
 

 
Inquiry into licenses to harm native animals  

 

Answers to Supplementary Questions 

 
1)​ A number of submissions have raised concern about the lack of First Nations 

consultation in relation to license to harm - would you support First Nations 
consultation being built into the ‘licence to harm’ system as a mandatory 
requirement? If yes, please explain why.​
 

First Nations involvement in decision-making processes around the management of Country is 
vital to achieving positive outcomes for both wildlife and Country. Australia is home to the 
longest continuous living culture on the planet, with deep ecological knowledge embedded 
throughout, passed down through generations. First Nations people maintain a profound 
connection to the land, animals, and waterways; this connection is central to their identity as 
Aboriginal people. It is essential that policies relating to land and wildlife management embed 
cultural considerations at their core. 
 
While we support embedding Traditional Owner consultation into wildlife management systems, 
we want to emphasise that this consultation must be meaningful and genuine - not merely a 
box-ticking exercise to greenlight government-sanctioned harm to native wildlife. Such 
consultation should include mechanisms for Traditional Owners to refuse permits and make 
decisions about wildlife that are culturally and ecologically significant. 
We raise this concern because, too often, consultation with Traditional Owners in wildlife 
management processes can be tokenistic, lacking genuine engagement and decision-making 
power for Custodians as key decision-makers. 
 
Ensuring fair, authentic, and collaborative involvement of First Nations people in wildlife 
management policy will ultimately improve outcomes for biodiversity and Country. 
We also note that incorporating First Nations involvement into the license to harm system 
should be developed in close partnership with Cultural Custodians themselves, to ensure these 
amendments truly position them as genuine decision-makers in the process. 
 
 

2)​  Would you support kill limits, or restrictions on applications in relation to certain 
species – if yes, please explain why? Do you think introducing these types of 
controls or limits could be useful in reducing the level of harm caused by this 
system?  
 

 



 

 
We recognise the intention behind introducing “kill limits” to cap the number of licences issued, 
but we have significant concerns about this approach. Imposing a fixed limit on licences or the 
number of animals that can be lethally controlled each year risks creating a system where 
approvals are granted simply to reach that limit, rather than based on careful, case-by-case 
assessments of necessity. This could inadvertently normalise lethal control as a routine 
expectation rather than a measure of last resort. 
 
Additionally, wildlife conflicts are often influenced by varying environmental and seasonal 
factors, as well as specific local contexts. A rigid numerical cap may therefore fail to 
accommodate these fluctuations, potentially leading to inappropriate or disproportionate 
decisions. 
 
We suggest that reform efforts focus instead on enhancing the licence approval process by:​
 

●​ Ensuring clear and compelling evidence of actual harm is presented. 
●​ Confirming that all reasonable non-lethal alternatives have been explored or attempted 

before lethal methods are considered. 
●​ Increasing transparency and accountability in how licences are evaluated and granted. 
●​ Providing landholders with resources and support to adopt effective non-lethal conflict 

management strategies.​
 

By strengthening these aspects, the licensing system would better serve as a genuine 
last-resort mechanism, rather than relying on arbitrary numerical limits that do not address the 
underlying issues driving lethal control. Greater transparency and more rigorous criteria are key 
to achieving a fairer and more responsible approach.​
 
We believe a far more valuable amendment would be to fund and expand non-lethal alternatives 
for landholders, promoting a holistic approach to land management. Lethal control as a default 
management strategy not only devastates wildlife populations but ultimately fails to deliver the 
desired outcomes. Widespread targeting of wildlife - both within the licence to harm system and 
through dingo control programs operating outside of it - perpetuates a cycle of killing without 
addressing the root causes.​
 
During the inquiry, we heard that macropods are a significant concern for many landholders. 
However, the state government also runs programs that involve widespread targeting of dingoes 
- the only natural predator of macropods in the environment. Dingoes play a crucial role in 
regulating populations of native herbivores such as macropods. This ecological balance helps 
maintain healthy vegetation and overall ecosystem function. The separate government 
programs targeting dingoes and issuing licences to harm other wildlife fail to recognise that 
Country is a connected, living entity. Actions impacting one species inevitably affect others, as 
well as the broader health of the land. Managing wildlife in isolated silos overlooks these vital 
ecological relationships, undermining the resilience and wellbeing of the entire environment. 
 



 

To ensure non-lethal strategies are successfully implemented and achieve high effectiveness, 
landholders must be provided with extension support - practical guidance, training, and 
resources tailored to their specific circumstances. The state government should aim to 
revolutionise wildlife management by prioritising coexistence strategies with all native species. 
Such an approach would enhance land health and support sustainable production over the long 
term. 
 
We suggest that the New South Wales State Government reach out to Dr. Linda van Bommel, 
one of Australia’s leading experts on coexistence. During the inquiry, we referenced research on 
the effectiveness of guardian dogs in deterring macropods from grazing paddocks. Dr. van 
Bommel leads this research and should be contacted for further information on effective 
non-lethal management strategies and the support that could be provided to landholders to 
implement them successfully. 
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