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Inquiry into licenses to harm native animals

Answers to Questions on Notice

If the species list is updated, are there any species you believe should be removed so that no one
can apply for a license to harm them? If so, which species and why should they no longer be
eligible for lethal control?

Humane World for Animals considers that lethal control should not be routinely available for any native
animal through the licensing framework. Australian native animals are protected under legislation for a
reason, and management responses should prioritise prevention, coexistence and non-lethal mitigation.

As a minimum safeguard, we recommend a clear legislative requirement that permits for lethal control
must not be issued for species listed as threatened under relevant state or Commonwealth legislation.

Furthermore, if the species list is being updated and a staged approach is considered, we strongly
recommend that bare-nosed wombats be removed from eligibility for licenses to harm.

There is a well-developed suite of practical and humane coexistence tools available to manage
interactions with wombats, meaning lethal control is never necessary. Many of these approaches are low-
cost and can be implemented by landholders with appropriate guidance.

Examples include:
Fence and stock management

o Installation of wombat gates at known fence breach points to allow wombat passage while
preventing farm animals from escaping.

e Under-fence stabilisation (e.g. pallets or mesh) that allows wombats to move through while
maintaining fence integrity.

e Fence design modifications, such as raised bottom wires or swing sections.

e Fencing off active burrow clusters within paddocks to protect farm animals and vehicles.

Soil and erosion management

¢ Designating habitat areas, shelterbelts and wildlife corridors to direct burrowing into suitable
vegetated zones away from infrastructure.

o Revegetation of burrow clusters with local trees and shrubs to stabilise soil, reduce erosion and
provide shelter for farm animals.

e Reinforcement of dam walls with sheepyard mesh or permanent mesh installation to prevent
structural erosion.

Infrastructure protection



¢ Humane exclusion methods where wombats burrow under buildings, including monitoring activity,
installing one-way exit panels, and placing permanent mesh barriers once vacancy is confirmed
with cameras.

e Where necessary, relocation guided by trained wildlife rescuers in accordance with relevant
wildlife care protocols.

Given the availability of these effective non-lethal management options, lethal control of wombats is
difficult to justify as a routine regulatory response. We also reiterate the need for a clear legislative
prohibition on issuing harm licences for threatened species, ensuring that species already recognised as
being at risk are not subjected to routine lethal management.

Both of these measures would better align wildlife management with contemporary expectations around
animal welfare, coexistence, and evidence-based mitigation strategies.

Which suburbs are licenses to harm being applied for, and what patterns emerge across
locations?

Analysis of licence authorisation data from 2023-2025 shows that licences to harm native animals are
issued across a wide range of locations in NSW, with a strong concentration in regional and rural areas.

It is important to note that the analysis presented here reflects the number of licences issued, not the
number of animals authorised to be killed under those licences. Individual licences often authorise the
killing of multiple animals, meaning the number of animals affected will be substantially higher than the
number of licences reported.

The suburbs with the highest number of licences issued over the three-year period include Aarons Pass
(2850), Abercrombie (2795), Burbong (2620), Back Creek (2372), and Araluen (2622). A visualisation of
the top 50 suburbs by number of licences issued between 2023 and 2025, as well as the full list of the

more than 300 suburbs where licences to harm native animals were issued, is provided in the Appendix.

Several patterns emerge from the data:
Concentration in regional and agricultural landscapes

e Most licences are issued in rural areas associated with agricultural production, cropping, or mixed
farming landscapes but also to a lesser extent, urban or peri-urban areas. Many of the highest-
ranking locations are small rural localities rather than large towns.

Clustering in particular regions of NSW

e High numbers of licences appear concentrated in several geographic regions, including the
Central West, Central Tablelands, Monaro/South-East region, and parts of the Northern
Tablelands and North Coast hinterland. This clustering suggests that licensing activity is closely
linked to particular land-use contexts, particularly landscapes where wildlife interactions with farm
animals are more common.

Repeated licensing in the same locations

o The data show that licences are frequently issued in the same suburbs across multiple years.
This suggests that licensing may be functioning as a recurrent management response, rather
than a short-term intervention addressing isolated incidents.



Taken together, these patterns indicate that wildlife harm licensing is largely associated with ongoing
agriculture—wildlife interactions in rural landscapes. In these settings, lethal control does not resolve the
underlying drivers of conflict and therefore does not address the year-on-year recurrence reflected in the
data.

This highlights the importance of supporting long-term agriculture—wildlife coexistence strategies, such as
fencing modifications, guardian animals, deterrence strategies, habitat management, and other
preventative measures that reduce conflict at the source. Targeted investment in these approaches in
high-licensing regions could help reduce reliance on repeated lethal permits while supporting both
landholders and wildlife outcomes.

In 2021, Victoria reformed its Authority to Control Wildlife system to require officers to assess the
level of risk as part of the application process. Is there a comparable risk-based assessment
process used in New South Wales for wildlife harm applications?

In Victoria, reforms introduced in 2021 to the Authority to Control Wildlife (ATCW) system require officers
to consider the level of risk and severity of impact as part of the application assessment process. This
includes assessing factors such as the nature and scale of damage, evidence provided by the applicant,
whether non-lethal mitigation measures have been attempted, and whether the proposed response is
proportionate. While this approach represents an important step toward more structured decision-making,
it is implemented primarily through departmental policy and administrative guidance, rather than being
explicitly prescribed in legislation.

In NSW, licences to harm native animals are issued under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016.
Applications are assessed by departmental officers and may be granted with conditions where animals
are considered to be causing damage, economic hardship, or risk to human safety. However, based on
publicly available information, there does not appear to be a formalised or transparent risk-based
assessment framework comparable to the approach adopted in Victoria. Instead, the NSW system
appears to rely primarily on case-by-case administrative judgement by licensing officers, supported by
departmental policies and guidance.

Victoria’s experience suggests that introducing structured risk considerations into wildlife control
decisions is a positive step. However, because this framework is largely embedded in policy rather than
legislation, its application may be inconsistent and it lacks the certainty that comes with statutory
requirements. If NSW were to introduce a risk-based assessment model, there would be merit in
legislating key elements of the framework, including clear requirements to assess the level of risk, the
evidence of damage, and the availability of non-lethal mitigation options before lethal control is
authorised. Embedding these requirements in legislation could help ensure greater transparency,
consistency, and accountability in wildlife harm decision-making.

Are you aware of any other jurisdictions that apply both an ecological impact and cumulative
impact lens when assessing applications?

There does not appear to be an Australian state or territory that systematically applies both an ecological
impact lens and a cumulative impact lens when assessing wildlife harm applications of the kind
considered in this inquiry. Publicly available frameworks across Australia indicate that applications are



generally assessed on a case-by-case basis, with consideration given to factors such as damage, risk
and mitigation measures. However, these systems do not appear to require decision-makers to assess
the cumulative effect of repeated approvals over time on local wildlife populations or ecosystems as part
of standard wildlife harm licensing.

This represents a significant gap in current regulatory frameworks. Without mechanisms to consider
cumulative impacts, repeated approvals across properties and years can result in substantial population-
level harm, even where individual licences appear minor in isolation. Addressing this gap does not
necessarily require the introduction of numerical limits or quotas. Rather, it requires decision-making
frameworks that explicitly consider ecological context, local population status, and the cumulative effects
of approvals across a landscape over time, while prioritising prevention and non-lethal mitigation before
lethal control is considered.

One jurisdiction that incorporates some population-level considerations is the Australian Capital Territory,
which has a statutory framework for Controlled Native Species Management Plans under the Nature
Conservation Act 2014. Under that framework, an animal may be declared a controlled native species
where it is having, or is likely to have, an unacceptable environmental, social or economic impact, and a
management plan can then set out the appropriate management response. For eastern grey kangaroos
(currently the only native species permitted to be killed by landholders under this framework, noting that
dingoes may also be killed in the ACT but do not require a permit), the ACT’s approach is framed around
ecological objectives and uses annual monitoring and population modelling to inform management
decisions.

However, this model also illustrates some of the limitations of quota-style approaches. Management
levels are determined through population modelling rather than individual assessments of demonstrated
need, meaning that lethal control can occur regardless of whether a specific conflict or impact has been
established. Humane World for Animals would be concerned about adopting systems that establish
numerical limits or culling targets without first addressing whether lethal control is genuinely necessary in
each case. In our view, reform should instead focus on reducing the need for lethal control through
prevention and coexistence measures, and on strengthening the threshold that must be met before a
licence to harm wildlife is granted.

Strengthening the role of non-lethal management approaches would also help address this issue. Non-
lethal methods focus on preventing or reducing conflicts in the first place, reducing the likelihood that
repeated lethal permits will be issued in the same locations. By shifting the emphasis toward prevention
and coexistence, governments can minimise cumulative impacts on wildlife populations while still
supporting landholders to manage genuine conflicts.

Do any other jurisdictions legally require non-lethal methods to be explored and documented
before granting a license to kill?

Queensland appears to be the only Australian jurisdiction that legally requires applicants to document
non-lethal mitigation efforts before lethal control of native wildlife is authorised.

In Queensland, damage mitigation permits are issued under the Nature Conservation Act 1992. As part of
the application process, landholders must detail at least two methods they have used to prevent damage



or harm before a permit to destroy wildlife may be granted. This requirement ensures that non-lethal
mitigation measures are actively considered and attempted before lethal control is authorised.

In other jurisdictions, such as NSW, applicants may be encouraged to consider non-lethal options.
However, publicly available frameworks do not appear to legally require applicants to demonstrate that
non-lethal methods have been explored and documented as a prerequisite for lethal control.

Queensland’s framework provides a practical example of how the permitting process can be structured to
ensure lethal control is considered only after reasonable non-lethal mitigation measures have been
attempted. A similar approach could be adopted in NSW, but with flexibility in how it is implemented.
Rather than prescribing a fixed number of mitigation steps, legislation could require the decision-maker to
be satisfied that reasonable non-lethal measures have been explored before a licence is granted. This
would ensure that prevention and coexistence strategies are genuinely considered while retaining
discretion for regulators to assess each situation on its merits and be accountable for their decision.

My understanding is that, during Victoria’s review, a threshold requirement for proof of damage
before granting a licence was considered but not adopted. Do you have any insight into why that
reform was not accepted?

Victoria undertook an Independent Review of the Wildlife Act 1975 in 2021. As part of that process, the
Expert Advisory Panel recommended introducing a risk-based permissions framework and shifting the
burden of proof toward applicants seeking permissions.

Within that discussion, the Panel noted that applicants for ATCWs should be required to demonstrate that
damage is occurring and that they can meet minimum standards for humane control. However, this
concept was presented as part of the broader reform to risk-based permissions rather than as a
standalone recommendation establishing a statutory evidentiary threshold.

In its formal response to the review, the Victorian Government supported introducing a risk-based
approach to permissions and improved decision-making guidance. However, it did not establish a specific
legislative requirement requiring applicants to provide proof of damage before an authorisation can be
granted. As a result, considerations such as evidence of damage largely continue to operate through
administrative assessment and guidance rather than a legislated threshold requirement.

It is also relevant that the broader reforms to the Wildlife Act 1975 arising from the Independent Review
have not yet been progressed through legislation. As a result, many of the structural changes
contemplated by the review, including reforms to the permissions framework, have not been implemented
in law.



Appendix

Top 50 suburbs issuing licences to harm in NSW (2023-2025)
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Postcode Suburb Number of
Licences
2850 AARONS PASS 568
2795 ABERCROMBIE 484
2620 BURBONG 419
2372 BACK CREEK 325
2622 ARALUEN 314
2580 BANNABY 299
2880 BROKEN HILL 265
2582 BANGO 248
2630 ARABLE 234
2550 ANGLEDALE 227
2621 ANEMBO 211
2800 AMMERDOWN 195
2350 ABERFOYLE 173
2648 ANABRANCH NORTH 160
2640 ALBURY 140
2581 BELLMOUNT FOREST 139
2361 ASHFORD 125
2586 BOOROWA 125
2675 HILLSTON 124
2710 BARRATTA 119
2360 AUBURN VALE 118
2628 AVONSIDE 117
2577 AVOCA 116
2370 BALD NOB 109
2333 BAERAMI 107
2329 BORAMBIL 104
2579 BIG HILL 103
2371 CAPOOMPETA 100
2849 BOGEE 90
2790 BEN BULLEN 89
2330 APPLETREE FLAT 84
2700 BIRREGO 83
2627 BULLOCKS FLAT 80
2642 BIDGEEMIA 80
2650 ALFREDTOWN 80
2594 ASHVILLE 77
2644 BOWNA 74
2652 BOORGA 72
2320 ABERGLASSLYN 69
2626 BREDBO 69
2731 BUNNALOO 69
2357 BOMERA 68
2736 GOODNIGHT 65
2358 ARDING 62
2633 CORROWONG 61
2878 BEILPAJAH 61
2354 BRANGA PLAINS 60
2711 BOOLIGAL 60
2787 BLACK SPRINGS 60
2537 BERGALIA 58
2720 ARGALONG 58




2836
2337
2340
2632
2540
2583
2618
2631
2852
2653
2830
2729
2328
2365
2646
2722
2820
2794
2871
2879
2671
2715
2840
2390
2835
2847
2867
2546
2666
2727
2799
2804
2549
2590
2655
2441
2575
2827
2534
2821
2423
2623
2803
2810
2446
2463
2641
2873
2343
2404
2545
2321
2706
2846
2405
2870

GEMVILLE
BELLTREES
APPLEBY
BIBBENLUKE
BAMARANG
BIGGA
SPRINGRANGE
ANDO
BARNEYS REEF
BURRA
BALLIMORE
ADELONG
BUREEN
BACKWATER
BALLDALE
BONGALONG
APSLEY
BUMBALDRY
BANDON
COPI HOLLOW
ALLEENA
ARUMPO
BARRINGUN
BAAN BAA
BULLA
PIPERS FLAT
BALDRY
AKOLELE
COMBANING
ADJUNGBILLY
BARRY
BILLIMARI
BALD HILLS
BETHUNGRA
BIRDLIP
ALLGOMERA
ALPINE
BEARBONG
BROUGHTON VILLAGE
BURROWAY
BOMBAH POINT
CAPTAINS FLAT
BENDICK MURRELL
BIMBI
BAGNOO
ASHBY
HAMILTON VALLEY
ALBERT
BLACKVILLE
BANGHEET
BELOWRA
BERRY PARK
DARLINGTON POINT
AIRLY
BOOMI
ALECTOWN
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2877
2325
2408
2798
2823
2403
2536
2548
2824
2825
2379
2400
2663
2714
2844
2647
2369
2538
2570
2658
2785
2866
2869
2335
2738
2584
2585
2587
2629
2756
2797
2864
2453
2460
2578
2323
2484
2539
2541
2551
2703
2382
2705
2831
2834
2388
2421
2737
2339
2342
2402
2429
2535
2572
2660
2713

BOBADAH
ABERDARE
BLUE NOBBY
BENEREE
BUNDEMAR
BALFOURS PEAK
BATEHAVEN
BERRAMBOOL
BEEMUNNEL
BABINDA
GOOLHI
ASHLEY
BUNDURE
ARATULA
BIRRIWA
MULWALA
OLD MILL
BROOMAN
BELIMBLA PARK
GRUBBEN
BLACKHEATH
AMAROO
MUNGERY
BELFORD
GOL GOL
BINALONG
GALONG
AURVILLE
ADAMINABY
BLIGH PARK
GARLAND
BOREE
BIELSDOWN HILLS
ALUMY CREEK
BUNDANOON
ASHTONFIELD
BACK CREEK
BAWLEY POINT
BANGALEE
BOYDTOWN
YANCO
BOGGABRI
BROBENAH
ARMATREE
ANGLEDOOL
BOOLCARROLL
FISHERS HILL
BENANEE
BIG JACKS CREEK
CURRABUBULA
COOLATAI
BOBIN
BACK FOREST
LAKESLAND
CARNSDALE
BLIGHTY
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2793
2809
2842
2430
2680
2681
2701
2712
2716
2791
2805
2359
2470
2477
2576
2625
2304
2338
2347
2381
2440
2480
2568
2571
2656
2659
2730
2766
2843
2103
2145
2322
2380
2409
2444
2645
2665
2668
2672
2702
2707
2717
2734
2828
2829
2845
2875
3644
3691
4383
2097
2142
2250
2259
2261
2311

DARBYS FALLS
GREENETHORPE
MENDOORAN
BLACK HEAD
BEELBANGERA
MYALL PARK
BERRY JERRY
BERRIGAN
COREE SOUTH
CARCOAR
GOOLOOGONG
BAKERS CREEK
ALICE
ALSTONVALE
BONG BONG
THREDBO
KOORAGANG
ARDGLEN
BANOON
BREEZA
ALDAVILLA
BACK CREEK
MENANGLE
BALMORAL
BROOKDALE
ALMA PARK
BAGO
EASTERN CREEK
COOLAH
MONA VALE
CONSTITUTION HILL
BERESFIELD
BASIN PLAIN
BOGGABILLA
BLACKMANS POINT
COONONG
ARDLETHAN
BARMEDMAN
BURGOONEY
GANMAIN
ARGOON
COOMEALLA
COOBOOL
ARMATREE
BILLEROY
ANGUS PLACE
BRUIE PLAINS
BAROOGA
LAKE HUME VILLAGE
JENNINGS
COLLAROY
BLAXCELL
BUCKETTY
ALISON
BATEAU BAY
ALLYNBROOK
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2324
2341
2386
2396
2439
2469
2472
2474
2475
2567
2669
2745
2848
2868
2065
2081
2137
2193
2209
2317
2344
2352
2395
2398
2399
2422
2431
2447
2449
2454
2471
2508
2533
2624
2721
2733
2739
2761
2792
2865
2000
2009
2018
2088
2120
2148
2150
2153
2155
2156
2162
2171
2178
2257
2282
2287

BALICKERA
WERRIS CREEK
BURREN JUNCTION
BARADINE
BATAR CREEK
ALICE
BROADWATER
AFTERLEE
BEAURY CREEK
CURRANS HILL
BYGALORIE
GLENMORE PARK
BROGANS CREEK
BOURNEWOOD
CROWS NEST
BEROWRA
BREAKFAST POINT
ASHBURY
BEVERLY HILLS
SALAMANDER BAY
DURI
KOOTINGAL
BINNAWAY
GURLEY
BINIGUY
BACK CREEK
ARAKOON
BAKERS CREEK
ARGENTS HILL
BELLINGEN
BORA RIDGE
COALCLIFF
BOMBO
BLUE COW
BLAND
DHURAGOON
BOEILL CREEK
COLEBEE
BURNT YARDS
BOCOBRA
BARANGAROO
DARLING ISLAND
EASTLAKES
MOSMAN
PENNANT HILLS
ARNDELL PARK
HARRIS PARK
BAULKHAM HILLS
BEAUMONT HILLS
ANNANGROVE
CHESTER HILL
CARNES HILL
CECIL PARK
BOOKER BAY
ELEEBANA

BIRMINGHAM GARDENS
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2291
2295
2315
2326
2336
2346
2353
2355
2410
2420
2448
2450
2462
2465
2505
2557
2565
2643
2661
2725
2732
2749
2750
2758
2760
2765
2775
2807
2822
2826
2832
2876
2905

MEREWETHER
FERN BAY
CORLETTE
ABERMAIN
ABERDEEN

BORAH CREEK

MOONSBI
BENDEMEER
TWIN RIVERS

ALISON

HYLAND PARK
BOAMBEE
CALLIOPE
HARWOOD

KEMBLAWARRA

CATHERINE FIELD
BARDIA
HOWLONG
KAPOOKA
STOCKINBINGAL
BARHAM

CASTLEREAGH

EMU HEIGHTS
BERAMBING
COLYTON

ANGUS
CENTRAL MACDONALD
KOORAWATHA
BALLADORAN
BOGAN
ANGLEDOOL
BOGAN GATE
NA
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