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To the Members of the NSW Parliament,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission regarding the issuing of licences under the
Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 that permit the harming or killing of native wildlife. I write to
express strong opposition to the continuation and expansion of such permits, and to urge the
Parliament to consider more humane, ecologically responsible, and forward-thinking alternatives.

1. Native Wildlife Is a Public Asset, Not a Disposable Nuisance

NSW’s native wildlife is part of our shared natural heritage. Species such as kangaroos, wallabies,
possums, wombats, and native birds are not only ecologically critical; they are culturally and
economically valuable as symbols of Australia’s unique identity.

Issuing licences to harm or kill these species effectively privatises the right to damage a public
asset. Decisions that permanently impact biodiversity should not be made lightly, nor delegated
casually to individuals or industries seeking short-term convenience.

2. Population Control Arguments Are Often Based on Outdated or Flawed Data

Many licences are granted on the argument that certain species are “overabundant” or “pests.”
However:

* Wildlife population estimates in NSW are frequently outdated, incomplete, or extrapolated using
broad models rather than actual counts.

* Drought, bushfires, and habitat fragmentation have already severely reduced populations of many
species; assuming stable or growing numbers can lead to catastrophic mismanagement.

* Apparent “overpopulation” is often a symptom of human-driven habitat loss, land clearing, or
poor land-use planning—not the fault of the animals themselves.

Before any licence is granted to harm native species, there must be robust, independent, peet-
reviewed ecological data—something NSW currently lacks in many regions.

3. Killing Wildlife Fails to Address Root Causes of Conflict



Authorising lethal control is often presented as a quick fix for concerns such as crop damage or
property disturbances. However, evidence shows:

* Lethal control rarely provides long-term solutions. Wildlife populations naturally rebound,
reoccupy territories, or shift the problem to neighbouring properties.

* Non-lethal measures—fencing, deterrents, habitat design, crop selection, and land-use changes—
are more effective, sustainable, and humane.

* Harm licences can create public safety risks when used near residential areas or on rural properties
with inadequate oversight.

The government should be supporting landholders with practical, preventative measures rather
than relying on killing as the default response.

4. Ethical and Welfare Concerns Cannot Be Ignored

Native animals are sentient beings protected under NSW law. Issuing licences to harm or kill them
raises significant ethical concerns:

* Many species travel in family groups; harming one individual can leave dependent young to die
slowly from starvation or exposure.

¢ Shooting and other lethal methods risk non-fatal injury, prolonged suffering, and unmonitored
consequences.

* Lethal permits offer minimal oversight, making it nearly impossible to ensure compliance with
animal welfare standards.

A modern society should strive for coexistence, not sanctioned cruelty.

5. The Risk of Extinction and Irreversible Ecological Damage

Australia already has one of the worst extinction rates in the world. Allowing native animals to be
killed—particularly during ongoing climate crises—undermines decades of conservation work.

Native wildlife plays essential ecological roles:
* Seed dispersal

* Soil turnover

* Insect population control

* Maintaining grassland and woodland balance



Removing species disrupts ecosystems, increases fire risk, and diminishes biodiversity resilience.

6. The Public Strongly Opposes the Killing of Native Wildlife

Polling across Australia consistently shows that the majority of citizens oppose culling native
wildlife unless absolutely necessary and scientifically justified. NSW residents value wildlife and
want government decisions to reflect long-term environmental responsibility, not short-term
economic convenience.

Issuing licences to kill native species undermines public trust in environmental governance.

7. Recommendations

I urge the NSW Parliament to:

1. Suspend the issuing of harm licences until independent scientific population assessments are
completed.

2. Mandate that all non-lethal mitigation options be proven ineffective before lethal measures are
even considered.

3. Require transparent public reporting of all issued licences, outcomes, and compliance audits.
4. Invest in landholder support and education for humane wildlife management strategies.

5. Develop long-term ecological plans that prioritise conservation, climate adaptation, and
coexistence.

Conclusion

NSW’s wildlife should not be collateral damage in land-use conflicts or administrative
convenience. We have a responsibility—ethical, ecological, and legislative—to protect native
species, not sanction their harm.

The issuing of these licences is outdated, unnecessary, and misaligned with modern conservation
values. I respectfully urge the NSW Parliament to act in the interests of biodiversity, public



sentiment, and long-term environmental stewardship by discontinuing or significantly restricting
harm and kill permits for native wildlife.

Thank you for your consideration.



