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Gonos, Anthea (PIRSA)

From: Kylie Cairns <k.cairns@unsw.edu.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 8 August 2023 3:57 PM
To: PIRSA:Minister Scriven; Office of the Deputy Premier
Subject: Joint letter regarding needed changes to dingo management policy in South Australia
Attachments: SA_dingo_policy_2023_final_signed.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Corro - General

Dear Deputy Premier Close and Minister Scriven,  

Please find a ached a joint le er from 25 Australian scien sts regarding the need to urgently recalibrate 
current dingo conserva on and management policy in South Australia following significant advances in our 
knowledge of dingo ecology, evolu onary history and iden ty.  

New DNA research has challenged previous knowledge about the threat of dingo‐dog hybridisa on in 
Australia, but par cularly in South Australia. It is cri cal that evidence‐based dingo policy is adopted in 
South Australia. Public policy needs to acknowledge that dingoes are a na ve species of high cultural and 
ecological importance to the South Australian environment, First Na ons people and the public. Whilst 
dingoes can have nega ve impacts on agriculture, dingoes are a na ve animal not an invasive species.  

We urge the South Australia Government to: 
o Revoke the requirement that all landholders follow minimum baiting standards , including National

Parks, organic producers or those not experiencing stock predation
o Revoke permission for aerial baiting of dingoes (incorrectly called “wild dogs”) in all NRM regions –

including within National Parks
o Cease the use of inappropriate and misleading language to label dingoes as “wild dogs”
o Proactively engage with First Nations peoples regarding the management of culturally significant

species like dingoes

We welcome future opportuni es to brief and engage with the Minister/s regarding updates to our 
scien fic knowledge of dingoes and the necessity for changes in how dingoes are being managed in South 
Australia as detailed in our le er. 

Signatories of the le er include Professor Mike Letnic, Professor Chris Dickman FAA, FRZS, Professor Euan 
Ritchie, Professor Corey J. A. Bradshaw, Professor Chris Johnson, Associate Professor Mathew Crowther, 
Associate Professor Jus n W Adams, Associate Professor Melanie Fillios, Associate Professor George e 
Leah Burns, Dr Neil Jordan, Dr Kylie M Cairns, Dr Bradley Smith, Mr Rob Appleby, Ms Zali Jestrimski, Mr 
Kevin D Newman, Dr Barry Traill AM, Dr Jack Tatler, Dr Daniel Hunter, Dr Loukas Koungoulos, Dr Holly 
Si ers, Dr Louise Boronyak, Dr Gabriel Conroy, Dr Damian Morrant, Dr Angela Wardell‐Johnson, Dr Linda 
Van Brommel.  

Sincerely,  

Dr Kylie M Cairns  

You don't often get email from k.cairns@unsw.edu.au. Learn why this is important 
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Dr Kylie M Cairns 

Research Fellow – Canid and Wildlife Genetics 
Evolution & Ecology Research Centre (E&ERC) and Centre for Ecosystem Science (CES) 
School of Biological, Earth and Environmental Sciences 
UNSW Australia 
Sydney NSW 2052 
M: 0414601553 
E: kylie@kyliecairns.com 
E: k.cairns@unsw.edu.au 
Twitter: @dr_cairns 



08 August 2023

The Honourable Dr Susan Close MP, 
Deputy Premier & Minister for Climate, Environment and Water, South Australia 
OfficeoftheDeputyPremier@sa.gov.au 

The Honourable Claire Scriven MLC, 
Minister for Primary Industries and Regional Development, South Australia 
Minister.Scriven@sa.gov.au 

RE: PUBLIC POLICY IN SOUTH AUSTRALIA REGARDING DINGOES 

Dear Minister/s, 

In light of new genetic research on the identity of ‘wild dogs’ and dingoes across 
Australia, the undersigned wish to express concern with current South Australia 
Government policy regarding the management and conservation of dingoes. 

Advanced DNA research on dingoes has demonstrated that dingo-dog hybridisation is 
much less common than thought, that most DNA tested dingoes had little domestic dog 
ancestry and that previous DNA testing incorrectly identified many dingoes as hybrids 
(Cairns et al. 2023). We have serious concerns about the threat current South 
Australian public policy poses to the survival of the ‘Big Desert’ dingo population found 
in Ngarkat Conservation Park and surrounding areas. 

We urge the South Australian Government to: 

• Revoke the requirement that all landholders follow minimum baiting
standards, including organic producers or those not experiencing stock predation.
Specifically:

a. Dingoes in Ngarkat Conservation park (Region 4) should not be destroyed
or subjected to ground baiting and trapping every 3 months. The Ngarkat
dingo population is a unique and isolated lineage of dingo that is
threatened by inbreeding and low genetic diversity. Dingoes are a native
species and all native species should be protected inside National Parks
and conservation areas.

b. Landholders should not be required to carry out ground baiting on land if
there is no livestock predation occurring. Furthermore, landholders should
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be supported to adopt non-lethal tools and strategies to mitigate the risk of 
livestock predation including the use of livestock guardian animals which 
are generally incompatible with ground and aerial 1080 baiting. 

  

• Revoke permission for aerial baiting of dingoes (incorrectly called “wild 
dogs”) in all NRM regions – including within National Parks. Native animals 
should be protected in National Parks and conservation areas.   

  

• Cease the use of inappropriate and misleading language to label dingoes as 
“wild dogs”. Continued use of the term “wild dogs” is not culturally respectful to 
First Nations peoples and is not evidence-based. 

  
• Proactively engage with First Nations peoples regarding the management of 

culturally significant species like dingoes. For example, the Wotjobaluk nation 
should be included in consultation regarding the management of dingoes in 
Ngarkat Conservation Park. 

  
Changes in South Australia public policy are justified based on genetic research by 
Cairns et al. (2023) that overturns previous misconceptions about the genetic status of 
dingoes. It demonstrates: 
  

1.  Most “wild dogs” DNA tested in arid and remote parts of Australia were 
dingoes with no evidence of dog ancestry. 
There is strong evidence that dingo-dog hybridisation is uncommon, with first-
cross dingo-dog hybrids and feral dogs rarely being observed in the wild. In 
Ngarkat Conservation park none of DNA tested animals had evidence of 
domestic dog ancestry, all were ‘pure’ dingoes. 

  
2.  Previous DNA testing methods misidentified pure dingoes as being mixed. 

All previous genetic surveys of wild dingo populations used a limited 23-marker 
DNA test. This is the method currently used by NSW DPI, which DNA tests 
samples from NSW LLS, NPWS and other state government agencies. 
Comparisons of DNA testing methods find that the 23-marker DNA test 
frequently misidentified animals as dingo-dog hybrids. Existing knowledge of 
dingo ancestry across South Australia, particularly from Ngarkat Conservation 
park is incorrect; policy needs to be based on updated genetic surveys. 



  
3.  There are multiple dingo populations in Australia. 

High-density genomic data identified more than four wild dingo populations in 
Australia. In South Australia there are at least two dingo populations present: 
West and Big Desert. The West dingo population was observed in northern 
South Australia, but also extends south of the dingo fence. The Big Desert 
population extends from Ngarkat Conservation park in South Australia into the 
Big Desert and Wyperfield region of Victoria. 

  
4.  The Ngarkat Dingo population is threatened by low genetic variability. 

Preliminary evidence from high density genomic testing of dingoes in Ngarkat 
Conservation park and extending into western Victoria found evidence of limited 
genetic variability which is a serious conservation concern. Dingoes in Ngarkat 
and western Victoria had extremely low genetic variability and no evidence of 
gene flow with other dingo populations, demonstrating their effective isolation. 
This evidence suggests that the Ngarkat (and western Victorian) dingo 
population is threatened by inbreeding and genetic isolation. Continued culling 
of the Ngarkat dingo population will exacerbate the low genetic variability and 
threatens the persistence of this population. 

It is important to emphasise the importance of dingoes in South Australian ecosystems. 
Dingoes are the sole non-human land-based top predator on the Australian mainland. 
Their importance to the ecological health and resilience of Australian ecosystems 
cannot be overstated, from regulating wild herbivore abundance (e.g. various kangaroo 
species), to reducing the impacts of feral mesopredators (cats, foxes) on native 
marsupials (Johnson & VanDerWal 2009; Wallach et al. 2010; Brook et al. 2012; Letnic 
et al. 2012; Letnic et al. 2013; Newsome et al. 2015; Morris & Letnic 2017; Geary et al. 
2018; Mitchell et al. 2023). Lethal control of dingoes in South Australia facilitates 
population increases in mesopredator (cat and fox) and herbivore (kangaroos, feral 
goats, feral pigs, etc.) populations that are currently managed as pests. Many of South 
Australia’s threatened mammals still hang on in areas where dingoes are present and 
continued baiting of dingoes is likely to trigger trophic cascades that will be detrimental 
to their persistence. 
  
Over the past two decades, ecological research in Australian ecosystems, and 
elsewhere in the world, has increasingly demonstrated the importance of conserving 
medium- to large-sized predators for ecosystem health and the preservation of 
biodiversity. Diminishing predator populations tend to be associated with ecosystem 
instability and native species decline. The extinction of a diverse suite of large 



carnivorous marsupials thousands of years ago (and the more recent local and 
functional extinctions of quoll species across much of Australia) has already simplified 
the structure of wildlife communities in Australia. The dingo is a keystone species that 
benefits small animals and plant communities by suppressing and changing the 
behaviours of mammalian herbivores and smaller predators (including introduced foxes 
and feral cats) (Johnson & VanDerWal 2009; Wallach et al. 2010; Brook et al. 2012; 
Letnic et al. 2012; Letnic et al. 2013; Newsome et al. 2015; Morris & Letnic 2017; Geary 
et al. 2018). Their presence adds a stabilising influence and provides ecosystem 
resilience for species only found in Australia. 
  
Lethal control of dingoes to minimise livestock predation should be targeted, evidence-
based, and balanced against the need to maintain ecological resilience and animal 
welfare. There is considerable evidence that haphazard, broad-scale baiting can 
increase livestock predation (Allen & Gonzalez 1998; Allen 2015). Modelling also 
suggests that the presence of dingoes can in fact increase livestock profits by reducing 
the density of competing kangaroo populations (Prowse et al. 2015). Livestock 
producers should be assisted with the help of PIRSA to seek alternative stock protection 
methods such as electric fencing, livestock guardian animals, changes to animal 
husbandry, etc., before resorting to lethal control. On the balance of scientific evidence, 
protection of native dingoes in Australian landscapes should be enhanced rather than 
diminished. Landholders should be supported to seek new measures of stock protection 
  
Inappropriate use of the term “wild dog” when referring to dingoes 
  
It is important to clarify to the South Australian Government that continued use of the 
terminology ‘wild dog’ is not justified because wild canids in Australia are dingoes and 
high conservation value dingo backcrosses, not feral domestic dogs. Using the term 
“wild dog” misleads the public about the identity of animals being killed in South 
Australia, implying that the animals targeted are invasive pests when in fact they are 
native predators (Smith et al. 2019). Nor is using the term “wild dog” respectful of the 
high value and significance of dingoes to many First Nations peoples across Australia. 
  
Furthermore, it is not accurate to refer to dingoes, or dingo backcrosses, as invasive 
species. Dingoes are a native species according to all Australian federal and state 
legislation. Prior to European arrival dingoes were present across the entire Australian 
mainland. A native species cannot be invasive within their own natural range. While 
feral dogs might be considered an invasive species, extensive genetic surveys indicate 
that domestic dogs have not established free-living populations in Australia, so they are 
unlikely to be a priority for invasive species management. 



  
Action: South Australian public policy and legislation should adopt use of the 
term dingo to refer to animals which are either pure or majority dingo ancestry 
and feral dog to refer to free-ranging or roaming domestic dogs. This shift in 
terminology aligns with calls from Australian First Nations people to acknowledge 
and respect dingoes as a native and culturally significant species. 

  
Eradication of dingoes is not culturally acceptable or appropriate 
  
The current public policy of the South Australian Government to eradicate dingoes 
south of the dingo fence is not culturally appropriate nor acceptable. Despite 
acknowledging the important role that dingoes play in Indigenous culture, public policy 
seeks to eradicate dingoes from all landholdings (private, public or under native title) 
south of the dingo fence. This biased targeting of dingoes south of the fence directly 
threatens a unique population of South Australian dingoes found in Ngarkat 
Conservation park, which extends into western Victoria where dingoes are a listed 
threatened species. Surveys of the public suggest that lethal management of dingoes is 
not widely supported (van Eeden et al. 2019, 2020) and does not fit with society 
expectations to protect and conserve the natural environment. 
 
There is limited evidence that the South Australian Government has actively and 
meaningfully engaged with First Nations peoples regarding the management of dingoes, 
especially south of the dingo fence. 
  

Action: We ask that the South Australian Government enact measures to protect 
and conserve dingo populations across public lands, balancing the need to 
mitigate risks to livestock with conserving dingoes across the landscape. The 
most important step the Government could take would be to introduce a 
moratorium on aerial and ground 1080 baiting, trapping and shooting programs 
targeting ‘wild dogs’ in National Parks and conservation areas. More active 
engagement with First Nations peoples south of the dingo fence should be a 
priority. 

  
Current South Australian “wild dog” public policy is not evidence based 
  
While current South Australian Government policy recognises the ecological and 
cultural importance of dingoes north of the dingo fence, it aims to eradicate all dingoes 
south of the dingo fence including in Ngarkat Conservation Area. Mandatory baiting 
densities/frequencies (south of the dingo fence) and use of aerial baiting is not in 



keeping with scientific knowledge of the importance of maintaining healthy dingo 
populations across the landscape for ecosystem resilience. Dingoes provide a net 
benefit to landholders (particularly those with cattle) by suppressing kangaroo, pig, 
wombat and goat abundance (Pople et al. 2000; Letnic & Koch 2010; Letnic et al. 2012; 
Allen 2014, 2015; Moseby et al. 2019), thereby increasing pasture productivity (Prowse 
et al. 2015). Dingoes only pose a marginal risk to cattle and baiting has been observed 
to increase calf losses (Allen & Gonzalez 1998). The net productivity and ecosystem 
benefits of dingoes substantially outweigh the risk that dingoes pose to livestock; risks 
that can be managed with appropriate animal husbandry practices, non-lethal measures 
(ie livestock guardian animals and electric fencing) or targeted lethal control (shooting 
and trapping). 
  

Action: Re-allocate funding for lethal control programs targeting dingoes in 
National Parks and conservation areas to assist primary producers directly with 
the impacts of dingoes including employing expert trappers to target problem 
animals, education of landholders about the use of livestock guardian animals 
(van Bommel & Johnson 2012, 2023) anand the provision of funding 
opportunities for landholders to improve livestock fencing, husbandry, adopt 
predator smart deterrents and protection measures on private land as part of 
Predator Smart Farming (Boronyak et al. 2023; Boronyak and Jacobs, 2023). 

 
Summary 
  
We strongly urge the Minister to reconsider current public policy regarding dingoes in 
South Australia and to protect a vulnerable dingo population in Ngarkat Conservation 
Park. We also urge the Minister to adopt public policy concerning the dingo that affirms 
their status as a native species, including the development of a conservation strategy 
that preserves and protects dingoes in the South Australian landscape. On the balance 
of scientific evidence, ethical reasoning and society-wide expectations, protection of 
dingoes should be enhanced rather than diminished. 
  
Signed: 
 
Dr Kylie M Cairns 
Research Fellow 
School of Biological, Earth and Environmental Sciences 
University of New South Wales 
 
Professor Mike Letnic 



Ecology and Conservation Biology 
School of Biological, Earth and Environmental Sciences 
University of New South Wales 
  
Dr Bradley Smith 
Senior Lecturer 
Scientific Director, Australian Dingo Foundation 
School of Health, Medical and Applied Sciences 
Central Queensland University 
  
Mr Rob Appleby 
Centre for Planetary Health and Food Security 
Griffith University 
 
Ms Zali Jestrimski  
School of Life and Environmental Sciences  
University of Sydney 
 
Mr Kevin D Newman 
Quantitative and Applied Ecology Group  
School of Agriculture, Food and Ecosystem Sciences 
University of Melbourne 
 
Dr Barry Traill, AM 
Independent Zoologist 
  
Dr Jack Tatler 
East Coast Ecology 
  
Associate Professor Justin W Adams 
Director, 3D Innovation and Design (3DID) Studio 
Head, Integrated Morphology and Palaeontology (IMAP) Laboratory 
Centre for Human Anatomy Education 
Department of Anatomy and Developmental Biology 
Monash Biomedicine Discovery Institute 
Monash University 
  
Dr Daniel Hunter 
The Natural History Unit 



  
Associate Professor Melanie Fillios 
Director of Place Based Education and Research 
School of Humanities, Arts, and Social Sciences 
University of New England 
  
Dr Loukas Koungoulos 
College of Asia and the Pacific 
Australian National University 
  
Professor Euan Ritchie 
Wildlife Ecology and Conservation 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences 
Deakin University 
  
Associate Professor Georgette Leah Burns 
School of Environment and Science 
Centre for Planetary Health and Food Security 
Griffith University 
  
Professor Chris Johnson 
Professor of Wildlife Conservation 
School of Natural Sciences 
University of Tasmania 
  
Dr Holly Sitters 
Honorary Research Fellow 
School of Agriculture, Food and Ecosystem Sciences 
University of Melbourne 
  
Professor Chris Dickman FAA, FRZS 
Desert Ecology Research Group 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences 
The University of Sydney 
 
Professor Corey J. A. Bradshaw 
Matthew Flinders Professor of Global Ecology 
Global Ecology | Partuyarta Ngadluku Wardli Kuu 
College of Science and Engineering 



Flinders University 
 
Dr Neil Jordan 
Senior Lecturer & Deputy Director (Research) 
Centre for Ecosystem Science 
School of Biological, Earth and Environmental Sciences 
University of New South Wales 
 
Associate Professor Mathew Crowther 
School of Life and Environmental Sciences 
The University of Sydney 
 
Dr Louise Boronyak 
Associate 
Institute for Sustainable Futures 
University of Technology Sydney 
 
Dr Gabriel Conroy 
Senior Lecturer,  
School of Science, Technology and Engineering 
University of the Sunshine Coast 
 
Dr Damian Morrant 
CEO & Principal Ecologist 
Biosphere Environmental Consultants Pty Ltd 
 
Dr Angela Wardell-Johnson 
Environmental Sociologist 
Editorial Board for Conservation Biology 
Living in the lands of the Djiringanj & Thaua of the Yuin Nation, Merimbula, NSW 
 
Dr Linda Van Brommel 
School of Natural Sciences 
University of Tasmania 
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