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Dear Committee Secretariat,

My name is , NSW resident. I submit this email as my submission to the Animal
Welfare Committee Inquiry into licences to harm native animals.

This policy framework is a failure. It sanitises violence through administration and calls it
“management”. It invites people to treat native animals as targets, then grants official permission
to act on that mindset. In an unfortunately increasingly violent society, it is indefensible for the
State to normalise harm as a routine response. It is a stain on public policy, and it reflects badly on
Australia in 2025.

A “licence to harm” functions as a licence to kill. The premise is that protected native animals can
be injured or destroyed for human convenience, and that the State can authorise this at scale while
still claiming welfare, proportionality, and accountability. That is a farce. I am ashamed to have to
write a letter arguing that the government should not facilitate cruelty toward native wildlife.

This inquiry should recommend reforms that make the scheme verifiable and enforceable. The
public must be able to see which species are being authorised for harm, the numbers approved,
the locations at an appropriate scale, the stated reasons, the methods permitted, and what actually
occurred. Publication must include reasons for approvals and rejections, licence conditions,
enforcement activity, and compliance outcomes, in a searchable format. Anything less is
concealment by bureaucracy.

Animal welfare must be treated as a binding constraint. Methods should not be authorised unless
humane outcomes can be reliably achieved and independently verified. Species identification
safeguards must be strengthened, competency must be required, and independent monitoring
must be routine. Non-target impacts are predictable and must be measured and accounted for, not
ignored.

Dependent young must be dealt with explicitly and enforceably. Conditions must require
prevention measures, record-keeping, and compliance checks that demonstrate how impacts on
dependent young are tracked and mitigated. If the system cannot do this, it should not operate.

Assessment processes must be rebuilt so that lethal harm is genuinely exceptional. Approvals
should require documented non-lethal measures first, with independent review for high-volume
or high-impact applications. Government support should prioritise research, trials, and adoption
of non-lethal alternatives as the default response, not as an optional extra.

Consultation with First Nations communities and Traditional Owners must be mandatory,
documented, and reviewable, with clear records of whether consultation occurred and how it
affected decisions. “Consultation” that leaves no trace is not consultation.



This is not a matter of tone or preference. It is basic governance. A scheme that authorises harm
to protected native animals without strict welfare limits, independent oversight, and full
transparency is not fit for purpose. It should be wound back and replaced with humane, evidence-
based coexistence.

Thank you for considering my submission.

Best Regards,





