
Partially 

Confidential 

 Submission    
No 52 

 
 
 
 
 
 

INQUIRY INTO LICENCES TO HARM NATIVE ANIMALS 
 
 
 

Name: Name suppressed 

Date Received: 23 November 2025 

 

 



Submission to the Inquiry into Licences to Harm for the Purpose of Native Wildlife Population 
Management 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this submission to the Inquiry examining the issuing 
and oversight of Licences to Harm for the purpose of native wildlife population management in 
Australia. I wish to express my concerns regarding the current processes, the lack of public 
transparency, and the need for stronger animal welfare protections within this regulatory system. 

 

1. Need for Greater Transparency and Public Understanding 

There is currently limited public awareness of how Licences to Harm for population management 
are issued, the criteria used to assess applications, who receives these licences, and how the 
outcomes of authorised activities are monitored. This lack of transparency raises legitimate 
concerns about whether these interventions are scientifically justified, humane, and aligned with 
community expectations. 

 

To build trust and ensure responsible management of native wildlife, the public should have access 
to clear information on: 

   •   The evidence and ecological assessments informing the need for population management. 

   •   The number and type of licences issued, and to whom. 

   •   The methods authorised and their assessed humaneness. 

   •   Reporting requirements and compliance outcomes for licence holders. 

 

2. Need for Clear, Enforceable Guidelines Developed with Animal Protection and Wildlife 
Experts 

The framework governing Licences to Harm requires stronger and more explicit guidelines to 
ensure that any population management activities are conducted ethically and humanely. These 
guidelines should be developed in consultation with recognised animal protection agencies, wildlife 
biologists, and independent welfare experts. 

 

Such guidelines should include: 

   •   A requirement that all authorised methods reflect the most humane, evidence-based practices 
available. 

   •   A demonstration that non-lethal alternatives have been thoroughly explored and, wherever 
possible, prioritised. 

   •   Independent and regular evaluations of the impacts of population management programs on 
animal welfare, ecosystems, and non-target species. 

   •   Mechanisms for regularly updating guidelines to reflect evolving scientific knowledge and 
welfare standards. 

 

3. Oversight, Monitoring, and Accountability 



To ensure public confidence and protect native wildlife, it is essential to strengthen oversight and 
compliance measures. This may include: 

   •   Mandatory, detailed reporting from licence holders outlining activities undertaken, outcomes 
achieved, and any welfare incidents. 

   •   Independent audits of population management programs to ensure compliance with licence 
conditions. 

   •   A transparent, accessible complaint process enabling the public to raise concerns about 
licensed activities. 

 

Robust oversight protects both wildlife and the integrity of the regulatory system. 

 

4. Personal Experience Illustrating the Need for Reform 

My personal experiences living in a rural area highlighted the consequences of poorly 
communicated and insufficiently monitored wildlife control efforts. Although involving rabbits—
an introduced species rather than native wildlife—the situation revealed broader systemic issues. 
During this period, rabbits were often found blind, disoriented, and suffering, and signage 
appeared around the town warning that shooting was in progress. However, no information was 
provided regarding who was responsible, what methods were being used, or what welfare 
safeguards were in place. 

 

This lack of communication and oversight caused significant concern within the community. While 
this example pertains to non-native species, the lesson is clear: without transparency and proper 
monitoring, wildlife population management—whether involving native or non-native species—
can result in unnecessary suffering and public distrust. 

 

5. Conclusion 

Licences to Harm for native wildlife population management should be issued only in 
circumstances where strong scientific evidence supports intervention, and only when clear, 
humane, and transparent processes are in place. 

 

I respectfully urge the Inquiry to consider recommending: 

   •   A strengthened, evidence-based framework for issuing licences. 

   •   Clear, enforceable guidelines developed with animal welfare and ecological experts. 

   •   Public transparency through accessible information on licensed activities. 

   •   Improved monitoring, auditing, and accountability mechanisms. 

   •   A formal requirement to prioritise non-lethal approaches to population management wherever 
feasible. 

 

Thank you for considering this submission and for your commitment to ensuring that Australia’s 
native wildlife is managed responsibly, ethically, and humanely. 


