). 
14. The land holder (in this case the ACT government), rather than the firm paid by 

the public (under service agreement) to manage public land, should take 
responsibility for making sure horse owners, or other primary contractual users 
of the land, are aware that shooting will take place there, and for ensuring that 
their animals are protected. 

15. The Conservator should include in the licence conditions the requirement to 
inform contractual users of unleased Territory land of proposed shooting on the 
land. 

 
Issue 7: Shooting “season” 
 
In his letter of 8 September 2015, Mr Rattenbury claims that kangaroo shooting takes 
place during a limited season for “animal welfare reasons”. We understand these animal 
welfare reasons arise from a belief that female kangaroos have fewer pouch young and 
young at foot during the colder months than at other times of year.  
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We do not know where this idea came from, but we do know it is completely wrong. Most 
of the mature female kangaroos on the Canberra reserves this year and every year 
shooting has taken place, have been observed with both a pouch young and a young at 
foot in their care. The annual slaughter routinely orphans (and therefore kills) babies at the 
rate of two for almost every mature female killed.  
 
However, if the government does genuinely believe that it is less inhumane to cull 
kangaroos during the colder months, why did the Conservator sign the first iteration of 
LK2015760 to commence on 1 March - still very much summer in Canberra in terms of the 
weather? How many more of the 83 licences issued for shooting kangaroos in 2015  
permitted shooting during the warmer months? 
 

Supporting evidence 

 Members of the public have reported (and on some occasions photographed) 
numerous females with both pouch young and young at foot, both 
immediately before and during the annual slaughter.  

 
Recommended action (TAMS, the Conservator) 
16. TAMS and its Minister should desist from claiming erroneously that fewer 

kangaroo young are orphaned by killing in the colder months than in the warmer 
months. 

17. If TAMS remains adamant that shooting in the colder months is less inhumane 
than shooting at other times of year, then the Conservator should desist from 
issuing licences allowing the killing of female kangaroos until May at the 
earliest. 

 
 

Issue 8: Cruelty permitted “for ecological reasons” 
 
The Code of Practice adopted in the ACT for the non-commercial shooting of kangaroos 
generally recommends against the killing of females with young. This provision aims to 
reduce suffering by reducing the number of young that are orphaned.  
 
Unfortunately, the same Code exempts the killing of female kangaroos with young from 
this recommendation when it is for “ecological reasons”. Whatever the real reasons for the 
ACT’s annual slaughter of kangaroos, it is promoted as being for “ecological reasons”, and 
therefore there is no constraint, under the Code, on the killing of females  with young.   
 
Even if there were conclusive evidence that the annual slaughter had an ecological 
benefit, the intended ecological outcome would not automatically justify the negative 
welfare outcome it necessitates. This is even more the case in view of the absence of any 
government investment in evaluating the outcomes of the annual slaughter to determine 
whether or not there is, in fact, any ecological benefit. 

 
Supporting evidence 

 The relevant Code of Practice can be accessed from the government’s own 
website. This recommendation and exemption are at chapter 2.4.  
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Recommended action (TAMS) 
18. The Code of Practice should be amended to remove the exemption “for 

ecological reasons” from its general recommendation against the killing of 
female kangaroos with young, and this recommendation should be promoted to 
a prohibition. 

Issue 9: Suffering of orphaned young at foot 
 
Because of the number of females with young at foot that are killed in the ACT’s annual 
slaughter, dozens of orphaned half-size and quarter size kangaroos can be seen lining the 
roadsides surrounding the reserves where shooting has taken place. Their numbers 
dwindle over the next few days, as they are taken by foxes whom they have not yet 
learned to fear, mown down by cars which they have not yet learned how to avoid, or 
simply starve to death without lactational supplement or parental guidance to help them 
survive. 

 
Supporting evidence 

 Numerous members of the public have reported (and on some occasions 
photographed) dozens of young at foot clustered on the roadside on the 
nights and mornings after shooting. 

 
Recommended action (TAMS, the Conservator) 
19. Female kangaroos with young should be explicitly excluded from all killing 

licences. 
 

Issue 10: ACT Code of Practice does not represent views of the ACT community  
 
As you may be aware, the TAMS Minister adopted the current Code of Practice for the 
non-commercial shooting of kangaroos in the ACT against the advice of the ACT’s own 
Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (AWAC). This decision was made on the basis of 
advice from TAMS officers who have no animal welfare expertise of any kind. 

 
Supporting evidence 

 This matter can be confirmed from the minutes of the relevant AWAC  
meetings. 

 
Recommended action (TAMS) 
20. The Code currently in place should be reviewed by AWAC as a matter of 

urgency to ensure that it is consistent with the animal welfare views of the ACT 
community as represented by the compromise reached by a majority of the 
members of AWAC. 

 
Issue 11: Young at foot do not count as kangaroos in targets to be killed  
 
Under the licences issued by the Conservator, pouch young and young at foot do not 
count toward the target number of kangaroos to be killed. Since euthanasing orphaned 
young at foot is only recommended “as soon as possible” under the Code of Practice, 
there is no incentive for shooters to minimise the suffering of this orphaned “ghost 
population”. In most cases shooters could legitimately argue that killing young at foot is not 
“possible” because these animals are small and highly mobile and impossible to find after 
their mothers tell them to run and hide. 
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Supporting evidence 

 Licences LK2015760 and LK2015771(the latter is the licence issued for the 
slaughter of kangaroos on the Canberra Nature Park and blocks adjacent to 
the Pinnacle Reserve) state that young at foot do not count towards the 
target number given on the licence, and do not include any explicit 
requirement for the euthanasia of young at foot. 

 The Code of Practice does not include any requirement to euthanase young 
at foot immediately after their mother is killed, only that they be euthanased 
“as soon as possible” (Chapter 2.4) – which could easily mean the next year 
(if, by any remote chance, they survive that long) when they are juveniles 
and legitimate targets. 

 
Recommended action (TAMS, Conservator) 
21. The conditions of the licence issued by the Conservator should state that both 

pouch young and young at foot count towards the kill target.  
 
 
 

Concluding note on issues 7-11 
 
Please note that CAP rejects utterly, as wanton cruelty and ecological vandalism, all killing 
of kangaroos in the ACT. However, anything that reduces the number of orphans left to 
suffer in this way every year would be better than the current state of affairs. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

ACT KANGAROO SLAUGHTER 2015 
Summary of Coalition of Animal Protectors recommendations 

 
1. Shooters and rangers must be fully accountable for ensuring that shooting does not 

take place outside the licensed area. 
2. ACT police officers must be fully briefed, before shooting commences, on exactly 

where shooting is permitted and where it is not permitted, and required to fully 
investigate complaints of illegal shooting.  

3. This investigation should include sighting the relevant licence, checking block 
numbers included in the licence against the block numbers shown in the 
government’s aerial photographs of the area, and checking the block number 
against the area where shooting is reported to have occurred.  

4. The public should be fully informed, by public announcement, and by appropriate 
and comprehensive signage, when shooting has been authorised on unleased 
Territory land or in any place which is at all times open to, and lawfully accessed by 
members of the public. 

5. All licenses to kill kangaroos (other than names and addresses of private citizens) 
should be readily available to members of the public on request, including number 
of kangaroos targeted to be killed (no matter where the killing is to take place), and 
the location of the shooting where the public have access to the land.  

6. The reasons given in the application for any licence to kill kangaroos and reasons 
given for the Conservator’s decision to grant it, should be readily available to 
members of the public on request. 

7. Wherever kangaroo shooting occurs, the conditions of the licence issued by the 
Conservator need to require that shooting not only does not commence but actually 
stops if there is reason to believe that a member of the public is present, including if 
the member of the public has entered the land after shooting has commenced. 

8. If it is asked to review a licence to kill proposed by TAMS and/or the Conservator, 
ACT Policing should veto any licence where it is obvious it will put the public at risk. 

9. If licenses for shooting on unleased Territory land are issued, ACT Policing needs 
to ensure that no shooting takes place while any member of the public is present. If 
a member of the public enters the land after shooting has commenced, ACT 
Policing should ensure that shooting ceases until the member of the public has 
completed their lawful business there and have left the area.  

10. If shooting is to be licensed on unleased Territory non-reserve land, appropriate 
signage should displayed and the public informed by government press release (se 
also Recommendation 4). 

11. When suspicions of illegal shooting are reported to ACT Policing, the police officers 
attending need to be under clear instruction to investigate the report (see also 
recommendation 2), rather than to harass the complainant or other members of the 
public who are going about their lawful business. 

12. The public must be informed about exactly how many of their kangaroos are 
actually killed under licence in the ACT each year, and how many of these are killed 
on public land, both reserve and unleased non-reserve Territory land. 

13. Specifically the public must be informed how many additional kangaroos were killed 
under licence LK2015670 in 2015. 

14. The land holder (in this case the ACT government), rather than the firm paid by the 
public under service agreement to manage public land, should take responsibility 
for making sure horse owners, or other primary contractual users of the land, are 
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aware that shooting will take place, and for ensuring that their animals are 
protected. 

15. The Conservator should include in the licence conditions the requirement to inform 
contractual users of unleased Territory land of proposed shooting on that land. 

16. TAMS and its Minister should desist from claiming erroneously that fewer kangaroo 
young are orphaned by killing in the colder months than in the warmer months. 

17. If TAMS remains adamant that shooting in the colder months is less inhumane than 
shooting at other times of year, then the Conservator should desist from issuing 
licences allowing the killing of female kangaroos until May at the earliest. 

18. The Code of Practice should be amended to remove the exemption “for ecological 
reasons” from its general recommendation against the killing of female kangaroos 
with young, and this recommendation should be promoted to a prohibition. 

19. Female kangaroos with young should be explicitly excluded from all killing licences. 
20. The Code currently in place should be reviewed by AWAC as a matter of urgency to 

ensure that it is consistent with the animal welfare views of the ACT community as 
represented by the compromise reached by a majority of the members of AWAC. 

21. The conditions of the licence issued by the Conservator should state that both 
pouch young and young at foot count towards the kill target.  
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Attachment C: Map of eastern side of Wanniassa Nature Reserve and adjoining land, 
showing block numbers and reported shooting sites on 23 June and 24 June 2015 
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Attachment D: “Reserve closed” sign on Long Gully Road entry gate to Rose Cottage 
Horse Paddocks 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Frankie Seymour

Sent: Thursday, 21 January 2016 12:37 PM

To: ombudsman@ombudsman.gov.au

Subject: copy of 2nd  letter to Chief Minister

Attachments: CAP to Barr follow-up January 2016.docx

Dear Ombudsman 

  

This is just to let you know we have had no reply to our letter and recommendations to the Chief Minister 

of three months ago regarding the apparently unlawful kangaroo shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse 

Paddocks last year (and other related matters). We sent Mr Barr the attached follow-up letter via the 

postal system on Monday. We have delayed sending the various email ccs to give the posted letter time to 

arrive. 

  

Like our first letter and submission on this matter, we are copying you into this correspondence for 

background information in case the ACT government fails to respond to us. Our follow up letter recognises 

that the issues we raised are complex and multi-faceted, and that it may therefore be taking the Chief 

Minister’s Department some time to compile a considered response. However, at this stage it is looking 

more like we may have to call on the Ombudsman’s office for help in resolving these matters.  

  

  

Frankie Seymour  

Coalition Of Animal Protectors 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Frankie Seymour

Sent: Saturday, 24 October 2015 9:55 AM

To: Ombudsman

Subject: Re: Ombudsman's response - our ref: 2015-512717 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Attachments: image001.png

Dear Mr Smith 

  

Thank you for your response to my email and many thanks for the contact information about the 

professional standards unit for the police. Has we known about the Unit before we would have included it 

in the copies of the letter to the Chief Minister we also copied to you. 

  

We sent you the copy of our letter for information only at this stage in case we do not get a satisfactory 

reply, either from the Chief Minister or from the three departments involved, in relation to all the matters 

we raised. The first response we received from the TAMS Minister was not satisfactory in addressing our 

concerns with the actions of TAMS officers, but we are still hoping that the additional information we have 

supplied will enable a more useful response. If not then we will contact you again. 

  

Thanks again 

  

Frankie Seymour (for CAP) 

  

From: Ombudsman  
Sent: Friday, October 23, 2015 4:30 PM 

To: frankie@webone.com.au  
Subject: Ombudsman's response - our ref: 2015-512717 [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 

  

Our ref: 2015-512717 
  

Dear Mr Seymour 
  

I refer to your email of 16 October 2015 in which you provide our office with a copy of a letter you have sent 
to the ACT Chief Minister regarding the ACT Territory and Municipal Services (TAMS) and the ACT Police 
about the shooting of kangaroos in June 2015. 
  

The Australian Capital Territory Ombudsman’s office investigates complaints about the administrative 
actions of Australian Capital Territory Government agencies and public education providers. We examine 
the process of administrative decision making to determine if an agency is following its policies and 
procedures correctly. Our office conducts independent and impartial investigations and does not act as an 
advocate for either the person making the complaint or the agency involved. 
  

We usually do not consider investigating a complaint until it has been raised with the agency involved. This 
gives the agency an opportunity to solve the matter first. We find that this is usually a more efficient way of 
resolving a complaint.  
  

TAMS complaint 
  

From the information you have provided, it appears that you have lodged a complaint with TAMS regarding 
the shooting of the kangaroos and you remain dissatisfied with the response you’ve received. If you would 
like to lodge a complaint with our office regarding TAMS’ handling of your matter, we will require the 
following information: 
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1) The date you lodged your complaint with TAMS 
2) Your complaint reference number 
3) A copy of the response you’ve received from TAMS 
4) Copies of any other correspondence you have had from TAMS that you consider to be relevant. 

  

ACT Police complaint 
  
It is unclear whether you have lodged a complaint with the Professional Standards Unit with the Australian 
Federal Police regarding the actions of the ACT Police. I suggest that you do so before we will consider 
your matter for investigation. The contact details are: 
                                                                                                                                         
Postal:            Professional Standards 

PO Box 401 
                        Canberra City ACT 2601 
  
Phone:            (02) 6131 6789 
Internet:         http://www.afp.gov.au/contact/feedback.aspx#forms 
  
If this does not resolve your complaint, you are welcome to contact us again with your complaint reference 
number and a copy of the response provided to you. 
  

Please note that, under our legislation, we are not authorised to investigate action taken by a Minister. 
  

As I do not yet have enough information to assess your complaint, your complaint file will be closed. You 
are welcome to contact our office back with the information stipulated above, and our office will then 
assess if and how we can assist you. 
  

More information about the role of the ACT Ombudsman can be found at our website at 
www.ombudsman.act.gov.au 
  

Yours sincerely 
  
Alex Smith 
Public Contact Officer 
Public Contact Team | Operations South 
ACT OMBUDSMAN 
Phone 1300 362 072 | Fax 02 6276 0123 
Email: ombudsman@ombudsman.gov.au  
Website: www.ombudsman.act.gov.au 
PO Box 442, CANBERRA CITY ACT 2601 
  

  
The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 
  

Please Note: from 1 May 2015 general complaints about the Australian Tax Office (ATO) and the Tax Practitioners 
Board (TPB) are to be made to the Inspector-General of Taxation however, complaints concerning Freedom of 
Information and Public Interest Disclosures should still be made to the Commonwealth Ombudsman. You can find 
more information on our website at www.ombudsman.gov.au or contact us on 1300 362 072. 

  

  

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN - IMPORTANT CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 
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This e-mail message or an attachment to it is confidential, and it is intended to be accessed  only by the 

person or entity to which it is addressed. 

No use, copying or disclosure (including by further transmission) of this message, an attachment or the 

content of either is permitted and any use, copying or disclosure may be subject to legal sanctions. This 

message may contain information which is: 

* about an identifiable individual; 

* subject to client legal privilege or other privilege; or 

* subject to a statutory or other requirement of confidentiality. 

If you have received this message in error, please call 1300 362 072 to inform the sender so that future 

errors can be avoided. 

 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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81 
Morrison St 
Kambah, ACT 2902 

 

 

 

Mr Andrew Barr 

Chief Minister 

ACT Legislative Assembly 

GPO Box 1020  

CANBERRA ACT 2601 

 

 

cc Minister for Territory and Municipal Service  Rheya Linden, Animals Active 

 Minister for Police Tammy Ven Dange, CEO RSPCA ACT 

 Minister for the Environment Mike Rosasky, Animal Defenders Office 

 Director-General of the Directorate of the 

Chief Minister 

Christine Lawrence, President ACT 

Equestrian Association 

 Director-General Territory and Municipal 

Services  

Mark Hyman, Chair ACT Animal 

Welfare Advisory Committee 

 Commissioner for the Environment and 

Sustainability 

Michael Kennedy, Campaign Director 

Humane Society International 

 ACT Chief Police Officer Carolyn Drew, Animal Liberation ACT 

 ACT Ombudsman Rheya Linden, Animals Active 

 ACT Police Ombudsman Tammy Ven Dange, CEO RSPCA ACT 

 Glenys Oogjes, CEO Animals Australia Maria Taylor, The District Bulletin 

 Fiona Corke, Australian Society of 

Kangaroos 

Tom Macilroy, The Canberra Times 

 Dr Bill Taylor, Regional Friends of Wildlife  Maria Taylor, The District Bulletin 

 Carolyn Drew, Animal Liberation ACT Michael Kennedy, Campaign Director 

Humane Society International 

 
 

 

Dear Mr Barr 

 

I refer to our letter and extensive submission of 13 October 2015 (which was copied  to the above 

other relevant Ministers, officials and other interested parties). We do not yet appear to have 

received a response to this submission.  

 

The letter concerned the apparently unlawful, secretive and dangerous shooting of kangaroos that 

took place on the Rose Cottage Horse paddocks during the 2015 kangaroo slaughter, and other 

related issues. 

 

It was a complex submission and we requested a well-researched and considered response from 

you. We understand that it would take you some time to compile such a response.  
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As it has now been more than three months since our letter, we would be most grateful if you could 

advise us as to when we may expect a response to the issues raised in our submission and the 

recommendations we have made for avoiding similar concerns arising in the future. 

  

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

(on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors) 

 

25 January 2016 
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81 Morrison St 

Kambah, ACT 2902 

 

 

 

Mr Andrew Barr 

Chief Minister 

ACT Legislative Assembly 

GPO Box 1020  

CANBERRA ACT 2601 

 

 

cc Minister for Territory and Municipal Service  Rheya Linden, Animals Active 

 Minister for Police Tammy Ven Dange, CEO RSPCA ACT 

 Minister for the Environment Mike Rosasky, Animal Defenders Office 

 Director-General of the Directorate of the 

Chief Minister 

Christine Lawrence, President ACT 

Equestrian Association 

 Director-General Territory and Municipal 

Services  

Mark Hyman, Chair ACT Animal 

Welfare Advisory Committee 

 Commissioner for the Environment and 

Sustainability 

Michael Kennedy, Campaign Director 

Humane Society International 

 ACT Chief Police Officer Carolyn Drew, Animal Liberation ACT 

 ACT Ombudsman Maria Taylor, The District Bulletin 

 ACT Police Ombudsman Tom McIlroy, The Canberra Times 

 Glenys Oogjes, CEO Animals Australia  

 Fiona Corke, Australian Society of 

Kangaroos 

 

 Dr Bill Taylor, Regional Friends of Wildlife   

 Carolyn Drew, Animal Liberation ACT  

 

 

 

Dear Mr Barr 

 

We are astonished to learn that you have hung onto our submission of 13 September 2015 for three 

months without, apparently, reading it. 

 

Our submission had absolutely nothing to with our opposition to the ACT’s kangaroo slaughter, and 

we could not have made that more clear. 

 

Our submission sought solutions to ensure the government avoids a repetition of the illegal, 

unannounced and dangerous (to humans) shooting of kangaroos that took place in 2015 in a place 

frequented, at all hours of the day and night, by dog walkers, horse riders, cyclists and teenagers. 
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Later in our submission, several other matters pertaining to the slaughter itself were raised but, once 

again, none of these related in any way whatsoever to our opposition to the cruelty and insanity of 

the slaughter per se.  

 

In our submission, purely as a courtesy, we acknowledged our ongoing opposition to the annual 

kangaroo slaughter on ethical and scientific grounds. Your reply to us treats that acknowledgement 

as if it were the subject and substance of our extensive submission. We can only conclude that our 

submission was dropped into the “too-hard basket” for three months, then, when our reminder letter 

was received in January, it was pulled out and skimmed by someone who found themselves 

incapable of reading past the word “kangaroos”. 

 

We now have no choice but to put this matter in the hands of the ACT Ombudsman and the police 

Professional Standards Operations Monitoring Centre. 

 

Meanwhile, we hope you will read our submission and take measures to prevent this law-breaking 

and risk to human life in future. We also urge you to consider ways of reducing the suffering of 

orphaned joeys, as we have suggested. We hope that you will also do us the courtesy of telling us 

you have done so. 

 

Yours sincerely 

  

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

(on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors) 

 

1 February 2016 
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COALITION OF ANIMAL PROTECTORS 

81 Morrison Street Kambah ACT 2609 
 

ACT Ombudsman 

PO Box 442  

Canberra City ACT 2601 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

We are writing to you to seek an investigation by the ACT Ombudsman of certain specific decisions and 

actions taken by officers of the ACT Government before and during the kangaroo slaughter on public 

land near Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve (WHNR) in 2015. We have also written to the Professional 

Standards Operations Monitoring Centre, regarding the actions and decisions of ACT Policing in 

relation to this issue. 

 

Members of our group (including myself) were among the many people whose lives were put at risk by 

the secretive shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (RCHP). Correspondence with government 

officials has now revealed that the shooting that put so many lives unknowingly in danger was, in fact, 

illegal.  

 

Additionally, several decisions have been made by the ACT Government that have increased the 

suffering of the kangaroos, especially orphaned young, well beyond that caused by the annual slaughter 

itself. While CAP maintains our total opposition, on scientific and ethical grounds, to the slaughter per 

se, this request to you has nothing to do with the rights or wrongs of the slaughter as such. It also has 

nothing to do with the forthcoming court case arising from the arrest of Dr Chris Klootwijk which 

occurred a week after the dates of the specific incidents detailed in this letter. 

 

On 13 October 2015, we copied you (among others) by email into a submission we had written to the 

Chief Minister about these matters. We wrote to the Chief Minister rather than each of the Ministers 

responsible for the individual agencies (Ministers for TAMS, the Environment and ACT Policing), 

because we sought a whole of government response. On 19 January 2015, we had not received a reply. 

We again copied you into our reminder letter to the Chief Minister 

 

Two days later, we received a form letter from the Chief Minister that does not even acknowledge the 

subject matter of our complaint. We have emailed you a copy of this letter and our response. Since we 

have already sent these four documents (our original submission, our reminder letter, the Chief 

Minister’s response, and our reply to that response) by email, I will not send them again as attachments 

to this letter. Please let me know if you require hardcopies of these documents. 

 

In summary, the issues are as follows. 

 

64



2 

 

Issues relating to the law and the rights and safety of the ACT community 

 

1. The shooting that took place prior to 25 June 2015 on the RCHP (which form part of Rural 

Block 1693) was unlicensed at that time, and therefore unlawful (Attachments A-D).  

 

Our hope is that the Ombudsman will recommend that: 

 TAMS put processes in place to ensure that the ACT Government does not break its own 

laws in this manner ever again; and 

 if the breach of law was intentional, either by TAMS officers or by their contract 

shooters, those responsible be dealt with accordingly. 

 

2. An alarming and improper level of government secrecy surrounded all aspects of the killing on 

the unleased land surrounding WHNR, even when and where such shooting was licensed 

(Attachments A, E and F).  

 

Our hope is that the Ombudsman will recommend that: 

 in all current and future shooting licences for unleased public land, the Conservator of 

Flora and Fauna (the Conservator) include a clause requiring that the public be informed 

about the shooting; and 

 that TAMS warn the public about all shooting in public places: by public announcement; 

by appropriate signage; and by making all relevant material easily accessible on the ACT 

government website and through release under the Freedom of Information Act (FOI). 

 

3. The secrecy regarding this licence to kill kangaroos on unleased public land outside WHNR 

(LK2015760) makes lines of responsibility and related legalities highly ambiguous. On the one 

hand the Government refused (until it was already ‘on the public record’) to inform the public 

about the existence of the licence - on the grounds that the licensee was a private person or 

company. On the other hand the Government behaved in all ways as though the killings were 

part of the TAMS-directed slaughter (see Attachment A for further information). 

 

Our hope is that the Ombudsman will be able to sort through this ambiguity, and recommend 

that government agencies make these matters clear to the public in in future.  

 

4. While the government has revealed the numbers of kangaroos it claims were killed on the 

reserves of the Canberra Nature Park, it has refused to release the number of kangaroos killed on 

other unleased public land, including the unleased land near WHNR (see Attachments A and F)  

 

Our hope is that the Ombudsman will recommend that the Conservator make public all aspects 

of licences for shooting on unleased publicly owned land that do not reveal personal information 

or private business affairs of licensees. Information to be released should include number of 

kangaroos permitted to be killed under the licence, number of kangaroos actually killed under 

the licence, the period over which the killing is to take place, and the status – leased or unleased 

– of the land where the shooting is permitted. 

 

5. The Government has revealed, as a result of a request under FOI (see Attachments A and F), 

that there are some 83 current licences for killing kangaroo in the ACT, but has refused to reveal 

how many kangaroo killings are permitted under these licences or how many kangaroos are 

actually killed.  

 

Given that all kangaroos are (by law) property of the public, our hope is that the Ombudsman 

will recommend that this information be released to the public. 
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6. Not all horse owners who ride and/or agist their horses on the RCHP were informed of the 

shooting there in 2015 (see Attachment A). 

 

Our hope is that the Ombudsman will recommend that, if a licence is to be issued for shooting 

kangaroos on land that is used by the public for horse agistment and horse riding, the 

Conservator include in the licence a clause specifically requiring that all horse owners and 

groups using the land be individually/separately informed of the shooting. 

 

Animal welfare issues regarding orphaned young  

 

This issue is explained more fully in Attachment A. In brief, the facts are as follows: 

 

 TAMS conducts its slaughter of kangaroos on reserves of the Canberra Nature Park only during 

late autumn and winter. 

 TAMS gives as its reason for this timing a belief that, at that time of year, kangaroos have fewer 

dependent young than at other times of year.  

 Based on the only licence we have seen for off-reserve shooting (LK2015670, first issued on 24 

February 2015), the Conservator does not apply the same allegedly welfare-based requirement 

to licences issued for killing kangaroos on private land and non-reserve unleased public land 

(see Attachments A and D. 

 Observers on the reserves of the Canberra Nature Park and other public land inhabited by 

kangaroos dispute the belief that there are fewer dependent young during late autumn and winter 

than at other times of year (Attachments A and G). 

 Observers also cite the large numbers of orphaned young at foot observed, many of which 

escape through the reserve fences onto the roadsides during the slaughter, as further evidence 

against any welfare benefits from a killing season (Attachments A, G and H). 

 The cruelty of orphaning young animals is recognised in the ACT Animal Welfare (Humane 

Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies) Code of Practice 2014 

(http://www.legislation.act.gov.au/di/2014-23/default.asp) by: 

 a general recommendation against killing females when it is obvious they have dependent 

young (p 9); and 

 a requirement that pouch young whose mothers have been killed should be killed 

immediately by a blow to the head or by decapitating them, and that young at foot should be 

shot as soon as possible after the death of their mother (p13-14). 

 Any welfare benefits for young kangaroos that would result from the recommendation not to kill 

females with young is negated in its entirety by a clause in the Code that exempts killing ‘for 

management or ecological reasons’ from this recommendation (p 9). 

 Any welfare benefits for young kangaroos from the recommendation that dependent young at 

foot should be killed as soon as possible after their mothers is negated by the fact that most 

young at foot seem to be able to escape very quickly and thus avoid being killed by their 

mothers’ killers (see Attachment A for further information). 

 The Code recommended to the ACT Government by its own Animal Welfare Advisory 

Committee (AWAC) would have allowed no exemptions from the recommendation against 

killing female kangaroos where it was obvious they had dependent young. This Code was 

rejected by the TAMS Minister in favour of the current Code (see Attachment A for further 

information).  

 Because pouch young and young at foot do not count towards kill numbers for the purpose of 

the licences issued (see Attachment A for further information, and clause 10 of licences 

LK2015771 and LK2015670 at Attachments C and D), there is significant disincentive for 

shooters to either pursue and kill orphaned young at foot, or report their existence in their ‘cull 

return’. 
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Our hope is that the Ombudsman will recommend that: 

 TAMS support amendment of the Code of Practice to more closely reflect public 

opinion, especially in regard to the killing of mothers; 

 the Conservator amend all current and future licences, to state that pouch young and 

young at foot killed do count towards the towards the number of kangaroos recorded as a 

‘kill’ on the ‘cull return’; 

 TAMS and the Conservator develop more effective ways (than the current ‘culling’ 

season) of minimising the number of young animals orphaned by killing licences;  

 if expert advice insists that there are fewer females with young during the colder weather 

of late autumn and winter, the Conservator ensure that non-government licenses for 

killing of kangaroos ‘for management or ecological reasons’ are not issued at any other 

time of the year than late autumn and winter (it should be noted that LK2015760, at 

Attachment D, was first issued on 24 February 2015, well before the first hint of cooler 

weather. 

 

Attachment A provides elaboration of each of these points in greater detail.  

 

Attachment B provides a map showing the rural blocks to the east of WHNR, including the block 

numbers and an indication of where the shooting occurred on the dates in question (Rural Block 1693).  

 

Attachment C shows Licence LK2015771 relating to shooting on WHNR and other nature reserves, 

indicating that none of the non-reserve blocks near WHNR were included in that licence.  

 

Attachment D consists of all iterations of licence LK2015760, showing that the licence was amended to 

include Block 1693 only on the day after (25 June 2015) illegal shooting there was reported to the police 

(24 June 2015).  

 

Attachment E shows the sign that appeared only on two Long Gully Road gates accessing the RCHP 

and on the fence between the RCHP and the ‘Blue Zone’ (20 May 2015) warning that the ‘Reserve’ (but 

no other public land) was closed for shooting.  

 

Attachment F are the Government’s replies to our FOI request for copies of all licences for shooting on 

ACT public land (Part 1), and our request for a review of the FOI decision maker’s original decision 

(Part 2).  

 

Attachment G is my own personal statutory declaration regarding number of dependent young I have 

observed during May to August over the past three years (2013, 2014 and 2015) and the number of 

unattended young at foot I have observed waiting on the roadsides during the period of the slaughter.  

 

Attachment H is a further statutory declaration by Chris Klootwijk about his own observations of 

orphaned young during the slaughter. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

(on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors) 
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ATTACHMENT A 

FURTHER DETAILS ON ISSUES 1-10 
 

ISSUES RELATING TO THE LAW AND THE RIGHTS AND SAFETY OF THE ACT 

COMMUNITY 

 

Background 

 

All of the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (RCHP), along with part of the Wanniassa Hills Nature 

Reserve (WHNR), and most of the big paddock which lies between the WHNR and the RCHP 

(shown in blue in Attachment B and referred to as the ‘Blue Zone’) are located in Block 1693. The 

northern part of the ‘Blue Zone’ extends into Blocks 1520 and 1521. The non-reserve part of Block 

1693 is unleased rural land to the east of the WHNR. This land is open to the public at all times and 

well-used all year round by the public.  

 

The RCHP encompasses four large paddocks directly adjacent to the ‘Blue Zone’ (see Attachment 

B in which the paddocks are referred to as ‘new RCHP’, and shown on the map as ‘RCHP1-

RCHP4’). The block number for this area can be confirmed on the ACT government website at: 

http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocorte

x/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default.  

 

To find Rural Block 1693 at this site: 

 Click ‘I Want To’ 

 Select ‘Search blocks’ 

 Click on ‘Search rural blocks by district and blocks’ 

 Enter ‘Macarthur’ as suburb, and ‘1693’ as block 

 Click on Search 

 Zoom in on Macarthur and Fadden on the map 

 The words ‘Tuggeranong Approved Rural Block 1693’ will appear.  

 Click on these words and the shape and size of the full Block 1693 will be highlighted. 

 

There are four other, much smaller blocks in the area, also unleased public land (Blocks 1520, 1521, 

1673 and 1676). These run in a line toward south-east, along and on the southern side of Long 

Gully Road and Mugga Lane.  

 

All this land is unleased Territory-owned land, and extensively used, both night and day and all year 

round, by the general public, especially by residents of Macarthur. People walk dogs, ride bikes on 

the Centenary Trail, ride horses, stroll and just hang out there at all hours.  

 

1. Unlawful shooting  

 

There was no announcement by the ACT Government, nor relevant signage put in place, to suggest 

that there was a licence for shooting kangaroos in the unleased public land in the area to the east of 

WHNR. See Attachment B for a map of this land, with block numbers clearly shown.  

 

Shooting of kangaroos was observed on the ‘Blue Zone’ of Rural Block 1693 on 23 June and 

reported to CAP members and fellow watchers (myself among them) by email the following day.  

 

Shooting on the RCHP (which is the main part of Block 1693) occurred the following night (24 

June 2015). This shooting was reported, on the night it occurred, both to watchers and CAP 
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members (myself among them) and to ACT Policing. See Attachment B for the position of the 

shooters on these occasions.  

 

On this second night (24 June), two TAMS rangers were seen to be observing the shooting (see 

Attachment B for the position of the rangers’ vehicle in the RCHP). One of our watchers 

approached these rangers and expressed the view that shooting in the RCHP was illegal. The 

rangers (Ms "B"  and a male colleague) claimed there was a licence for shooting in the RCHP, but 

produced no evidence for the assertion. 

 

When the shooting continued, our watcher called ACT Policing. Two officers (Constable "X"  and 

First Constable "Y" ) attended, in the company of a third ranger whose name was given as 

"A" , and whom the police officers introduced as ‘head ranger’. "A"  claimed that there was a 

licence for the shooting on the Horse Paddocks but said the details of this licence could not be 

revealed because it was commercial-in-confidence.  

 

On 31 July, CAP sought copies of the alleged licence under Freedom of Information (FOI), and 

received a copy of licence LK2015760 (Attachment D). 

 

Studying LK2015670 (at Attachment D), we learned that  kangaroo shooting on the four small 

unleased blocks near the WHNR (Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 and 1676)  had, in fact, been licensed 

since 24 February 2015.  

 

LK2015670 had undergone four amendments since that original version. All five versions were 

provided to CAP under FOI. The second iteration had been required to change the names of the 

shooters on the licence. The third iteration was needed to accommodate changes to the Nature 

Conservation Act. The fourth iteration was to add additional shooters to the licence.  

 

None of these iterations permitted shooting on the non-reserve portion of Rural Block 1693. As 

noted above, Rural Block 1693 includes the four big paddocks of the RCHP, where shooting 

occurred on 24 June, 2015, and the largest part of the ‘Blue Zone’, where shooting occurred on 23 

June 2015. 

 

The fifth iteration, dated 25 June 2015 was amended for no other reason than to include Rural 
Block 1693 in LK2015670. It was signed the day after the shooting on the RCHP had been reported 

to ACT Policing.  

 

Therefore the shooting on Block 1693 reported to CAP on 23 June 2015, and to both CAP and the 

police on 24 June was, in fact, illegal. 

 

2. Risk to human life due to extreme secrecy  

 

Irrespective of where and when shooting in any of the unleased public land near WHNR was lawful 

(and where and when it was not), the fact of the shooting there was shrouded in extreme secrecy.  

 

Fact 1: There had been no public announcement that shooting would take place on any of the 

unleased public land adjacent to, or near the WHNR.  

 

Fact 2: None of the blocks of unleased public land near the WHNR had been included in the only 

shooting licence that had been released to the public at that time (ie the licence for shooting on the 

Canberra Nature Park reserves - LK2015771 at Attachment C). 
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Fact 3: No relevant signage to warn the public that shooting was taking place in any of these non-

reserve public areas had appeared on any gates to the non-reserve public areas.  

 

Two signs warning of shooting on the ‘Reserve’ had appeared (on 20 May 2015) on gates along 

Long Gully Road. These gates open into either the RCHP or the other blocks mentioned above, and 

provide pedestrian access to both the WHNR and the Centenary Trail. The same signs had appeared 

on the fence between the ‘Blue Zone’ and the RCHP.  

 

None of these signs gave any warning to the public of shooting anywhere other than on the WHNR 

(see Attachment E).  

 

No signs at all had been placed on the southern entrances to the RCHP where most Macarthur 

residents enter the RCHP and the Centenary Trail. 

 

Fact 4: Constable "X"  of ACT Policing had specifically informed two CAP watchers, Ms Robyn 

Soxsmith and Dr Chris Klootwijk, on two separate occasions on 4 June 2015, that the signs had 

been put on the ‘Blue Zone’ fence because the paddock between the WHNR and the RCHP was 

intended as a buffer zone to protect the public from the shooting on WHNR.  

 

Constable "X"  is on record of having told both Dr Klootwijk (by phone) and Ms Soxsmith (in 

person) that no shooting would take place in this zone. Constable "X"  had informed Dr Klootwijk 

that this assurance was based on information she had received from TAMS (in response 

to a request for this information Dr Klootwijk had made to Constable "X"  on 31 May 2015). We 
have emails from both Dr Klootwijk and Ms Soxsmith reporting this assurance given by the police, 

and both Chris and Robyn will confirm that Constable "X"  gave this assurance. 

 
Fact 5: In our FOI request, CAP asked for all licences for killing kangaroos on unleased public land 

(other than on the Canberra Nature Park reserves because we already had that one). LK2015670 

was the only one released. The FOI decision maker (Mr  "C" ), who released LK2015670 to us, 

claimed that he was able to do so only because the existence of such a licence was ‘now on the 

public record’ (Attachment F Pt. 1). Any other such licences were withheld on the grounds of 

personal privacy and business affairs.  

 

Because shooting on unleased public land without public notification inevitably endangers the lives 

of members of the public, we sought an internal review of the decision to release only LK2015670. 

As we explained in our request for review, such licenses could readily be released without releasing 

any personal or business details of the licensee, while the release of the information to the public 

was essential as a matter of public safety.  

 

The internal review affirmed the original decision, leaving the public still unaware of where and 

when their lives are being put at risk by unannounced shooting on public land (Attachment F Pt 2). 

 

Public knowledge of the shooting in this very public place was thus suppressed by:  

 failure to publicly announce it;  

 failure to sign-post it;  

 active denial by a police officer (Constable "X" );  

 exclusion of the information from the only licence (LK2015771, for the shooting in the 

Canberra Nature Park including WHNR) which had been released to the public at that time 

(this licence included a number or non-reserve blocks near the Pinnacle Nature Reserve in 

Belconnen, but none of the non-reserve blocks near WHNR). 

 refusal of our FOI request to release other licences for shooting on unleased public land; and 
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 further suppression of this information following an internal review of the original FOI 

decision.  

 

As a result, not only were our own lives - the lives of lawful protestors watching for shooters 

entering the WHNR from the (assumed) safety of the RCHP) - put at risk, but so were the lives of 

the many cyclists (using the Centenary Trail), dog walkers and dogs, horse riders and horses and 

teenagers chilling and playing, whom we saw or met throughout our watches there.  

 

3. Ambiguous lines of responsibility and related legalities 

 

The secrecy surrounding this licence raises further questions. We assume that the licensee to whom 

LK2015760 was issued must be Territory Agistment, a firm which works for the government under 

contract to manage the ACT’s unleased agistment land. If this contractor is paid from the public 

purse to manage unleased public land on behalf of the public, we are mystified as to how a licence 

issued by the government, on behalf of the public, for the killing of public property (kangaroos) on 

unleased publicly owned land, is not a matter of public interest. 

 

Yet this licence appears to be regarded for FOI purposes (Attachment F Pts 1 and 2) as a private 

matter between the Conservator and the licensee, presumably the same way a licence issued to a 

rural lessee would be regarded.  

 

It seems to us the Government cannot have it both ways. If a licence is exempted from FOI on 

privacy or commercial-in-confidence grounds, then the Government has no direct interest, right or 

responsibility to interfere in the licensee’s implementation of the licence - beyond the Conservator 

setting out the licence conditions and requiring reporting against them.  

 

If, on the other hand, the Government regards the implementation of the licence as a matter of 

public interest, requiring oversight by government rangers who are paid by the public, then the 

licence cannot be regarded as a private matter for FOI purposes - other than in regard to personal 

information or private business affairs of the licensee. 

 

4. Number of kangaroos killed under the licence LK2015670 

 

While the government has revealed the numbers of kangaroos killed in 2015 on all the reserves of 

the Canberra Nature Park, it has refused to release the number of kangaroos killed on other unleased 

public land, including the unleased Territory land near WHNR (Attachment F Pts 1 and 2). We are 

at a loss to understand why this information is being suppressed.  

 

The killing took place on public land at public expense. Kangaroos are (by law) public property. 

Their destruction is by definition a matter of public interest. 

 

5. Kangaroo killing under other licences 

 

We were informed in response (Attachment F Pt 1) to our FOI request that there were 83 kangaroo 

killing licences current in the ACT in 2015 including the two of which we have copies 

(Attachments C and D). The government has refused to release the number of kangaroos killed on 

either private or public, leased or unleased land, in these 81 other current ACT kangaroo killing 

licences.  

 

This means the true extent of intentional killing of kangaroos (public property) in the ACT must be 

considerably greater than the numbers released in the Government’s own ‘cull’ figures. The 
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suppression of this information prevents analysis of the true impact of ‘culling’ on this species, and 

calls into (further) question all government statements about the status of this species. 

 

6. Horse owners at least should have been advised 

 

On 25 June, CAP was advised by email by the President of ACTEA, Ms "D"  , that ACTEA, to the 

best of her knowledge, had not been informed about any shooting of kangaroos on 

the unleased public agistment land near the WHNR, even on the blocks (at that time) actually 

covered by LK2015760.  

 

There appeared to be no horses actually grazing on this land when shooting was observed and 

reported in this area, but the paddocks were open to use by horse riders both day and night, 

throughout the slaughter period.  

 

ANIMAL WELFARE ISSUES REGARDING ORPHANED YOUNG  

 

Shooting season 

 

The ACT Government gives as its reason for shooting kangaroos on Canberra reserves during only 

the months from May to August a belief that female kangaroos have fewer pouch young and young 

at foot at this time of year. The Government claims that slaughtering female kangaroos during this 

season therefore reduces the number of pouch young who have to be bashed to death or decapitated, 

and the number of dependent young at foot who are either shot or orphaned to starve to death, die 

on the roads, or be taken by predators. 

 

We contend that the ACT’s selected shooting season does not have benefits for animal welfare 

because most female kangaroos do have either or both pouch young and young at foot throughout 

the killing season. Most of our watchers have made this observation.  

 

I have prepared my own statutory declaration (Attachment G) reporting observations of kangaroos 

variously on Callum Brae Nature Reserve, West Jerrabomberra Nature Reserve and WHNR in 

2013, 2014 and 2015. Of over 200 kangaroos observed during this period, at varying times of year 

including immediately before the annual slaughter, almost every adult female had a young at foot. 

When I was close enough to see, many also had pouch young. Many had both. Many of those who 

did not obviously have pouch young could have had pouch young that were not yet showing in their 

pouches. For every one of these adult females killed during the ACT slaughter during these three 

years, up to three kangaroos died. 

 

While pouch young are easily disposed of by shooters with a knife or a heavy object (as required 

under the Code of Practice), young at foot are small and mobile. When their mothers are killed, 

panic and distress drive them immediately into flight and hiding. Even if shooters had an incentive 

to pursue them, shooting young at foot would normally be extremely time consuming, if not 

impossible.  

 

Many of these young animals end up escaping through reserve fences, and lining the roadsides, 

sometimes dozens in a row. Many are killed by passing night traffic. All they can do is stand and 

wait for dead mothers to collect them. With very few exceptions, those that are not killed by cars 

will starve to death or, in the absence of adults to protect them, will be taken by predators. 

 

It is true that kangaroo face a very high mortality rate, primarily from predators, in their first year of 

life, even when their mothers are not killed prematurely. But at least in those cases, there is survival 
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of the fittest: the young who learn fastest survive and pass on their genes for fast learning, as well as 

their actual learning experience, to their own young; the most careful mothers pass on their careful 

genes, and their example of caring, to their daughters. By contrast, this mass orphaning of animals 

that have no hope of survival has no justification in natural laws that benefit the population and 

species as a whole.  

 

My statutory declaration (Attachment G) describes the dozens of orphaned young at foot that line 

the road-sides on Long Gully Road and Mugga Lane during the slaughter period each year. Chris 

Klootwijk has also provided a statutory declaration regarding his own observations (Attachment H). 

 

Other statutory declarations can be obtained to corroborate these observations if required. 

 

Code of practice for the “humane” killing of kangaroos: historical 

 

Under the ACT Animal Welfare Act of 1992, the ACT Minister responsible for animal welfare 

(usually the TAMS Minister) appoints an Animal Welfare Advisory Committee (AWAC).  

 

I myself served on this Committee for nearly 18 years.  

 

The Committee consists of members drawn from broad groups across the community all of whom 

have an interest in using, managing or protecting animals (farmers, scientists, wildlife managers, 

wildlife carers, vets, pet shop owners, animal breeders and displayers, a well as welfare/rights 

organisations, the latter represented to date by the RSPCA and Animal Liberation ACT). The main 

job of this Committee is to develop Codes of Practice which provide recommendations and 

requirements on how to use and manage animals while causing them a minimum of pain and 

distress.  

 

Until 2013, the ACT had its own Code of Practice for the humane killing of kangaroos. This Code 

was developed by AWAC in the early 1990s because ACT was recognised to have particular 

concerns in this regard. There was no slaughter in the urban nature reserves when that first Code 

was developed, so the Code was developed primarily for farmers engaged in ‘culling’, and for 

motorists and wildlife carers dealing with kangaroos injured in car accidents.  

 

Because of the perception that kangaroos might need to be removed from urban areas, considerable 

attention was given in that Code to other means of humanely killing them besides the head and 

heart shots with a specific calibre of rifle that is the normal, ‘least inhumane’, way in which 

unwanted kangaroos are killed. Important clauses in this original Code included a strong 

recommendation against herding and trapping kangaroos.  

 

This particular clause was ignored with impunity during the 2008 Defence Department kangaroo 

slaughter at the Belconnen Naval Transmission Station, fuelling public concerns that other aspects 

of the Code of Practice are also routinely ignored.  

 

Code of practice for the ‘humane’ killing of kangaroos: current 

 

During the first decade of the new Millennium, a model Code of Practice for the shooting of 

kangaroos in non-commercial (ie ‘culling’) situations was developed at the national level. Like 

other national Codes, this was intended only as a model, on the expectation that (animal welfare law 

being strictly a State/Territory matter) each State and Territory would adapt and improve it for their 

own unique needs.  
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Believing it was important, because of the large population of urban kangaroos in Canberra, to keep 

in place some of the elements of the ACT’s own Code, AWAC spent considerable time developing 

a new Code for the ACT. The result was an amalgam of what AWAC members collectively felt was 

the ‘best’ of both the old ACT Code and the new national model Code. The resulting Code 

recommended by AWAC retained the earlier Code’s rejection of herding or trapping macropods as 

a technique for managing them, excepting only gentle directed movement for their own safety or 

welfare. It recommended, without exemption, against killing females with obvious pouch young or 

young at foot. 

 

AWAC recommended this Code to the Minister (Rattenbury), but it was rejected by him. Instead 

the national model Code was made, without local amendment, into the ACT’s own Code for 

shooting kangaroos.  

 

As a result the ACT Code now provides no guidance at all for the humane killing of  injured 

kangaroos in non-‘cull’ situations, nor for safe (to the public) ‘culling’ in urban areas where 

shooting with guns was previously considered unsafe for the public.  

 

It has lost its recommendation against driving or trapping kangaroos. It has also lost the unexcepted 

recommendation, agreed in the version AWAC recommended to the Minister, that female 

kangaroos with obvious pouch young or dependent young at foot should not be shot.  

 

The Code that was made in the ACT in place of the one recommended by AWAC requires that 

females with obvious pouch young or young at foot should not be shot - but then provides a full 

blanket exemption when the shooting is for management or (allegedly) ecological reasons (ACT 

Animal Welfare [Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies] Code of Practice 2014 

(http://www.legislation.act.gov.au/di/2014-23/default.asp, p 9).  

 

This exemption renders the Code useless for preventing one of the worst aspects of the cruelty of 

the slaughter – the mass orphaning, terror, starvation or terrible death toll to motor vehicles and 

predators of orphaned young at foot.  

 

It is not clear why animal management or undemonstrated assertions of ‘ecological’ reasons should 

automatically rate as being of higher importance to the ACT community than other principles that 

have been recognised in law. It is not clear why undemonstrated assertions should automatically, 

and without any demonstration of necessity in each case, override humane behaviour, thereby 

permitting acts of cruelty to animals that would otherwise be unlawful.  

   

Licence conditions  

 

Under the two kangaroo killing licences we have seen for 2015 and the licences for killing 

kangaroos on the Canberra Nature Park in previous years, pouch young and young at foot do not 

count toward the target number of kangaroos to be killed. We assume this is a routine clause in all 

kangaroo killing licences. 

 

To comply with the Code of Practice for shooting kangaroos (p13-14 of Humane Shooting of 

Kangaroos and Wallabies Code of Practice 2014), shooters should kill orphaned young ‘as soon as 

possible’. Head-bashing or decapitation are recommended for pouch young, while young at foot 

must be shot. However, young at foot are often very difficult, if not impossible, to kill because they 

bound away and disappear into hiding when their mothers are shot.  
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Shooters have no incentive to pursue them because neither pouch young, nor young at foot, count 

towards the target number of kangaroos to be killed under the licence. Since shooters are not 

required under their licence to report numbers of pouch young or young at foot they have killed or 

failed to kill, no-one is the wiser if they make no effort at all to pursue an escaping orphaned young 

at foot.  

 

In addition to the lingering suffering endured by these young animals, this discounting of two 

young for almost every adult female killed renders the real ‘cull’ numbers reported by the 

Government a very significant underestimate. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

 

 

Sources:  

 Blocks located and numbered using the “ACTmapi” mapping facility on ACT 
Government website: 
http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.
gov.au/Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/
Resources/Config/D++efault 

 Other information including position of shooters on 23 and 24 June 2015, and 
position of the rangers’ vehicle on 24 June 2015, Chris Klootwijk, 2015 
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Warning sign on gate at Long Gully Road entrance to ‘Blue Zone” near Centenary Trail.
Sign specifies “Reserve Closed”, not “Reserve And Adjacent Unleased Territory Land Closed” as it should. 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Ombudsman Central <Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au>

Sent: Thursday, 31 March 2016 2:54 PM

To: frankie@webone.com.au

Subject: email from the ACT Ombudsman [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Attachments: mg_info.txt

 

GPO Box 442, Canberra ACT 2601
Phone 1300 362 072 ■ Fax 02 6276 0123
    ombudsman@ombudsman.gov.au

    www.ombudsman.gov.au

 
 

 

 

Our ref: 2016-502423  

 

 

31 March 2016 

 

Ms Frankie Seymour  

By email frankie@webone.com.au 

 

 

 

Dear Ms Seymour, 

 

Thank you for your complaint received 16 February 2016, concerning the actions of the Australian Capital Territory 

Territory and Municipal Services Directorate (ACTTAMS) in relation to the kangaroo cull in June 2015. 

 

Please accept my apology for the time it has taken our office to reply to you. There were issues of jurisdiction we 

needed to attend to prior to making a decision about whether we were able to respond to your complaint. 

 

You complained about:  

 

• the ACTTAMS kangaroo shooting activity on land where it was not licensed to do so and the retrospective 

amendment of licensing 

• the actions of the ACTTAMS ranger advising police the shooting was legal 

• ACTTAMS endangering the public in the course of kangaroo shooting.  

 

This email is to advise you that the ACT Ombudsman is not able to investigate the matters you have complained 

about because we do not have the jurisdiction to do so. 

 

ACTTAMS carried out the kangaroo cull pursuant to the Kangaroo Management Plan (KMP). In 2009, the ACT 

Government responded to the 2007 State of the Environment Report. One of the 2009 responses was to achieve 

effective nature conservation by finalising and implementing the relevant management plans. One such plan 

referred to in the 2009 response was the KMP. The ACT Nature Conservation Act 2014 (the Act) sets out its objects 

with respect to nature conservation in section 6. Section 8 provides that the Act is to be administered consistent 

with ACT environment law. Section 21 of the Act also references the KMP. The kangaroo cull licenses issued by 

ACTTAMS were issued pursuant to the Act, and cited the KMP at paragraph 1 of the conditions of licence.   
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The Jurisdiction of the Ombudsman arises from the operation of the Ombudsman Act 1989. Section 5 of the 

Ombudsman Act 1989 sets out the functions of the Ombudsman, and section 5(2) enumerates particular subject 

heads that the Ombudsman is not authorised to investigate.  

 

Section 5(2)(h) identifies an: 

 

action taken by the Territory or a territory authority for the management of the environment (not including action 

taken under the Utilities Act 2000, part 14 (Streetlighting and Stormwater)) 

 

as an action the Ombudsman is not authorised to investigate. 

 

ACTTAMS took the actions you complained of pursuant to the Act, which contemplates the management of nature 

conservation consistent with ACT environment law, and its administration of the KMP. It is our view that the actions 

you complained about can properly be characterised as actions taken in relation to or for the purposes of the 

management of the environment.   

 

For the above reasons, I have made a decision not to investigate the complaint you have made to our office. If there 

is some other reason why you believe an investigation is warranted, or I have omitted something, please telephone 

me on 1300 362 072, or email me at the email address below. 

 

Please note that if I do not hear from you by 11 April 2016 I shall take steps to close your complaint record with our 

office.   

 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

Geoff Bridgland 

Investigation Officer 

Operations Central 

ACT OMBUDSMAN 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN 

☎ 1300 362 072 

Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au 

Fax 08 7088 0699 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Frankie@webone.com.au <frankie2@iinet.net.au>

Sent: Monday, 11 April 2016 6:55 PM

To: 'Ombudsman Central'

Subject: Reply to email from the ACT Ombudsman [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Geoff Bridgland 

Investigation Officer 

Operations Central 

ACT OMBUDSMAN 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN 

Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Mr Bridgland, 

 

   Ref: 2016-502423  

 

On behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors, thank you for your response of 31 March 2016 to our 

complaint dated 16 February 2016.   

 

You have described our complaint as concerning:  

• the ACTTAMS kangaroo shooting activity on land where it was not licenced to do so and the 

retrospective amendment of licensing 

• the actions of the ACTTAMS ranger advising police the shooting was legal 

• ACTTAMS endangering the public in the course of kangaroo shooting.  

 

In fact, our three primary complaints, as explained in great detail in our submission, can be summarised 

more concisely as concerning the following actions: 

• a decision maker in the ACT Government put human lives at risk by permitting shooting on public 

land without any warning; and 

• a decision maker in the ACT TAMS permitted a breach of two ACT laws (the Nature Conservation 

Act and the Firearms Act) by permitting shooting in a public place without a licence; and 

• a decision maker in ACT TAMS took action that is directly contrary to ACT environmental 

management, as specified in the Kangaroos Management Plan (KMP), by permitting shooting 

without a licence; and 

• a decision maker in the ACT Environment Department took action that is directly contrary to ACT 

environmental management by failing to meet the animal welfare requirements specified in the 

KMP. 

 

You have advised that the ACT Ombudsman is not able to investigate the matters we have complained 

about because you do not have the jurisdiction to do so. 

 

You say that: 

‘ACTTAMS took the actions you complained of pursuant to the Act, which contemplates the 

management of nature conservation consistent with ACT environment law, and its administration of 

the KMP. It is our view that the actions you complained about can properly be characterised as 

actions taken in relation to or for the purposes of the management of the environment.’   

 

Since our complaint is precisely that ACTTAMS’ actions were inconsistent with both ACT law and ACT’s 

environment management, we are unable to accept this assessment.  
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ACT law 

 

Section 44 (1) of the Nature Conservation Act 1980, which appears to have been the version of the Act in 

force at the time (24 June 2015), prohibits killing native animals without a licence.  

 

The Nature Conservation Act 2014 would not appear to apply since this Act itself states (p317) that it did 

not become effective until 24 February 2016. However, even if the Nature Conservation Act 2014 were 

considered to apply to this matter retrospectively, Section 130 of the Nature Conservation Act 2014 once 

again prohibits killing native animals.  

 

There are four exemptions under Section 153 in the Nature Conservation Act 2014, but none of these apply 

in this case.  

 

S153 (2) (a) (i) states an exemption from the prohibition on killing native animals for a restricted activity 

under an activities declaration. This exemption does not apply since there was no such declaration. 

 

153 (2) (b) (i) states an exemption for shooting under a licence. Again, this exemption does not apply since 

there was no licence. 

 

S 153 (2) (a) (ii) and (iii) refer to exemptions for actions consistent with the implementation of a 

‘management agreement’ or a ‘Controlled Native Animal Management Plan’.  

 

S 153 2 (c) states an exemption if the action is by a conservation officer exercising a function under the Act. 

I can find nothing in the Act relating to the functions or powers of either the conservator or a conservation 

officer that would give a person in those roles the power to kill a native animal without either a licence or a 

Controlled Native Animal Management Plan.  

 

I note that, even if the KMP were considered to constitute either a ‘management agreement’ or a ‘Controlled 

Native Animal Management Plan’ (and these terms are not mentioned anywhere in the KMP itself nor in 

any documentation I have been able to find concerning the KMP), the KMP is repeatedly adamant (see 

especially section 4.4.1 (d) and section 6.2.3) that kangaroo killing must be licenced.  

 

Therefore, the exemptions under S 153 (2) (a) (ii) and (iii) and S153 (2) (c) do not apply. 

 

In any case, Section 122 of the Firearms Act 1996 prohibits discharging a firearm in a public place without 

reasonable excuse. Managing the environment would not seem to constitute a reasonable excuse unless the 

members of the public who are likely to be killed by the discharge of that that firearm had been given some 

warning that the firearm was going to be discharged, and some opportunity to object to their lives being put 

in danger without their consent. 

 

ACT Environmental management: unlicensed shooting  

 

Since the unlicensed killing of kangaroos is inconsistent with ACT environment management as set out in 

the KMP, the decision to allow unlicensed killing was not in fact an ‘action taken for the management of the 

environment’. 

 

You have not mentioned the other element of our complaint concerning the clause of the kangaroo killing 

licenses, issued by the Conservator of Flora and Fauna, which excludes pouch young and at-foot joeys from 

the tally of kangaroos counted for the purpose of reporting the number of kills. As noted in our submission, 

this exclusion leads to extreme animal suffering on a massive scale. You have (as part of the CAP 

submission) my personal evidence and that of Dr Chris Klootwijk in relation to this matter, in the form of 

statutory declarations. 
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We do not concede that this action is in way dictated by the KMP nor the Nature Conservation Act 1980, 

nor the Nature Conservation Act 2014, none of which makes any reference to the age at which kangaroos 

are counted for the purpose of reporting kill numbers.  

 

In fact, the KMP clearly states on page p80 (Section 4.4.1 (d) that: 

 

‘Animal welfare, including legislative requirements, will be a primary factor in all decisions and 

actions regarding kangaroo management in the ACT.’  

 

The KMP (p 78) also notes a management requirement that:  

 

‘shooters must deal with pouch young and young-at-foot whenever female kangaroos are culled.’ 

 

It then notes the constraint that: 

 

‘Mobile young-at-foot are difficult for shooters to deal with and there is some repugnance on the part 

of shooters to killing large young’. 

 

From these statements it is clear that ACT environmental management policy, as represented by the KMP, 

requires that those administering environmental management, both those doing the shooting and those 

managing and directing those doing the shooting, take actions to ensure that, as far as possible, all orphaned 

young-at-foot are euthanased. The policy as represented by the KMP, and recognises that shooters often fail 

to adhere to this requirement. 

 

The failure of the licence issued by the Conservator of Flora and Fauna to allow the inclusion of young-at-

foot in the kill tally ensures that shooters have no incentive to adhere to this requirement, and a strong 

incentive not to do so.   

 

We therefore do not accept that the Conservator’s action, in specifically excluding young-at-foot from the 

number of kangaroo kills the shooters are allowed to include in their tally, is ‘an action for the management 

of the environment’ as set out in the KMP.  

 

Conclusion 

 

Given the above matters of law and environment management, I wish to be very clear that I understand your 

interpretation of the meaning of Section 5(2)(h) of the Ombudsman Act 1989.  

 

We will accept that the Ombudsman has no jurisdiction to investigate this matter only if the Ombudsman 

can unequivocally confirm the following statement: 

 

‘The Ombudsman is not authorised to investigate action taken by the Territory or a territory authority 

for the management of the environment (not including action taken under the Utilities Act 2000, part 14 

(Streetlighting and Stormwater)) even when: 

• the action has put human lives at risk without their knowledge or consent; and/or  

• the action is contrary to ACT law; and/or 

• the action is contrary to ACT government environmental management policy, as set out in the 

KMP.’ 

 

If you are unable to confirm this statement, we assume you will agree that this matter does indeed require 

investigation. We would therefore ask that you proceed with an investigation of this complaint in relation to 

the four key administrative actions identified.  
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If you are happy to agree to the above statement, we would ask you to 

whom we might take out complaint instead, given that the Department 

officials and relevant Ministers have declined to provide any response on 

any of these matters.  

 

We would suggest that it would be wise to have this matter resolved before a member of the public is killed. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Frankie Seymour 

  on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors 

 
 

 

From: Ombudsman Central [mailto:Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au]  

Sent: Thursday, 31 March 2016 2:54 PM 

To: frankie@webone.com.au 

Subject: email from the ACT Ombudsman [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 

 

 

GPO Box 442, Canberra ACT 2601
Phone 1300 362 072 ■ Fax 02 6276 0123
    ombudsman@ombudsman.gov.au

    www.ombudsman.gov.au

 
 

 

 

Our ref: 2016-502423  

 

 

31 March 2016 

 

Ms Frankie Seymour  

By email frankie@webone.com.au 

 

 

 

Dear Ms Seymour, 

 

Thank you for your complaint received 16 February 2016, concerning the actions of the Australian Capital Territory 

Territory and Municipal Services Directorate (ACTTAMS) in relation to the kangaroo cull in June 2015. 

 

Please accept my apology for the time it has taken our office to reply to you. There were issues of jurisdiction we 

needed to attend to prior to making a decision about whether we were able to respond to your complaint. 

 

You complained about:  

 

• the ACTTAMS kangaroo shooting activity on land where it was not licensed to do so and the retrospective 

amendment of licensing 

• the actions of the ACTTAMS ranger advising police the shooting was legal 

• ACTTAMS endangering the public in the course of kangaroo shooting.  

 

This email is to advise you that the ACT Ombudsman is not able to investigate the matters you have complained 

about because we do not have the jurisdiction to do so. 
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ACTTAMS carried out the kangaroo cull pursuant to the Kangaroo Management Plan (KMP). In 2009, the ACT 

Government responded to the 2007 State of the Environment Report. One of the 2009 responses was to achieve 

effective nature conservation by finalising and implementing the relevant management plans. One such plan 

referred to in the 2009 response was the KMP. The ACT Nature Conservation Act 2014 (the Act) sets out its objects 

with respect to nature conservation in section 6. Section 8 provides that the Act is to be administered consistent 

with ACT environment law. Section 21 of the Act also references the KMP. The kangaroo cull licenses issued by 

ACTTAMS were issued pursuant to the Act, and cited the KMP at paragraph 1 of the conditions of licence.   

 

The Jurisdiction of the Ombudsman arises from the operation of the Ombudsman Act 1989. Section 5 of the 

Ombudsman Act 1989 sets out the functions of the Ombudsman, and section 5(2) enumerates particular subject 

heads that the Ombudsman is not authorised to investigate.  

 

Section 5(2)(h) identifies an: 

 

action taken by the Territory or a territory authority for the management of the environment (not including action 

taken under the Utilities Act 2000, part 14 (Streetlighting and Stormwater)) 

 

as an action the Ombudsman is not authorised to investigate. 

 

ACTTAMS took the actions you complained of pursuant to the Act, which contemplates the management of nature 

conservation consistent with ACT environment law, and its administration of the KMP. It is our view that the actions 

you complained about can properly be characterised as actions taken in relation to or for the purposes of the 

management of the environment.   

 

For the above reasons, I have made a decision not to investigate the complaint you have made to our office. If there 

is some other reason why you believe an investigation is warranted, or I have omitted something, please telephone 

me on 1300 362 072, or email me at the email address below. 

 

Please note that if I do not hear from you by 11 April 2016 I shall take steps to close your complaint record with our 

office.   

 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

Geoff Bridgland 

Investigation Officer 

Operations Central 

ACT OMBUDSMAN 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN 

☎ 1300 362 072 

Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au 

Fax 08 7088 0699 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Frankie@webone.com.au <frankie2@iinet.net.au>

Sent: Monday, 18 April 2016 1:11 PM

To: 'Ombudsman Central'

Subject: RE: Email from the Office of the ACT Ombudsman [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Mr Bidgdland 

 

Thank you for your reply to my email correspondence hereunder. I 

would be grateful if you would ensure this final email correspondence is added to our complaint file before 

it is closed. 

 

We remain mystified by your assertion that the word ‘supersedes’ in the licence can somehow be interpreted 

as meaning ‘supersedes retrospectively’. We have never disputed that the shooting on the Rose Cottage 

Horse Paddocks became legal the day after it was reported to the police, nor that there was any legal 

impediment to that change being made.  

 

Our concern is that the shooting was carried out illegally, and the subsequent change to the licence did not 

suddenly make lawful the shooting that took place prior to the change.  

 

Nor would it have made any human death that resulted from that shooting anything other than manslaughter.

 

Nor, we believe, will this assertion of retrospectivity provide any defence if the same totally irresponsible 

action is taken by the ACT government in the future and results in human deaths. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Frankie Seymour 

  on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors 
 

From: Ombudsman Central [mailto:Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au]  

Sent: Thursday, 14 April 2016 8:01 AM 

To: frankie@webone.com.au 

Subject: Email from the Office of the ACT Ombudsman [SEC=UNCLASSIFIED] 

 
GPO Box 442, Canberra ACT 2601

Phone 1300 362 072
    ombudsman@ombudsman.gov.au

    www.ombudsman.gov.au

 
 
 
 
Our ref: 2016-502423  
 
 
14 April 2016 
 
 
Mr Frankie Seymour  
 
by email Frankie@webone.com.au 
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Dear Ms Seymour,  
 
Thank you for your correspondence dated 10 April 2016 in response to my email to you dated 31 March 

2016. 

 

In your 10 April 2016 correspondence you have asked me to reconsider my decision not to investigate the 

matters you raised in your original complaint dated 16 February 2016. 

 

I have reconsidered my decision not to investigate the matters you raised and I have decided not to change 

my original decision. I would like to explain my decision today by referring to the specific matters you drew 

to my attention in your email correspondence dated 10 April 2016.  

 

You stated that: 

• a decision maker in the ACT Government put human lives at risk  

• a decision maker in the ACT Government permitted a breach of ACT law and environmental 

management by allowing shooting in a public place without a licence  

• a decision maker in the ACT Environment Department took action contrary to ACT environment 

management  

For convenience, I shall address each matter separately.  

 

Placing human lives at risk 

It would be open to you to raise this with ACT Policing. I note in your original complaint that you referred to 

ACT Police being called on 24 June 2015 in relation to the shooting on Block 1693 (1693 blue zone in the 

map provided with your original complaint). 

 

Shooting without a licence 

You advised that the yellow, blue and green zones of Block 1693 in your map were subject to shooting 

activity on 23 and 24 June 2015, but Block 1693 did not appear on any of the Nature Conservation Act 

licences you obtained (pursuant to your Freedom of Information application) until the version of the licence 

LK2015760 dated 25 June 2015, which was after the shooting complained of. For this reason you 

concluded that the shooting was unlicenced.  

 

However, the licence issued on 25 June 2015 states that it is valid for the period stated, being 1 March 

2015 to 31 July 2015, as do the other iterations of license LK2015670. Each iteration of the licence also 

contains the condition at item 20 on page 2 that states: 

“This updated version of licence LK2015760 supersedes any previous versions as issued by the 

Conservator of Flora and Fauna.” 

 

Notwithstanding the above, our office could not assist you with a conclusion about the licencing because: 

a. we do not have jurisdiction to make a declaration concerning licencing under the Nature 

Conservation Act; and 

b. we do not have jurisdiction to investigate any action taken “by the Territory or a territory authority for 

the management of the environment” per section 5(2)(h) of the Ombudsman Act 1989, as explained 

to you in my correspondence dated 31 March 2016. 

Action contrary to ACT Environment management 

As above, our office is not invested with jurisdiction to investigate administrative actions taken for the 

management of the environment. It may be appropriate in your circumstances to refer the matters you have 

brought to our attention to the ACT Commissioner for Sustainability and Environment 

at  http://www.environmentcommissioner.act.gov.au/contact/complaints  A perusal of the  Commissioner’s 

website at http://www.environmentcommissioner.act.gov.au/ indicates that matters in relation to kangaroos 

and the ACT environment have previously been raised through the complaints process. 
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Accordingly, I have not changed my original decision that the matters you have complained about do not 

fall within the jurisdiction of this office. 

 

Thank you for raising your concerns with the Office of the ACT Ombudsman. I shall now take steps to close 

your complaint file. If you wish to discuss my decision, you are welcome to telephone me at the number 

below. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Geoff Bridgland 

Investigation Officer 

Operations Central 

ACT OMBUDSMAN 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN 

☎ 1300 362 072 

Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au 
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COALITION OF ANIMAL PROTECTORS 

81 Morrison Street, Kambah, ACT 2902 

 

 

 

Professional Standards Operations Monitoring Centre 

PO Box 401 

Canberra City ACT 2601 

 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

 

I am writing to you in regard to two particular matters concerning the actions of the police, 

respectively before and during the kangaroo slaughter on public land near Wanniassa Hills Nature 

Reserve in 2015.  

 

The subject of this complaint has nothing to do with the rights or wrongs of killing kangaroos. I am 

writing this letter under CAP’s name because members of our group (including myself) were among 

the many people whose lives were put at risk by the secretive and unlawful shooting on the Rose 

Cottage Horse Paddocks, and because the correspondence that has revealed the truth of the matter 

was initiated by CAP.  

 

Our complaint also has nothing to do with the forthcoming court case arising from the arrest of Dr 

Chris Klootwijk for blowing a whistle on the same public land. That incident occurred a week after 

the incident that is the subject of this complaint.  

 

We wrote to the Chief Minister about this (13 October 2015), seeking a whole of government 

response encompassing issues relating to the responsibilities of the Ministers for TAMS, the 

Environment and ACT Policing. The only reply we have so far received to this submission appears 

to be a form letter that does not even acknowledge the subject matter of our complaint.   

 

Only for background information and courtesy at that stage, we copied our 13 October submission 

to the various other parties who are involved, likely to be involved, or otherwise have an inherent 

interest in the matter, including the Police Ombudsman (this email was sent care of the ACT 

Ombudsman). The Ombudsman was kind enough to advise that if we wished to proceed with a 

complaint regarding police matters, we should write to the Professional Standards Operations 

Monitoring Centre.  

 

Given the failure of the Chief Minister to address any of the issues raised in our submission, we are 

now in a position where we have no choice but to seek a review by the Professional Standards 

Operations Monitoring Centre in relation to the actions of the police.  
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In this letter I will detail only the matters relating to the actions and decisions of the police (not 

those of TAMS and the Conservator), but we would be happy to provide the full text of our 

complaint to the Chief Minister if you would like it for background information.  

 

In summary, the issues relating to the police are as follows. 

 The Federal Police, who (according to the Minister for TAMS) are required to review all 

killing licences in regard to public safety, failed to veto a licence for shooting kangaroos that 

was certain to put human lives at risk.  

 The Federal Police failed to demand amendment to any of the licences issued for shooting 

kangaroos to ensure that they required that shooting must cease if members of the public 

entered the area while shooting was taking place. 

 The Federal Police failed to insist that the licence LK2015760 (for Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 

and 1676, and for Rural Block 1693 after it was included in the licence on 25 June) be 

amended to ensure the public were warned about the shooting, by signage, public 

announcement and otherwise making the information available to the public. 

 ACT Policing failed to take appropriate action when illegal shooting was reported to them 

on 24 June 2015. 

 

Attachment A addresses the headings for complaint to you as suggested at your website.  

Attachment B details the events surrounding our complaint.  

Attachment C provides a map showing the rural blocks to the east of Wanniassa Hills Nature 

Reserve, including the block numbers and an indication of where the shooting occurred.  

Attachment D consists of Licence LK 2015771 relating to shooting on the reserves, including 

Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve, indicating that none of the nearby blocks were included in that 

licence.  

Attachment E consists of all iterations of licence LK 2015760, showing that the licence was 

amended to include Block 1693 only on the day after illegal shooting there was reported to the 

police.  

Attachment F shows the signage that appeared on several northern gates of the Rose Cottage Horse 

Paddocks and inside the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks warning that the Reserve (but not the rural 

land) was closed for shooting.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

(on behalf of the Coalition of Animal Protectors) 

1 February 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

SUMMARY DETAILS OF OUR COMPLAINT TO THE PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS 

OPERATIONS MONITORING CENTRE 

 

Name and contact details   

 

My name is Frankie Seymour (full name Frances Lydia Seymour). My address is 17 Alice Street 

Queanbeyan NSW 2620. I can also be contacted via mail at 81 Morrison Street Kambah, ACT, 

2902 which is the postal address for the Coalition of Animal Protectors, or by email at 

frankie@webone.com.au. I am a NSW Justice of the Peace since 1981. 

 

The Coalition of Animal Protectors is a loose affiliation of people from various animal welfare 

organisations or non-aligned individuals who work for the protection of all animals. We have been 

especially involved with campaigning against the ACT’s annual kangaroo slaughter.   

 

Detailed description of the incident including the date, time and location  

 

A full description and details of our complaint, including dates and locations, events leading up to it 

and subsequent events, is provided in detail at Attachment B.  

 

In summary, there are two main elements to our complaint.   

 

1. The police failed to adequately review the ACT government’s proposed license for 

shooting kangaroos in a public place, to ensure it did not endanger the public. 

Consequently human lives were put at risk. 

 The Federal Police should have at the very least required that the licence be amended 

to ensure that shooting did not take place in a public place while members of the 

public were present. (Licences LK2015771 and LK2016670  say only that shooting 

must not commence if members of the public are present at that time, not that it 

should cease if members of the public arrive after it has commenced.) 

 The Federal Police should also have insisted that the licence conditions include a 

requirement for appropriate signage and public announcement to be provided to warn 

the public that shooting was taking place in a well-frequented public recreational 

area.  

 

2. The police failed to adequately investigate the report of illegal shooting.  

 Although the police did attend the scene when the illegal shooting was reported, they 

did not require either the shooters, or the government rangers who were present, to 

produce the licence they claimed to have.  

 We now know that no licence existed for Block 1693 (including the Rose Cottage 

Horse Paddocks where the shooting occurred) on the date the shooting was reported 

to ACT Policing.  

 In order to be able to investigate a complaint of this nature, the officers likely to be 

called out should have been fully briefed on exactly where shooting was permitted, 

as of what date, and under what conditions.  

 

Names of people involved (including witnesses)   

 

In relation to our first complaint (about the failure of the police to properly ensure that licenses to 

kill took adequate account of public safety), it was Shane Rattenbury, the then Minister for TAMS, 
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who advised us in writing that the Australian Federal Police were consulted in relation to the public 

safety aspects of licences to kill. (If this consultation did not, in fact, take place, the police 

themselves may well have a valid complaint to make to the ACT government). As the author of the 

letter to which Mr Rattenbury replied and recipient of that letter from Mr Rattenbury, I am the other 

witness in relation to Mr Rattenbury’s assertion which I have in writing. Documents at Attachments 

C to F are submitted in evidence of our claims that the public were put at risk. 

 

In relation to the second complaint, the main witnesses are: 

 Dr Chris Klootwijk  

 Ms Robyn Soxsmith; and  

 Ms Frankie Seymour (myself).  

 

Dr Klootwijk directly witnessed the illegal shooting in the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks on 24 

June 2015, and reported it to both the police and other CAP members that night. Later that night 

(24-25 June), Dr Klootwijk sent CAP members an email detailing exactly what he had witnessed 

that evening. 

 

Ms Soxsmith was the CAP member whom Dr Klootwijk rang to report the illegal shooting and to 

advise that he had called the police. I was in the car with Ms Soxsmith at the time of this phone call, 

listening to his account on speaker phone.  

 

Both Ms Soxsmith and I, along with other watchers, were also recipients of Dr Klootwijk’s full 

email account of the evening’s events later that night. We have retained this email should it be 

needed in evidence that the shooting was in fact reported on the day before the date on which it 

suddenly became legal. Notably it did not become legal retrospectively. Despite the late change to 

the licence, shooting on Block 1693 before 25 June 2015 clearly broke the law. 

 

The two police officers who arrived in response to Chris’ report of illegal shooting on 24 June were 

Constable "X"  and First Constable "Y"  of the ACT Rural Police (ACT Federal Police). Their 

ID numbers are xxxxx "X"  and yyyyy  "Y"( ). 

 

I do not have the exact names of the two rangers who gave their names to Chris on 24 June when he 

told them he believed shooting in the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks was illegal. Chris reported 

them as "“ sM  B " and male colleague”. 

 

We do know that the first name of the ranger who appeared later was "A"  and "X"/"Y"  introduced 

him as “head ranger” who claimed there was a “Commercial-In-Confidence” licence for shooting 

outside the Reserve. 

 

Names and AFP Identification Numbers (if known) of AFP employees involved  

 

Constable "X"  xxxxx( ) and First Constable "Y"  yyyy( ). 

 

Details of any documents/evidence to assist  

 

Further Attachments: 

 Attachment B: Detailed description of the incident and other relevant events including the 

dates, times and locations.  

 Attachment C: Map showing Rural Block 1693 where shooting was reported on the night of 

24 June 2015. 
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 Attachment D: LK2015771 relating to shooting permitted on Wanniassa Hills Nature 

Reserve, along with other reserves and some land adjacent to reserves;  

 Attachment E: All iterations of licence LK2015760.  

 Attachment F: Photograph of one of two signs that appeared on 20 May 2015 (during the 

period of the slaughter) on two gates to the public rural land along Long Gully Road and to 

the Centenary Trail. (There was no signage at all on the southern gates.)  

 

Your expectations regarding the outcome of the complaint  

 

Our expectations are: 

 an admission by ACT Policing that the shooting that was reported to them on 24 June 2015 

was in fact unlicensed and therefore illegal, and that it was not properly investigated at the 

time; 

 a commitment by ACT Policing to properly investigate reports of illegal or dangerous (to 

the public) shooting in future; 

 a commitment by ACT Policing to ensure that officers likely to be called out to reports of 

illegal shooting are fully briefed on exactly where, when and how shooting is permitted (and 

are aware that they must not rely on the claims of rangers or shooters – nor protestors for 

that matter); 

 a commitment from The Australian Federal Police and ACT Policing that, in future years, if 

the annual slaughter of kangaroos continues, the officers asked to review the licence for 

safety aspects will: 

 veto licences which allow shooting as close to suburbs as it was permitted in 2015; 

 veto licences that allow shooting on public, non-reserve land where that land is in 

constant use by members of the public; 

 ensure that all licences to kill include a clause requiring not only (as now) that shooting 

must not commence while there is evidence that members of the public are present, but 

must also cease immediately if it becomes evident that members of the public have 

arrived in the area after shooting has commenced;  

 ensure that licences to kill on public land (either reserve or other land) include a clause 

requiring that the public are warned about proposed shooting by public announcement, 

appropriate signage, and public availability of documentation, including publication on 

the ACT government website and release of relevant documents under FOI; and 

 any other measures necessary for ensuring the public are not put at risk by shooting. 

 

Any other relevant information 

 

Please see Attachments for other relevant information.   
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF THE INCIDENT ON 24 JUNE 2015, INCLUDING THE 

DATES, TIMES AND LOCATIONS, RELEVANT EVENTS LEADING UP TO THE 

INCIDENT, AND INFORMATION RECEIVED AFTER THE INCIDENT 

 

This chronology of events is divided into four parts. 

 

1. Background: a short description of the place where the incident took place including, 

location, legal status and public usage. 

 

2. 23 June 2015: this was the date when shooting was first observed in Rural Block 1693. On 

this date, the shooting was observed in the “Blue Zone” (see Attachment C).  

 

3. 24 June 2015: this was the date on which shooting in the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, 

well to the east of the “Blue Zone”, was both observed and reported to ACT Policing (see 

Attachment C). 

 

4. The weeks leading up to 23 June: this information is relevant because it provides a context 

for the events that took place on 23 June and 24 June. 

 

5. The weeks following the incident of 24 June: this information is critical because it shows 

the process whereby we learned that: 

 ACT Policing had been consulted in relation to the safety aspects of the kangaroo 

killing licences; and 

 shooting kangaroos on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks on the date it was both 

observed and reported to ACT Policing was, in fact, unlicensed and therefore illegal. 

 

1. BACKGROUND 

 

All of the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, along with part of the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve 

(“the Reserve”), and most of the “Blue Zone” which lies between the Reserve and the Rose Cottage 

Horse Paddocks (as shown in blue in Attachment C) are located in Block 1693. The northern part of 

the “Blue Zone” extends into block 1520 and 1521. The non-reserve part of Block 1693 is publicly 

owned rural land to the east of the Reserve.  

 

This land encompasses four large paddocks directly adjacent to the “Blue Zone” referred to 

throughout this submission as (just) “the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks” (see Attachment C where 

the paddocks are referred to as “new Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks”, and shown on the map as 

“RCHP1-RCHP4”). The block number for this area can be confirmed on the ACT government 

website at: 

http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocorte

x/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default.  

 

To find block 1693 at this site: 

 Click “I Want To” 

 Select “Search blocks” 

 Click on “Search rural blocks by district and blocks” 

 Enter “Macarthur” as suburb, and “1693” as block 

 Click on Search 

 Zoom in on Macarthur and Fadden on the map 
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 The words “Tuggeranong Approved Rural Block 1693” will appear.  

 Click on these words and the shape and size of the full block will be highlighted. 

 

There are four other, much smaller blocks in the area, also publicly owned land (Blocks 1520, 1521, 

1673 and 1676). These run in a line toward south-east, along and on the southern side of Long 

Gully Road. These four blocks are the only blocks where shooting was legal on 23 and 24 June. The 

map at Attachment C also shows the part of Block 1693 referred to as the “Blue Zone” and the 

locations of shootings that were observed on 23 June and 24 June 2015. 

 

All this land is Territory-owned land, and extensively used, both night and day, by the general 

public, especially by residents of Macarthur. People walk dogs, ride bikes and just hang out there at 

all hours. People ride horses there in the evening and early hours of the morning. 

 

2. 23 JUNE 2015  

 

On 23 June 2015 one of our watchers, Dr Chris Klootwijk (usually referred to in this complaint as 

“Chris”), was watching the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve from the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 

as part of our campaign against kangaroo shooting. The following day (24 June 2015) Chris 

emailed CAP members and other watchers to inform us that shooting had occurred the previous 

evening (23 June) in the “Blue Zone” (ie on Rural Block 1693).   

 

This area had been set, according to ACT Policing on 4 June 2015 (see “Events leading up to the 

Incident” below), as a buffer zone between the Reserve (where shooting was occurring) and the 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks.  

 

Taking into account the following facts known to us at the time, it seemed to us that this shooting in 

the “Blue Zone” must be unlicensed and therefore illegal. 

 

Fact 1: There had been no public announcement that shooting would take place in any of the public 

areas adjacent to, or near the Reserve.  

 

Fact 2: None of the publicly owned blocks near the Reserve had been included in the only shooting 

licence that had been made available to the public at that time, the licence for shooting on the 

Reserves (LK2015771 at Attachment D). 

 

Fact 3: No relevant signage to warn the public that shooting was taking place in any of these non-

reserve areas had appeared on any gates to Rural Block 1693, nor on gates to any of the other rural 

blocks.  

 

Two signs warning of shooting on the Reserve had been placed on gates along Long Gully Road. 

These gates open into either the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks or the other blocks mentioned above, 

and provide pedestrian access to both the Reserve and the Centenary Trail. The same signs had 

appeared on the fence marking the “Blue Zone”. None of these signs gave any warning to the public 

of shooting anywhere other than within the Reserve.  

 

No signs at all had been placed on the southern entrances to the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 

where most Macarthur residents enter the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. 

 

Fact 4: Constable "X"  of ACT Policing had specifically informed both Robyn Soxsmith (usually 

referred to in this complaint as “Robyn”) and Chris (see part 4 of this chronology), on two separate 

occasions on 4 June, that this “Blue Zone” was a buffer zone, imposed for public safety between the 
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Reserve (where shooting was occurring) and the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. Constable X"  is on 

record of having told both Chris (by phone) and Robyn (in person) that no shooting would take 

place in this zone. Constable X"  had informed Chris that this assurance was based on information 

she had received from TAMS in response to Chris’ earlier request for the information 

on 31 May 2015 (see “Events leading up to the Incident” below). 
 

3. 24 JUNE 2015  

 

The following night, 24 June 2015, Robyn, received a call from Chris. I was with Robyn at the 

time, on watch at the Callum Brae Nature Reserve, and listened to his report on speaker phone.  

 

Chris reported that he had, that night, witnessed shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. On 

this occasion the shooting had been well outside the “Blue Zone”, well inside the Rose Cottage 

Horse Paddocks. Because there was an ACT government ranger’s car nearby (see Attachment C), 

Chris approached it and spoke with the two rangers there who gave their names, remembered 

incompletely by Chris as "“ sM  B" and male colleague”.  

 

Chris told these rangers that shooting was taking place outside the licensed area for the Reserve. 

They said there was a licence but did not produce it nor provide any details to make the claim 

credible. Chris thought they may have their coordinates wrong.     

 

When more shooting occurred, Chris went back to the rangers stating again that the shooting was 

illegal. Chris and the rangers then saw the shooter on quad-bike with trailer coming out of the Rose 

Cottage Horse Paddocks. Chris called the police to report what he believed to be illegal shooting.  

 

Constable "X"  and First Constable "Y"  attended, but did not ask the rangers to produce the alleged 

licence. They did, however, question Chris extensively, not about his observation of the 

shooting but about his entirely lawful protest action, keeping watch on the Reserve from the Rose 

Cottage Horse Paddocks. When Chris pressed police to address the issue of illegal shooting they 

introduced the “head” ranger "A"  (local operations manager) who had arrived with the police 

officers.  

 

"A"  stated there was a licence for shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks but it was a 

“Commercial-In-Confidence” deal between management and the shooters. Chris asked whether the 

ACT Equestrian Association was aware of the shooting. "A"  informed him that he would find 

ACTEA were fully involved, which Chris interpreted as meaning ACTEA might be the alleged 

licence holder. Constable "X"  recorded the conversation of that evening in full. 

 

The police then ordered Chris to leave the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks where he, in fact, had 

every legal right to remain as long as he wished. He complied. It was while he was walking home 

that he called us to report on the evening’s events. Later that night he emailed CAP members and 

other watchers with the full story. This email does not need to be appended here since his phone 

report, which I have reported here, had already told us all that is relevant to this complaint. 

However, the email can be provided if required for corroboration of the date and time it was 

received. 

 

The failure of the police to check the legality of the shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 

is all the more bizarre given that, until that night, Constable "X"  herself (apparently on the basis 

of information received from TAMS), seems to have believed that no shooting would to occur in 

either the “Blue Zone” or on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. 
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4. THE WEEKS LEADING UP TO THE INCIDENT. 

 

On 5 May 2016, while two of our watchers were stationed at the Callum Brae Nature Reserve, both 

watchers witnessed what looked like an exploding fireball on Narrabundah Lane. It turned out to be 

a car that had been fire-bombed in a gateway to the farm property adjoining the TGA. One of our 

watchers made a brief oral report to the police about what she had seen. We found ourselves 

wishing, not for the last time, for an increased police presence in the area, to help protect us and our 

own cars while we were walking the perimeter of the two nature reserves (Callum Brae and 

Wanniassa Hills). 

 

Throughout the slaughter period in 2015, when I was on the late watch at Callum Brae, I was 

repeatedly passed by two particular utes, revving their engines, honking their horns and flashing 

their driving lights as they passed me. In the dark and off to the side of the road as I was, I could not 

see their number plates or I would have reported them to the police. Again, I wished the police 

would drop by occasionally to check we were all right, as they have in previous years. 

 

On 9 May 2015, Chris’ car was vandalised while he was returning to it on Long Gully Road, after 

patrolling the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. He reported the vandalism to the police, although they 

did not attend. Thereafter he walked to his evening watches in the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 

from his nearby home in Macarthur. When he reported the vandalism to other CAP members, we 

were not quite sure whether to assume that these lonely roads near the reserves were just being their 

usual vandal magnet (we often see trashed cars dumped in the area), or if we were being victimised 

by supporters of the kangaroo killing campaign. 

 

Apart from vandalism, all of our watchers have reported witnessing vehicles on Mugga Lane and 

Long Gully Road at night driving at very high speeds. We find this especially worrying because of 

the number of panicked kangaroos crossing the roads, and the number of orphaned joeys lining the 

roadsides after shooting on the reserves. By now we were heartily wishing for a few police cars to 

protect us from the vandals, the hoons, the speeding motorists. 

 

On Wednesday 20 May, several watchers walking in the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks noticed 

that signs warning of shooting on the Reserve had been moved from the eastern fence of the 

Reserve further eastward to a fence separating the “Blue Zone” from the Rose Cottage Horse 

Paddocks. The same signs had also appeared along Long Gully Road on two gates accessing the 

non-reserve public land and the Centenary Trail. 

 

Also on or around Wednesday 20 May, from Macarthur, Chris saw “a mighty light flash reflecting 

of low clouds” far behind the top Macarthur ACTEW reservoir, probably high up on Long Gully 

Road toward the intersection with Erindale Drive. A loud bang followed. Later that week, possibly 

Friday (22 May), whilst in the paddocks Chris heard a “mighty sound blast” coming from Long 

Gully Road, well east of the Mugga Lane turn-off and toward the Monaro Highway.  

 

We learned a few days later that it was also around Friday 22 May that horses had been released 

from a nearby paddock and bolted in panic down the road. Thankfully, the horses had suffered only 

minor injuries but it is pure good luck that none of them was killed or seriously injured galloping in 

their panic down those hoon-infested roads where motorists speed every night. 

 

On Wednesday 28 May, Chris reported to CAP by email that, on his patrol of the Rose Cottage 

Horse Paddocks the night before (27 May), he had found several burnt-out home-made flares, burnt 

out aluminium-clad plastic bottles and several burnt toy soldiers. The next day, walking in the 

paddocks with his dog, he collected the rubbish and disposed of it in his rubbish bin at home.  
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He thought the flares might have been the cause of the bangs and bright lights he had seen and 

heard the previous week. Because of the toy soldiers, he thought them to be the work of young 

boys. In one of our phone conversations, he expressed to me concern about teenagers playing in the 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks at night when there was shooting going on in the Reserve next door. 

(At this stage, please note, we still had no idea that shooting was also occurring, or scheduled to 

occur on any public land other than in the reserves and on several blocks of unleased non-reserve 

land adjacent to the Pinnacle Nature Reserve in Belconnen.) 

 

The next day (29 May) Chris emailed us to report that he had found more flares, bottles and what 

looked like the remains of a more powerful home-made explosive. While still suspecting it was just 

kids, Chris thought the device looked somewhat more sinister, or at least more dangerous, so he 

took it to the Tuggeranong Police Station. He told us that the police appeared alarmed and were 

quite rude. Contrary to everything he actually said to them, they seemed to think he was making 

some kind of threat, and locked down the police station. Even when they realised what the device 

was, that its explosive power was long expended and why he had brought it in, they did not bother 

to thank him.  

 

We hoped, now that the police were aware of the flares and the bangs, that they would investigate 

the possibility that it was the flares and bangs that had scared the horses, and try to work out if there 

was any connection between the idiots who let the horses out and the idiots who set off the flares. 

 

On 30 May 2015, Simon Corbell, then Minister for Police and Justice (who also happened to be the 

Minister in charge of the Department that had issued the kangaroo killing licences) publicly alleged 

(quoted in the Canberra Times), on the basis of no evidence whatsoever, that kangaroo protestors 

had been responsible for the vandalism at the horse paddock from which the horse had escaped.  

 

The same day, Constable "X"  left a phone message for Chris that they wanted to meet with him to 

discuss the flares. 

 

On 31 May, Constables "X"  and "Y"  visited Chris at his home. Chris assumed they wanted 

to know more about the flares because of the possible connection between the flashes and bangs and 

the bolting of the horses, or possibly because of concern about children playing with fire. However, 

it seemed they mainly just wanted to ask him if he knew anything about who had stuffed a dead 

joey in some bureaucrat’s letterbox.  

 

Chris took the opportunity to ask "X"  if she knew why the signs on the Reserve fences had been 

moved to the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks fences. Constable "X"  said she would contact TAMS 

and get back to him.  

 

On 3 June, Chris found more burnt-out flares and reported them by phone message to Constable 
"X" , who phoned back the next day (4 June) asking for directions to where he had found them. 

During the same conversation, Constable "X"  informed Chris that she had contacted TAMS who 

they had informed her that the “Blue Zone” was meant as a safety “buffer” zone to protect the 

public on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks from the shooting on the Reserve, and there was to be 

no shooting in the “Blue Zone”.  

 
Meanwhile all our watchers were speechless with outrage at Corbell’s allegation that animal 

protectors could have been responsible for an action that harmed animals. It was imperative that 

CAP react immediately. We did this in three ways.  
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First, we wrote to the ACTEA assuring them that we had absolutely nothing to do with the 

vandalism at the horse paddock, and that we would, during our watches near the Reserves, keep an 

eye on the nearby places where horses were kept, and immediately report any suspicious action to 

ACTEA and to the police. We were pleased when the president of ACTEA responded very 

graciously to our email, and we were thankful that ACTEA, at least, had not believed Corbell’s 

absurd allegation.  

 

Next we wrote an “open letter” to Simon Corbell (ie sent to Mr Corbell but copied to the Canberra 

Times), demanding an unequivocal retraction and apology. For a Minister for Justice, of all people, 

to make a completely unfounded allegation against responsible community members apparently for 

no other reason than to discredit our campaign against kangaroo killing, was disgraceful and totally 

irresponsible.  

 

We were, however, not surprised that Mr Corbell failed to reply to our letter and the Canberra 

Times did not publish it.  

 

Thirdly, we wrote to the officer in charge of the Tuggeranong Police Station assuring him that we 

had nothing to do with any of any alleged acts of vandalism and that we would report any 

suspicious activities we observed during our watches. Because of the vandalism to Chris’ car on 

Long Gully Road, the fire-bombed car on Narrabundah Lane, the hoons that had been harassing us 

with horns and headlights most nights, and the general speeding that was taking place on Long 

Gully Road and Mugga Lane (especially when the roads were lined with orphaned young at foot 

kangaroos after a night of shooting), we indicated that we would welcome a greater police presence 

around the reserves during the period of the slaughter. Robyn Soxsmith hand-delivered this letter to 

the police station on 4 June. 

 

That afternoon (4 June), Robyn received a visit from the police, once again Constable "X"  and 

First Constable "Y" . She assumed they had come to thank her for her letter, but instead they grilled 

her about the vandalism itself, as if they expected her to know something about it. They also 

all but accused her of putting the dead joey into the bureaucrat’s letterbox. It was as though the 

quite legitimate righteous indignation of animal protectors at being accused of harming animals had 

somehow been interpreted by the police as evidence of involvement.  

 

During this discussion, Constable "X"   informed Robyn, as she did Chris later that day by phone, 

that the area between the shooting signs and the Reserve was a safety buffer zone to protect the 

public from the shooting on the Reserve, and that shooting would not occur in the “Blue Zone” or 

the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks.  

 

5. THE WEEKS FOLLOWING THE INCIDENT ON 24 JUNE 2015 

 

This section notes further observed instances of shooting on the non-reserve public land near 

Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve, and some instances of inappropriate behaviour by the police in the 

days following the report of illegal shooting.  

 

It also details the process of correspondence through which we learned of the two matters that are 

the subject of this complaint: 

 that the police had been consulted about safety aspects of Licence LK2015760 before it was 

issued but had apparently not insisted on the changes needed to protect the public; and  

 that shooting on Rural Block 1693 was illegal on the day it was reported to the police (24 

June 2015). 
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On 25 June 2015, the day after the report of illegal shooting, we emailed our contact in ACTEA 

who confirmed that ACTEA had no arrangement with the ACT government under which they 

would be permitted to kill kangaroos, and vehemently denied any knowledge of shooting on the 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. By this stage, Chris was beginning to think he had misheard the 

“head” ranger he thought had implied that it was ACTEA who actually held the alleged licence to 

kill kangaroos on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks.  

 

We then confirmed from ACT government information on the Internet, that the Rose Cottage Horse 

Paddocks were not part of Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve but that they were publicly owned, 

unleased (rather than privately leased) rural land. We carefully re-checked the licence for shooting 

on Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve and the other Canberra Nature Park reserves (LK2105771), and 

confirmed that there was nothing in that licence allowing kangaroos to be shot on any of the blocks 

of public land near or adjoining the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve.  

 

On the evening of 25 June 2015, three watchers of the Reserve and Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 

heard 7 or 8 shots coming from even further south, apparently from the southern Macarthur Park 

Horse Paddocks or the Gilmore Horse Paddock. This is quite a small area and it is not clear whether 

this area is part of Block 1693, or some other rural or urban block. In any case, the shots seemed to 

be coming from frighteningly close to houses in south-eastern Macarthur. 

 

Robyn and I drove round to the Gilmore Horse Paddocks and searched it for signs of shooters but 

found nothing. Coming out, we met Chris who was searching the Macarthur Park Horse Paddocks 

and who reported that the shooters appeared to have left that area as well.  

 

From this date (25 June 2015) until the slaughter ended one month prematurely (and 500 kangaroos 

short of the government target) on 7 July 2015, watchers continued to hear shooting on the land to 

the south of Long Gully Road, some of which seemed to come from the Reserve and some from the 

Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks, some from further away again. Chris also reported noticing, right up 

to the day of his arrest and permanent removal from the scene (1 July 2015),  the appearance of 

multiple quad-bike tracks in Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks 1, 2 and 4 (Attachment C) and blood 

puddles right next to the Centenary Trail in Paddock 4.  

 

ACT Policing was suddenly and dramatically much more active on Long Gully Road and Mugga 

Lane area during this period. At first, we welcomed this during our watches because we expected it 

to discourage speeding, hoonish behaviour and acts of vandalism against our cars. But the police 

seemed to be more interested in harassing us than in catching vandals and speeders, let alone 

catching illegal shooters. We almost regretted our request for an increased police presence! 

 

One example of inappropriate police behaviour was when three police cars surrounded Robyn’s car 

while she was parked near the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. A police officer shone a brilliant light 

through the windscreen into her eyes and did not turn it off when she asked him to. On another 

occasion, a police officer stopped beside another watcher’s car and asked her where Robyn was. On 

another occasion, a police car stopped by one of our watchers and asked her, among other things, 

how old she was.  

 

During previous years, when the same watchers have stood the same watches in the same cars at the 

same places throughout the slaughter, the police who have occasionally stopped by to make sure we 

were all right have been unfailingly courteous and respectful. In 2015, the police treated us as 

though we were suspects rather than responsible (and for the most part senior) citizens engaging in 

a lawful protest and reporting illegal actions. We can only attribute this change of behaviour to 

Corbell’s wild and preposterous allegation that we had caused the horses to bolt.    
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Since licences to kill kangaroos require the involvement of at least two government departments 

(TAMS and Environment), we wrote to the Chief Minister on 8 July, seeking clarification of 

whether there was any licence to shoot kangaroos on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. Mr Barr 

passed our letter to Mr Rattenbury, who wrote back assuring us that all kangaroo shooting was 

licensed. He did not, however, provide us with the copy of the alleged licence. It was also in this 

letter that he advised us that the Australian Federal Police had been consulted about the public 

safety aspects of shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (which is the basis for the first 

element of our complaint to you). 

 

CAP then undertook a FOI action (31 July 2015) requesting all licences for shooting kangaroos in 

the ACT (except LK2015771, for shooting on the reserves, which we already had) on the basis that 

if public safety was being compromised by one licence, it may have been compromised by other 

licences. The FOI officer released LK2015670 (for shooting in the area surrounding Wanniassa 

Hills Nature Reserve) on the basis that the shooting in that area was already public knowledge due 

to media coverage, but he declined to release any other kangaroo killing licenses on the grounds of 

the “personal privacy” and “business affairs” of the licensee.  

 

We sought an internal review of this decision on the grounds that the licenses could readily be 

released without releasing any personal or business details of the licensee, while the release of the 

information to the public was a serious matter of public safety. The internal review affirmed the 

original decision, leaving the public still unaware of where and when their lives are being put at risk 

by unannounced shooting on public land. 

 

Studying the licence that had been released to us (LK2015670), we learned that kangaroo shooting 

on some of the publicly owned land blocks near the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve (Blocks 1520, 

1521, 1673 and 1676) had, in fact, been licensed. If shooting had occurred on these blocks it would 

not have been illegal, but the extreme secrecy surrounding the licence would have represented the 

same great danger to the public as the unlawful shooting.  

 

There were five iterations of licence LK2015670. The licence had undergone four amendments 

since the original version issued in February 2015. The second iteration was required due to a 

change of the shooters named on the licence. The third iteration was needed to accommodate 

changes to the Nature Conservation Act. The fourth iteration was to add additional shooters to the 

licence.  

 

None of these iterations of LK 2015760 permitted shooting on the part of the “Blue Zone” where 

shooting was observed on 23 June, nor on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks. Both these locations 

are on Rural Block 1693 where shooting was not permitted under this licence.  

 

The fifth iteration, dated 25 June 2015 was amended for no other reason than to include Rural 

Block 1693, the block wherein the reported shooting on 24 June had occurred. It was signed the 

day after the shooting on the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks had been reported to ACT Policing. 

Therefore the shooting on Block 1693 reported to the police on 24 June was, in fact, illegal. 

 

The licensee’s name was blackened out on the documents provided, but a further Internet search 

revealed that the licensee was almost certainly the contractor the government uses to manage public 

land that is used for horse agistment. That contractor is Territory Agistment, which may be where 

Chris got the impression from the conversation with police and “head” ranger (24 June) that the 

ACT horse groups were the licensee.  
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We wrote to Mr Barr again (on 13 September 2015), seeking a whole of government response from 

TAMS, the Environment Department and Act Policing. In this submission we drew the Chief 

Minister’s attention to the illegal shooting, noted that even on the publicly owned blocks where 

shooting was licensed (and on Block 1693 when it belatedly became licensed) the extreme secrecy 

surrounding the shooting had put public safety at considerable risk. We included a number of 

recommendations to avoid risk to the public in future, and additional recommendations to reduce 

the suffering of orphaned kangaroos if the annual slaughter is to go ahead in future years. 

 

After three months without a response, we sent a reminder letter to Mr Barr on 19 January 2015. 

Two days later, we received a so-called response to our September letter. This letter did not so 

much as touch on a single one of the issues we had raised in our submission.  

 

We have now written to Mr Barr for the fourth time, advising that we now have no choice but to put 

the matter in the hands of the ACT Ombudsman and the Professional Standards Operations 

Monitoring Centre. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

 

 

Sources:  

 Blocks located and numbered using the “ACTmapi” mapping facility on ACT 
Government website: 
http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.
gov.au/Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/
Resources/Config/D++efault 

 Other information including position of shooters on 23 and 24 June 2015, and 
position of the rangers’ vehicle on 24 June 2015, Chris Klootwijk, 2015 
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Warning sign on gate at Long Gully Road entrance to ‘Blue Zone” near Centenary Trail.
Sign specifies “Reserve Closed”, not “Reserve And Adjacent Unleased Territory Land Closed” as it should. 
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81 Morrison Street Kambah ACT 2609 

 

 

The Law Enforcement Ombudsman 

GPO Box 442, CANBERRA ACT 2601 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam 

In September last year we copied you and the ACT (civil) Ombudsman, by email, into a 

detailed submission the Coalition of Animal Protectors (CAP, now renamed the Animal 

Protectors Alliance) had sent to the Chief Minister of the ACT, Andrew Barr. The submission 

concerned actions by ACT Policing and other government officials. These actions had 

endangered the lives of members of the public. The copy we sent you was for information 

only at that stage. 

You were kind enough to advise that, if we had a complaint regarding the actions of police 

officers, the Police Ombudsman would review it only if we were unsatisfied with the 

outcome of a complaint to the Police Professional Standards Operations Monitoring Centre 

(PSOMC). 

After three months, we had received no response from the Chief Minister’s office on any of 

the issues we had raised in our submission (and have still received no response from them on 

these matters). In February 2016, we referred our complaint to the (civil) Ombudsman and 

the PSOMC.  

The civil Ombudsman has advised that decisions by civil servants whose work involves 

environmental management are outside the Ombudsman’s jurisdiction, and suggested we 

refer the matters relating to the actions of civil servants to the Commissioner for 

Sustainability and the Environment. We have done so. 

We have now received an extremely odd response from the PSOMC stating that they will not 

investigate the subject of our complaint because it ‘has recently been subject to legal 

proceedings in the ACT courts’. 

None of the matters that we raised in our complaint have been subject to any legal 

proceedings in any court, anywhere, nor addressed in any other forum where we have 

raised them (viz the TAMS Minister, the Chief Minister, Civil Ombudsman and the 

PSOMC.  

We are therefore now formally referring the matter to you for investigation. All we ask is that 

you read for yourself the attached documentation that proves our case in every particular. 

In case it was the length of our earlier submission to PSOMC which caused it to be ‘chucked 

into the too-hard basket’, I will endeavour to be briefer in this submission. I will refer directly 
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from this covering letter to the supporting documentation. More detailed explanatory 

information can be provided if required. 

Our complaints against ACT Policing generally are as follows: 

 ACT Policing behaved recklessly in permitting a licence to be issued for shooting on 

the four small, northern blocks of the open, public, non-reserve, recreational land 

known as the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (RCHP). The decision maker in this case 

was reckless because the entire area of the RCHP is frequented night and day, all year 

round, by members of the public. 

 ACT Policing behaved negligently in not insisting that TAMS warn the public about 

the shooting licenced to occur on these northern blocks (eg with public announcement 

and appropriate signage). 

 If TAMS consulted ACT Policing about extending the existing licence for shooting on 

the smaller blocks of the RCHP to include the large southern area where the shooting 

took place, ACT Policing behaved recklessly in permitting this huge change to the 

licence to occur. 

 If ACT Policing was consulted on this matter, ACT Policing behaved recklessly in not 

insisting that TAMS warn the public about this shooting (eg with public 

announcement and appropriate signage). 

Our complaints against Senior Constable "X"  and Constable "Y"  are as follows: 

 Constable "X"  either lied or failed to check her facts when she informed 

two members of the public in May 2015 that no shooting would take place on any part 

of RCHP. 

 Constable "X" and Constable "Y"  were negligent to the point of recklessness 

in accepting, without verification, the assertion of TAMS rangers that shooting was 

licenced in the part of the RCHP where it had been reported.  

 Constable "X" and Constable "Y"  were negligent to the point of recklessness 

in allowing this unlawful shooting to continue. 

The following is a brief summary of the facts of our complaint. 

1. The area known as the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (RCHP) consists of four small 

Rural Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 and 1676 and the huge non-reserve portion of Rural 

Block 1693. 

2. The RCHP is used extensively for recreation by members of the public all year round, 

including at night time.  

3. The majority of recreational users are residents of Macarthur who enter from the 

southern gates of RCHP, mostly walking dogs or riding bikes on the Centenary Trail. 

4. During May 2015, a single sign, warning about the shooting in the Reserve, was 

placed on a gate that provides northern access (ie from Long Gully Road/Mugga 

Lane) to the RCHP. (A photograph of the sign on the northern gate is at Attachment 

A). Another identical sign, also about the shooting on the Reserve, was placed on an 

internal fence within the RCHP. 
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5. No warning signs at all appeared on the southern access gates to the RCHP, where 

most members of the public enter the RCHP, and there was no public announcement 

that shooting would occur there.  

6. When two members of the public, Ms Robyn Soxsmith and Dr Chris Klootwijk, 

queried these signs with ACT Policing, worried that the boundaries of the Reserve 

might have moved, Constable "X"  assured them that the signs were just an early 

warning to people entering the RCHP that shooting was occurring on the Reserve, and 

that no shooting would occur on the RCHP. 

7. Shooting, overseen by ACT government rangers, took place on the RCHP on 23 June 

and 24 June 2015. This shooting did not occur on Rural Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 and 

1676, but on Rural Block 1693. 

8. The shooting on Rural Block 1693 on 24 June 2015 took place very close to the 

Centenary Trail. (See the orange area on Attachment B for the position of the 

shooters on these two occasions). 

9. On 24 June 2015, Dr Klootwijk, a kangaroo cull protestor who was watching the 

Reserve from the RCHP, rang Constable "X"  and reported that shooting was 

occurring on the RCHP, despite Constable "X" ’s assurances to the contrary. 

10. Constable "X"  and/or her colleague, Constable "Y"  now informed Dr 

Klootwijk that the shooting on the RCHP was licensed.  

11. In suddenly providing this reversal of advice, the police officers apparently took the 

word of the government rangers who were present. The police officers failed to check 

whether there was any licence to permit shooting on the particular land where it was 

occurring.  

12. In July 2015, TAMS Minister Shane Rattenbury advised Coalition of Animal 

Protectors (now renamed Animal Protectors Alliance) that, prior to the ACT 

government’s annual kangaroo slaughter on the reserves of the Canberra Nature Park, 

ACT Policing had reviewed and permitted the Conservator of Flora and Fauna to 

issue a licence for the shooting of kangaroos (under a private land manager’s licence) 

on the RCHP. Mr Rattenbury was apparently unaware as to precisely where shooting 

was permitted when he gave this advice. 

13. FOI material obtained later showed that the private licence in question was issued on 

1 March 2015 and permitted shooting only on the four smaller Rural Blocks 1520, 

1521, 1673 and 1676. (This licence, LK2015670, underwent five iterations. All five 

are at Attachment C).  

14. To the best of our knowledge, no shooting was ever observed by members of the 

public on Rural Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 and 1676 where shooting was licenced.  

15. The two instances where shooting was observed, including the occasion when it was 

reported to the police, both took place on the much larger block encompassed by the 

non-reserve portion of Rural Block 1693, where shooting was not licenced. (The map 

and block numbers are shown in Attachment B, along with the position of the 

shooters on 23 June and 24 June 2015. The map showing the block numbers can also 

be found by following the prompts on the ACT government website at: 

http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/

Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Confi

g/Default.) 

16. Rural Block 1693 was included in licence LK 2015670 on the day after it was 

reported to Act Policing (25 June 2015).  

147

http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default
http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default
http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocortex/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default


4 
 

17. The change to the licence was not retrospective. The shooting that occurred on Rural 

Block 1693 on 23 and 24 June 2016 was and will always remain illegal.  

18. Assuming ACT Policing were consulted at all, ACT Policing appears to have rubber-

stamped the huge addition of Block 1693 to the area covered by licence LK2015670. 

Recently it has come to light that the government’s licence for shooting on the Canberra 

Nature Park was invalid because it referred to the wrong clause of the Nature Conservation 

Act. Presumably all other licences referring to this wrong clause, including LK2015670, are 

now also deemed invalid.  

However, permitting shooting under a technically invalid licence is very different from 

permitting shooting under no licence at all.  

Furthermore, even if the shooting had been licensed, the culpability of ACT Policing for 

allowing a licence to be issued for shooting on open, public, non-reserve, recreational land 

without any warning to the public would be in no reduced. 

It has been eight months since we brought our concerns to the attention of the Chief Minister. 

Another kangaroo shooting season has just been announced. We assume this will once again 

include open recreational land which is used by the public both night and day.  

We would therefore like to have some resolution on these matters as soon as possible, 

preferably before someone is killed. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

 on behalf of the Animal Protectors Alliance 
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Frankie@webone.com.au

From: Ombudsman Central <Ombudsman.Central@ombudsman.gov.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 7 June 2016 2:39 PM

To: frankie@webone.com.au

Subject: Complaint to the Commonwealth Ombudsman - our ref: 2016-504760 

[SEC=UNCLASSIFIED]

Dear Ms Seymour  

 

I am writing in relation to your complaint about the action of the Australian Federal Police (AFP) received by this office 

on 19 May 2016.  

 

The role of the Commonwealth Ombudsman 

The role of the Ombudsman's office is to assess whether an agency has acted in accordance with the relevant 

legislative and administrative requirements, has given appropriate consideration to all relevant information when 

making a decision and, in all the circumstances, the decision made or action taken was not unreasonable. The 

Ombudsman cannot require that an agency take a specific action or make a specific decision. The Ombudsman cannot 

investigate the actions and decisions of a Minister of the government. In relation to complaints against the AFP, our 

office has a unique role in providing oversight of the AFP’s internal code of conduct investigations and complaint 

handling processes. In its capacity as the Law Enforcement Ombudsman, our office assesses those internal 

investigations to ensure that they are robust and that the process and outcome is fair and reasonable. We do not re-

investigate those matters or substitute our own views for those arrived at in the initial investigation.  

 

Your complaint 

I have taken into account all the material you have provided to our office, including relevant information provided to 

our office in relation to the complaints numbered 2015-512717 and 2016-502423. In your complaint you highlight a 

number of instances of what you say is unreasonable inaction on the part of the AFP. In summary this inaction is that 

AFP failed to prevent the issuing or amendment of the shooting licences; that the AFP failed to amend the licences; 

and that the AFP should have required that Territory and Municipal Services (TAMS) take further action to warn the 

public about the shooting. You have also named two individual AFP officers who you say were complicit in these 

failures.  

 

At the core of all of these instances of claimed inaction are open questions about the administrative actions and 

processes of licencing and carrying out the cull. Your complaint assumes that there have been deficiencies or 

irregularities in those processes that the AFP should have responded to and rectified. However in my view, these 

deficiencies and irregularities have not been shown to have occurred. Until such time as they are shown to have 

occurred, questions around the issuing of the licences and the risk management of the culling operation itself are not, 

by themselves, matters for the AFP. Our view, as expressed to you in a separate complaint, is that these issues are 

fundamentally related to the actions of TAMS and its administration of the Kangaroo Management Plan. We have 

indicated to you already that this is not within our jurisdiction to investigate (complaint number 2016-502423), and 

suggested that you consider approaching the Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment in this regard.   

 

If, in the future, there is an indication of administrative deficiency or some other impropriety on the part of AFP 

appointees that ought to be considered, then it may become appropriate that the AFP’s Professional Standards unit 

to consider investigating. As this does not currently appear to be the case, my view is that it was reasonably open to 

the AFP to decline to investigate your complaint at this stage. For this reason I have decided not to investigate your 

complaint about the AFP as I have formed the view that investigation is not warranted having regard to all the

circumstances. 

 

If you believe that there is some other reason why I should investigate your complaint, please let me know and I will 

consider it.  

 

Thank you for bringing this matter to the attention of the Commonwealth Ombudsman.  
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Sincerely  

 

Peter Maguire 

Investigation Officer – Central Operations 

Commonwealth Ombudsman 

Ph: 1300 362 072 | Fax: 02 6276 0123 

website: www.ombudsman.gov.au 

Assisting the Australian community by resolving complaints and fostering good government administration 

 

 

The Office of the Commonwealth Ombudsman acknowledges the traditional owners of country throughout 

Australia and their continuing connection to land, culture and community. We pay our respects to elders 

past and present. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

COMMONWEALTH OMBUDSMAN - IMPORTANT CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE 

This e-mail message or an attachment to it is confidential, and it is intended to be accessed  only by the 

person or entity to which it is addressed. 

No use, copying or disclosure (including by further transmission) of this message, an attachment or the 

content of either is permitted and any use, copying or disclosure may be subject to legal sanctions. This 

message may contain information which is: 

* about an identifiable individual; 

* subject to client legal privilege or other privilege; or 

* subject to a statutory or other requirement of confidentiality. 

If you have received this message in error, please call 1300 362 072 to inform the sender so that future 

errors can be avoided. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

150



1 
 

 

81 Morrison Street Kambah ACT 2609 

 

 

 

Professor Kate Auty 

Commissioner for Sustainability and the Environment  

GPO Box 158 Canberra, 2601 

 

 

 

Dear Professor Auty 

We are writing to you about this matter in some desperation. We sent a similar submission to 

the Chief Minister in September last year (with two follow-up letters), and have received no 

response to any of the matters we raised.  

We referred our complaint to the ACT Ombudsman who advised that, because our concerns 

relate to decisions and actions of ACT government officials working in the area of 

environmental management, the Ombudsman has no jurisdiction. He suggested we refer the 

matter to you.  

You are therefore our last recourse. I sincerely hope you will be able to look into the matter 

before someone is killed. I will also be seeking a personal meeting with you to discuss any 

possible ways forward. 

In case it was the length of our earlier submission to the Chief Minister which caused it to be 

‘chucked into the too-hard basket’, I will endeavour to be briefer in this submission. I will 

refer directly from this covering letter to the supporting documentation. More detailed 

explanatory information can be provided if required. 

Our first complaint is about an alarming and improper level of government secrecy 

surrounding all aspects of the shooting of kangaroos that took place in 2015 on unleased 

blocks of rural land that are used for public recreation. This secrecy endangered human lives.  

A further matter, almost unrelated except in that it also arises from actions and decisions of 

ACT government environmental managers engaged in killing kangaroos, concerns the 

orphaning of very large numbers of young-at-foot kangaroos. 

Issue 1: No warning to the public 

During last year’s kangaroo ‘cull’, the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve, among other reserves 

of the Canberra Nature Park, was closed to the public for kangaroo shooting. Appropriate 

public announcements were made and appropriate warning signs displayed on the Reserve 

fences.  
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The unleased blocks of recreational, rural land that are the focus of our complaint lie 

immediately to the east of the Wanniassa Hills Nature Reserve (the Reserve). The entire non-

reserve area is generally referred to as the Rose Cottage Horse Paddocks (RCHP). It includes 

several smaller rural blocks:1520, 1521, 1673 and 1676, and one much larger rural block 

1693. Rural Block 1693 also encompasses a significant part of the Reserve, but the part that 

is on the Reserve is not part of the RCHP. 

There was no relevant signage to warn the public that shooting would take place on the 

RCHP. A sign was placed on one gate on the north-eastern fence of the RCHP, but it gave no 

hint that shooting would be occurring outside the Reserve. It merely gave early warning to 

anyone entering the RCHP that shooting was taking place on the nearby Reserve. (A 

photograph of this sign is at Attachment A).  

No signage at all, not even a similar sign warning of shooting on the Reserve, appeared on 

the southern fences and gates of the RCHP where it borders the suburb of Macarthur. These 

southern gates are the way most members of the public enter this land.  

There was no public announcement in the press, nor on any government website, about 

shooting taking place on the RCHP.  

Our concern is that the decision by environmental managers not to erect appropriate signage 

or warn the public about this shooting put the lives of members of the public at risk. 

Issue 2: Government officials oversee secret shooting  

On 24 June 2015, shooting occurred on the RCHP and was reported to the police by a 

kangaroo ‘cull’ protestor who believed it to be illegal. Although it was taking place outside 

the Reserve, this shooting was being overseen by government rangers. 

These rangers declined to show the protestor any licence to indicate that the shooting outside 

the Reserve was legal. They claimed there was a licence for it but it was a private matter with 

the contracted land manager and therefore commercial-in-confidence.  

The rangers also seem to have convinced the police (who had previously advised two 

members of the public that shooting would not occur in the RCHP) that the shooting there 

was licenced. 

Issue 3: The shooting was illegal 

The licence for the shooting on the RCHP was later released under FOI. It showed that, while 

shooting was permitted in Rural Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 and 1676, the shooting was indeed 

unlicensed, at the time it was observed, in the very large area of non-reserve Rural Block 

1693 where it had occurred. The shooting has been observed in two places in the non-reserve 

part of Rural Block 1693 (which includes part of the Centenary Trail) on two consecutive 

nights, 23 June and 24 June 2015. Rural Block 1693 was not included in the licence until 

after shooting had been observed there on both nights and reported on the second night. 

The licence (LK2015670) had been through several iterations, separately signed on various 

dates (copies of the iterations of this licence are at Attachment B). For all but one of these 

iterations, the licence had covered only the four small rural blocks (Blocks 1520, 1521, 1673 

and 1676).  
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It did not cover the non-reserve part of Rural Block 1693, where the shooting had occurred 

on 23 and 24 June 2015 and been reported on 24 June 2015. (A map showing the relevant 

rural blocks and where the shooting occurred on 23 and 24 June 2015 is at Attachment C. 

The block numbers can be verified on the ACT government’s website at: 

http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Html5Viewer/Index.html?configBase=http://actmapi.act.gov.au/Geocorte

x/Essentials/GXE442/REST/sites/bwi/viewers/bwi/virtualdirectory/Resources/Config/Default.) 

The final iteration of licence LK2015670, signed and dated 25 June 2015, belatedly included 

Rural Block 1693 in the area covered by the licence. TAMS had allowed the illegal shooting 

to take place and, when they were caught, the Conservator of Flora and Fauna (the 

Conservator) tried to cover it up but issuing a further iteration of the licence, making shooting 

on Rural Block 1693 legal. 

We do not question that the Conservator has the power to alter a licence as often as he or she 

likes, but we certainly do not accept that any such alteration somehow makes those revisions 

retrospective. 

A recent court ruling has found that the shooting licences the Conservator issued for shooting 

on all the Canberra Nature Park reserves (LK2015771) was invalid because it was issued 

under the old Nature Conservation Act 1980 and referred to the wrong clause of that Act 

(Section 44 instead of Section 104). Since the licence for shooting on the RCHP 

(LK2015670) also refers to Section 44, that licence must also have been invalid, along with 

licences for shooting on any other rural blocks (assuming all licences were based on the same 

model). However, that court judgement has no bearing on our complaint which preceded it by 

some seven months. 

Our concern is the recklessness of environmental managers who either failed to check where 

the shooting was permitted before allowing it to occur, or knew it was unlawful and allowed 

it to occur anyway. 

Issue 4: Secrecy of shooting on public land continues 

When the Coalition of Animal Protectors (now the Animal Protectors Alliance: APA) made 

an FOI request for (inter alia) copies of any and all licences for shooting on public land other 

than the Canberra Nature Park, the iterations of the licence for the RCHP were released. 

However, the FOI officer advised that this was only because the shooting that had occurred 

there had already become a matter of public knowledge.  

The FOI officer refused to release any shooting licences for other public, non-reserve, 

recreational land where members of the public may be at risk of being shot. CAP requested a 

review of this decision on the basis that public safety is at stake. We argued that the privacy 

of the licensee could be readily maintained by omitting personal or business details from the 

documents released. In response to this request for review, the FOI officer affirmed his 

original decision. (These four items of FOI correspondence are at Attachment D). 

Our concern is that the FOI officer’s decision increased the risk of members of the public 

unknowingly and innocently walking into gunfire on public land, and of being shot and 

killed. 
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Issue 4: Animal cruelty and misrepresentation of kill numbers 

Moving from human safety to animal welfare and environmental honesty, the other matter 

raised in our submissions to the Chief Minister and the Ombudsman concerned the vast 

numbers of young at foot who are being orphaned by the government’s annual slaughter. 

Government spokespeople have argued that there are fewer dependent young between March 

and August than at other times of year, and this is why the slaughter takes place during these 

months. Our own observations suggest that this is not the case (see two statutory declarations 

on this matter at Attachment E). At any time during the slaughter period, the vast majority of 

female kangaroos have both a pouch young and a young at foot in their care.  

The kill licences issued by the Conservator refer to the National Code of Practice for the 

Humane Destruction of Kangaroos. There is no such document. The relevant document is the 

ACT Animal Welfare (Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies) Code of Practice. 

Apparently the Conservator has simply misnamed the National code of practice (commercial 

and non-commercial) for the humane shooting of kangaroos and wallabies, unaware that the 

ACT has its own Gazetted Code. Even so, the two Codes are otherwise identical. The licence 

states that the shooter must adhere to the Code. The Code states that any dependent young at 

foot orphaned by the killing of their mothers must be killed immediately by heart or head shot 

(ACT Animal Welfare (Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies) Code of Practice, pp 

8,9,12,13, and 14). 

From our eye witness observations (Attachment E), this is simply not happening. The young 

at foot are sent into hiding by their mothers and many end up outside the reserves on the 

roadsides, waiting to be killed by passing cars instead. Those that return to the reserves or 

safely cross into other rural or reserve land simply starve to death. 

These observations confirm the evidence given by a vet who specialises in ‘managing’ 

wildlife by killing them. Dr "E"  was called by the ACT government to give 

evidence on the welfare aspects of the ACT government’s annual kangaroo slaughter at the 

ACAT hearing of 2014. Dr "E"  admitted, under cross-examination, that an entire ‘ghost’ 

population of young at foot are orphaned every year by the shooting because they qualify as 

neither ‘kangaroos’ nor ‘joeys’ for the purposes of shooters’ kill counts.  

Because transcripts are very expensive to purchase, I am unable to attach copies of the 

relevant passages of the transcript of this hearing; but I was there. I heard him give this 

evidence. If you wish further confirmation, I am certain that you, as Commissioner, would be 

able to obtain the transcript.  

While our main concern with the fate of these dependent kangaroos is for their suffering and 

horrible deaths, a further concern is the misrepresentation of the total numbers killed in each 

year’s slaughter. Pouch young are explicitly excluded from the kill counts, while young at 

foot are ‘ghosts’. 

Given our observations that almost every female kangaroo, during the months of the 

slaughter, has both a young-at-foot and a pouch young, this suggests the government’s kill 

numbers may well be double the kill numbers reported. 
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Thank you in advance for giving serious consideration to this complaint. I look forward to 

discussing these matters with you in person. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Frankie Seymour 

 on behalf of the Animal Protectors Alliance (APA) 

    May 2016 
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