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Dear Committee Members, 

 

I am writing in strong opposition to the current “licence to harm” system in NSW, which allows 
people to legally injure or kill protected native animals. Many members of the public, myself 
included, are shocked to learn how widespread, poorly regulated and opaque this system has 
become. 

 

Through my professional work supporting the health and wellbeing of animals, I regularly see the 
physical and emotional consequences of stress, injury and trauma. Animals are not interchangeable 
units or numbers on a permit. They are sentient beings with complex nervous systems, social 
bonds and, in many cases, dependent young. When animals are subjected to lethal control methods 
such as shooting, trapping or poisoning, the suffering extends far beyond the individual animal to 
families, populations and ecosystems. 

 

A Licence to Harm permits the killing or injury of native wildlife for reasons such as property 
damage, perceived overpopulation or economic impact, even where non-lethal alternatives exist. 
These licences can authorise the harm of large numbers of animals across many species. In 2023 
alone, more than 657,000 native animals were approved to be harmed in NSW, the highest number 
of any Australian state. Since 2017, almost 1.9 million native animals have been killed under these 
permits, including kangaroos, wallabies, wombats, possums and countless birds. 

 

These are wild animals simply trying to survive in their natural habitat. Many are mothers caring 
for dependent young, and some species are already under population pressure. From an animal 
welfare perspective, lethal methods cause significant suffering, yet there appears to be little 
independent monitoring, limited transparency, and inadequate public reporting on how these 
licences are used or enforced. 

 

The current system fails to meet community expectations around humane treatment, 
accountability and evidence-based decision-making. It also fails to prioritise non-lethal solutions 
or genuine coexistence strategies, such as education, habitat protection and wildlife-friendly land 
management practices. These approaches align far more closely with animal welfare science and 
public values. 

 

I urge the Committee to recommend meaningful reform, including independent oversight of the 
licensing process, stronger protections for native animals, transparent public reporting, proper 
consideration of the welfare of dependent young, and a clear shift toward non-lethal management 
as the default approach. Native animals have an intrinsic right to live safely on this land, and our 
policies must reflect that responsibility. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission and for considering the voices of those 
calling for a more ethical, humane and accountable approach to wildlife protection in NSW. 

 

Regards 

Ruth Hatten 


