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To whom it may concern,

Or, should I say, “to whom it should concern”.

When | learned of the existence of a government-sanctioned “Licence to harm a native
animals”, | felt compelled to write this submission to the inquiry.

If there was wider awareness of the existence of this licence program, the public outcry
would be deafening.

Australia’s ugly truth is that for all our celebration of our unique fauna, which we’re quite
content to exploit in tourism campaigns and product marketing, the caveat to this
performative adoration is that we love our native wildlife until they get in our way — until
we deem them a nuisance or inconvenience.

And our answer is to shoot them dead.

Our response should never be lethal. The movement of native species, inevitably onto
or across private land, is not the fault of our native animals. Itis the direct result of
human activity, whether it be residential expansion or commercial practice.

We must take responsibility for this, as the self-described dominant species, rather
than find easy solutions at the end of a gun, maiming and killing our way to co-existence
with the incredible native animals with whom we share this continent.

There is always a non-lethal solution and it should be the role of government to support
landholders in achieving said non-lethal solutions. These solutions might not be as
simple or convenient as killing a native animal (whose only crime is trying to survive and
navigate the relentless expansion of human activity), but the government’s position
must demonstrate our self-proclaimed admiration of our remarkable native fauna.

Most Australians feel the same way. And most Australians would be sickened by the
existence of the “Licence to harm a native animal”.

They would also be sickened by the scale of slaughter that takes place each year.
According to a report by The Humane Society International (Australia), licensees killed
4,579,839 native animals between 2021 and 2023 - 657,203 in NSW alone.

And the level of oversight in the execution of these licenses is chillingly low.

Within the NSW government’s own stipulations, | note the following within the
Landholder’s Licence to Harm Protected Animals: Wombat Biodiversity Conservation
Act 2016 outline:


https://hsi.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2024/10/Web-Single_HSI-Australia_Licence-to-Kill-Report.pdf

“The licensee must keep a true and accurate record of the species and number of
animals harmed under this licence in accordance with the attached record sheet.
The record sheet must be produced for inspection upon request by NPWS.”

Can this be right? Self-policing? “We’ll take your word for it if you provide an accurate
list of the animals you shot”? Any reasonable person would see this amounts to no
oversight whatsoever.

Within the same governmental rules:

“Harm animals means: kill, injure or capture the animal, but does not include harm
by changing the habitat of an animal.”

In other words, it’s okay to injure the native animal but it’s not okay harm the habitat in
which this now deceased animal no longer resides. That meets the very definition of
backwards logic.

The following language is transparent, but again | assert that this would not represent or
meet public expectations around animal welfare.

“Allwombats including dependent young (i.e. pouch young, young at foot) must be
harmed in accordance with the attached Code of Practice for the Humane
Destruction of Wombats by Shooting in NSW.”

Thatis also chilling to read within a NSW government document.

Similarly troubling plain language is used in Landholder’s Licence to Harm Protected
Animals: Duck Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016.

“Where a nest can be located belonging to the harmed bird(s) the nest contents
must be destroyed humanely.”

How does one “destroy” the nest of a native bird, and all its inhabitants, “humanely”?
Via what definition of “humanity”, as an aspirational human quality, do we reconcile the
destruction of a duck and its ducklings?

I encourage members of this inquiry to consider the need for an Independent Office of
Animal Protection in NSW. Because, outwardly, it appears that the current system,
figuratively speaking, leaves the counting of chickens to foxes.

Kind Regards,

Nick Milligan





