
Dear Daisy 

Please find attached documents that I think help to answer some of the requests. In my 
transcript I mention a Western Sydney document that I don’t think is a suitable to inform 
the panel as the ones attached (the Airport Practice Notes) that we prepared for the 
Australian Airports Association. Also attached is a macropod (wallaby) management 
plan (not airport related) with redactions to protect the client’s confidentiality.  

In answer to the specific questions asked, I’ve amalgamed the answers below: 

Have you been required, or are you aware of other people being required, to satisfy 
a decision-maker that reasonable non-lethal measures have been explored prior to 
a licence to harm being approved?  

I'm interested in what documentary proof is required as part of the application 
process that alternative control methods—non-lethal control methods—have at 
least been explored prior to a licence being granted.   

Do you or your staff, that you're aware of, have experiences with other 
jurisdictions? Is there anything you can offer in terms of your experiences in other 
jurisdictions, good or bad, compared to the New South Wales regime? 

From an aviation perspective, the Queensland approach works well, where there is an 
exemption process for Strategic Airports listed under the State Planning Policy (see last 
attachment). Strategic airports exempted from requiring a Damage Mitigation Permit to 
cull, relocate or trap native wildlife on the airport’s landing in QLD. It is similar in that 
NSW has the Commercial Airport Licence to Harm which allows control on native 
species with no limit on species and numbers however, QLD has an strategic airport 
must satisfy exemption conditions to get the exemption – they don’t automatically get it 
if they don’t surrender the old DMP and don’t satisfy the exemption conditions. 

These conditions include, but is not limited to, not taking the last mating pair, the 
species is not listed under EPBC, non-lethal methods are used first and proven 
ineffective, and records are kept. This has made things easier for airports to manage 
wildlife in QLD, but it also ensures that airports use non-lethal tools and have evidence 
that the methods are ineffective before they ‘take’ wildlife – whether that is cull, 
relocate, etc. It further encourages good habits, and the information is included in the 
WHMP as proof in addition to their dataset. 

It also ensures that all records are kept. Under this, an airport is subject to random 
inspections/checks by the QLD state government, and one would have to show those 
records where requested. To date we are unaware of an airport being inspected. This 
could be a flaw in the system – if the inspections are adhoc or aren’t conducted, then 
they may stop keeping records. So perhaps an annual inspection or biennial inspection 
could be implemented if NSW went with a similar approach as QLD. 



Another small flaw in the system is the wording in the exemption conditions. One of 
them states that the “taking does not harm the animal’s ability to survive in the wild.” 
This has confused a lot of clients particularly if one were culling wildlife….When I 
pressed the department of environment at the time, they say it was not “taking the last 
mating pair of a critically endangered species”. So, if NSW went with a similar approach 
to QLD, they need to be very clear in the condition wording, etc. 

The other positive is that the condition about the federally listed species, it encourages 
the airport to ensure they have good identification skills and also know the species’ 
conservation status in QLD and under the EPBC to ensure they meet the conditions; 
though if someone like Avisure is not confirming the data like the beach stone-curlew vs 
bush stone-curlew example I mentioned in my testimony, you can’t confirm that they 
were correct in the first place. 

From a non-airport perspective, the Queensland Damage Mitigation Permit process is 
extensive and does require you to provide details on non-lethal tools. You also need 
approval from a landowner in the application instead of having to do two licences like in 
NSW (e.g. Licence to Harm then a Landholder Licence). We have had to provide further 
information to the decision-maker on why egg and nest removal was required (numbers, 
reasoning and impacts, methods for culling, etc.). This extensive process was in 
addition to a 10-page application, but it seems was only required in the first instance as 
processing in subsequent years has been straight forward. 

I hope this information is useful and please feel free to request further information if 
required. 

Phil 

 

 


