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I fully support this inquiry into licences to harm native animals. Between 2021 and 2023 alone,
licences were issued to kill a shocking 4,579,839 native Australian animals.

For too long the killing of our native animals has been rubber-stamped with very little investigation
into the individuals making the application, the current population of the animals targeted, the
non-lethal options available, or the time of year the killings take place.

Our native animals are under huge threat. None of them should be deliberately killed. Relocation
is always an option, if we protect our ecosystems. If you can trap to kill, you can trap to save.

(a) The species and number of animals affected by licences to harm native animals:

This is essential. We must have reliable data on individual wildlife populations. How they are doing,
and how many are being deliberately killed. Whilst one area may be perceived to have too many
of a particular species, many areas would welcome them. Relocation would help strengthen the
genetics of the population overall, and help increase numbers across the country.

(b) the welfare impacts of lethal control methods prescribed under licences to harm native animals,
including consideration of whether current requirements adequately safeguard animal welfare and
species identification

Has the applicant tried to trap the animal and relocate it locally, or requested help from wildlife
groups? Have they 'pest'-proofed their property? Is killing their first and only resort?

The hunting skills of the applicant are a huge concern, as is their knowledge of the species they
believe they are killing. Misidentification is a genuine risk (there are many rare genetic variants in
common species e.g. the albino koala and the Long-nosed Potoroo kangaroo), as are botched
attempts to kill. What method are they going to use? How much experience do they have of this
method? Is it the most humane way to kill the animal in question? Animals can suffer agonizing,
long-drawn-out deaths from shooting and poisoning. Will other species or ecosystems be impacted
by the method (e.g. lead shot and secondary poisoning)?

An applicant should have to prove that they have tried all available non-lethal options before
applying for a kill licence. They must also prove they have the necessary experience to carry out
the killing themselves, or that they are willing to pay an experienced third party to do the job.

(c) the extent to which orphaned young are affected by licences to harm native animals and how
these impacts are tracked or mitigated

There should be seasonal licence application bans on specific animals when they are most likely to
have dependent young. The applicant is unlikely to know when this is, and may not have seen the



mother with her babies due to camouflaging, nesting, or concealing them. Wildlife groups should
be consulted. Local rescues will help give a picture of the current local situation.

(d) the adequacy of current assessment processes used when granting licences to harm

What knowledge do those approving the licences have? How much research do they do into the
status of specific species in the applicant location? Is there a limit to how many applications can
be made from a particular area?

(e) the level of public transparency and accountability associated with licensing decisions, including
data availability and reasons for approval and rejection of applications

All applications and the process by which they are granted should be made publicly accessible.
Non-lethal knowledge could be shared and relocation attempts organized.

(f) the extent of NSW Government support for research, trials, and adoption of alternative wildlife
management strategies

There should be a budget put in place for this to fund a close working relationship with often
financially struggling local wildlife groups for advice and assistance to reduce the need for licences.

(¢) the extent to which First Nations communities and Traditional Owners are consulted prior to
the issuing of licences to harm native wildlife, and how cultural values and responsibilities are
incorporated into decision-making

Many native animals are incredibly symbolic to First Nations communities and Traditional
Owners. They should be regularly consulted. Once again, relocation should be the priority. They
may have greater knowledge to assist in this. If a licence is granted, First Nations communities and
Traditional Owners may wish to have some say over the remains (unfortunately my knowledge is
very weak on this matter).



