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Questions taken on notice to the National Parks Association of NSW (NPA).  
 
All questions are from the Hon. Robert Borsak and appear on p 50 of the uncorrected 
transcript.   
 
The Hon. ROBERT BORSAK: Where is the statistical analysis that supports this in New 
South Wales? You're making assertions in relation to numbers and significance, but where 
are the studies that support that? 
 
Response: NPA’s submission made reference to significant threats to waterbird population in 
Australia and NSW.  Our comments at the inquiry made reference to potential impacts on 
two specific waterbird species, the Blue Billed Duck and Freckled Duck.  The Hon member 
then asked for evidence of a statistical analysis of threats to these two species and 
waterbirds more generally.   
 
NPA’s assertions in relation to the vulnerable status of Blue Billed Duck and Freckled Duck 
were not based on statistical analysis, but instead upon the NSW Threatened Species 
Scientific Committee’s decision to list these two species as at risk of extinction unless threat 
mitigation and species recovery actions were put in place to reverse the historic declines in 
their populations.  In other words, their listing as Vulnerable under the Biodiversity 
Conservation Act is recognition that the future viability of the species is at risk from adverse 
impacts, which includes ‘accidental’ shooting and ingestion of toxic lead shot.  
 
The Hon. ROBERT BORSAK: Do you consider the long-term survey work for game birds 
conducted by Dr Kingsford not to be significant? 
 
Response: NPA can only assume that the Hon member is suggesting that the long term 
waterbird monitoring program led by Professor Kingsford indicates that these species are 
not subject to threats to their long term survival.  This is does not accord with our 
understanding of the purpose of the annual surveys, and as noted above, their listing as 
Vulnerable species does not support this contention.   
 
The Hon. ROBERT BORSAK: Where is the evidence that lead pollution is a problem 
anywhere in Australia? 
 
Response: There is a huge literature about the toxicity of lead to living organisms.  The 
current consensus is that ‘In fact, lead is so toxic that the World Health Organisation now 
recognises that there is no safe level of lead exposure. Any amount of lead is harmful.’  
Hampton, J (2021) Lead from ammunition is a threat to everyone’s health, Pursuit, The 
University of Melbourne https://pursuit.unimelb.edu.au/articles/lead-from-ammunition-is-a-
threat-to-everyone-s-health 
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The general conclusions about the toxicity of lead have been applied to waterfowl 
internationally and in Australia.  Recent research into the residual impacts of lead shot, more 
than two decades after it was banned in Victora, notes that ‘There is growing worldwide 
recognition of the threat posed by toxic lead for wildlife and humans. Lead toxicity from 
ammunition has been shown to be a threat to waterbirds across the globe.’ Damien 
Nzabanita, Jordan O. Hampton, Simon D. Toop, Andrew J. Bengsen, Aaron J. Specht, Jason S. 
Flesch, Jasmin Hufschmid, Dayanthi Nugegoda (2023) 
Expanding the use of portable XRF to monitor lead exposure in an Australian duck species 
two decades after a ban on lead shot, Science of The Total Environment, Volume 869 
 
The primary mechanism for lead poisoning in waterfowl is the ingestion of discarded shot 
while feeding.  This has been recognised as a severe problem in Australia for nearly a century 
‘The ingestion of spent lead shot has been recognised worldwide for the past 70 years as a 
cause of poisoning of waterfowl, and Australia is no exception.  Lead affected waterfowl 
have been found in many hunting wetlands on the mainland and in Tasmania’  
Natural Resources and Environment Tasmania (2004) The use of non-toxic shot for hunting 
wild duck over wetlands in Tasmania, https://nre.tas.gov.au/documents/non-toxic-shot-for-
hunting-wild-duck.pdf 
 
The Hon. ROBERT BORSAK: The most regular duck shooting seasons are conducted, still, in 
Victoria. Even though they've conducted studies, they've never had a problem indicated. 
They've certainly never got to a stage, I don't think, where they've gone straight to steel. 
Do you want to take that on notice too? 
 
Response: Section 36 of the Victorian Wildlife (Game) Regulations 2024 states  
‘Use of toxic shot 
A person must not use toxic shot to hunt, take or destroy game birds’.  
 
The definition of toxic shot in the regulations is ‘shot which is not of a class or type 
described in Schedule 6’.  Schedule 6 allows for the use of bismuth-tin, copper clad iron, 
corrosion-inhibited iron, iron, iron-tungsten, iron-tungsten-nickle, tungsten-bronze, 
tungsten-iron-copper-nickle, tungsten-matrix, tungsten-polymer, tungsten-tin-iron, 
tungsten-tin-bismuth, tungsten-tin-iron-nickel and tungsten-iron-polymer’.   
 
It is clear from the definition that lead shot is classified as toxic shot and expressly banned in 
Victoria, as it is in Tasmania.  NPA understands that the ban on lead shot has been in place in 
Victoria since 2001.   
 
The fact that the Victorian Government implemented this regulation would appear to 
contradict the Hon. Member’s assertions as quoted above.   
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