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Animals Australia’s Submission: Inquiry into licences to harm native animals  

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a submission to the Inquiry into licenses to harm 
native animals in NSW.  We are Australia’s foremost animal protection organisation, 
representing more than two million online supporters, and over twenty-five thousand 
members across the country. On behalf of our supporters and the many community 
members concerned about wildlife welfare in NSW, we are pleased to be able to take part in 
this process.  

 
INTRODUCTION 

Australia is becoming known worldwide for our inadequate response in addressing pertinent 
issues such as the climate change crisis; local plant and animal extinctions; massive land 
clearing operations; logging; mining in critical areas; our poor environmental track record and 
weak environmental protection and biodiversity conservation laws. This License to Harm 
permit system unfortunately reflects this and is indicative of NSW’s current inadequate 
approach to track wildlife welfare and biodiversity. This system reduces native animals to 
‘pests’ and enables them to be killed in shockingly high numbers, with virtually no oversight.  

The Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016 states ‘The Environment Agency Head may grant 
a licence (a biodiversity conservation licence) to a person that authorises the doing of 
an act that would otherwise constitute an offence under Division 1 or under any other 
provision of this Act.1’  In other words, the state is operating a licensing system that 
unprotects native animals to permit killing upon request. Killing that would, in normal 
circumstances, be considered illegal.  

Animals Australia urges the NSW Government to use this valuable opportunity of Inquiry into 
the Licence to Harm system to address these critical issues.  

 

 

 
1 https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/act-2016-063  



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The license to harm native animals permit system is administered with little oversight and 
virtually no effective regulation. Flawed by design, no evidence-based request or reporting 
structures exist, and no in field monitoring takes place pre or post killing, leading to 
significant welfare issues and lack of meaningful data to justify the killing of native species. 

The current system does not require any proof from applicants to support their claims via a 
desktop application process, therefore facilitating a simple path to lethal ‘management’- or 
killing wildlife, rather than encouraging humane, non-lethal alternatives to promote co-
existence.  

The unknown number of animals who are actually harmed or killed renders the program high 
risk and unacceptable in both a welfare and a biodiversity sense.  

The program lacks transparency with virtually no meaningful data produced from the project 
public facing, limiting independent assessment of its risk or weaknesses.  

The program does not prevent the suffering and harm caused to an unknown number of 
dependent animals when adult animals are killed under permit, posing serious welfare and 
biodiversity risks. 

The program does not engage First Nation’s stakeholders, dismissing crucial cultural 
connections to wildlife.  

Changes are desperately needed to overhaul this system to see it align with contemporary 
science and community expectations. It must become evidence-based, promote animal 
welfare and non-lethal mitigation as priority, and oversight and enforcement must be 
independent, competent and well-resourced.  

There is significant scope for improvement, and we implore the committee to take this 
opportunity to address these issues in your recommendations, for the benefit of native 
animals in the state, and the community who respect and cherish them.  

 

SUBMISSIONS 

1. The species and number of animals affected by licences to harm native 
animals  

There is no defined list of native species that may be subject to a ‘Licence to Harm’. A 
licence can be issued whenever protected wildlife is considered (but not proven) a threat to 
human safety, damaging property, or causing economic loss. 

• Applicants are not required to provide evidence to support claims of ‘damage’. This 
means virtually any native species, in any number, can be alleged to cause harm by 
any landholder. 

• Publicly available data updated quarterly and covering records from 2017–2025, 
indicates a total of 25,451 licences issued to harm kangaroos and 3,816 licences 
issued to harm other native animals. 

• In 2024, 243,078 native animals were authorised to be killed under a harm licence 
issued by the NSW Government2. This does not include the number of water birds 
authorised to be killed under the NSW Native Game Bird Management Program, nor 
does it include dependent animals who were indirectly or directly killed. 

 
2Humane World for Animals: 2024 License to Kill Report  



 
• At least 48 species appear on the list, including many bird species, possums, 

kangaroos, turtles and wombats. Most, if not all animals on this list are otherwise 
protected, and as such, the community would assume are protected from harm. This 
speaks to the program being out of step with broader community expectations.  
 

• Individual licences permit the killing of anywhere from a single animal to up to 1,500. 
 

• There is no evidence-based reporting process to confirm the number of individuals 
killed, nor to ensure that the species the license permits to kill has been correctly 
identified, so other, endangered or threatened species may be targeted both 
accidentally through poor identification or deliberately.  

 

These broad and vague criteria create a system that is vulnerable to misuse, lacks 
transparency, and fails to ensure reliable data integrity.  
 
Native wildlife can also be harmed under several other licence categories, further obscuring 
transparency around which species are being killed. This is especially relevant for kangaroos 
and ducks. 

Kangaroos and other macropods may be killed under both commercial licences and licences 
to cause harm. Native ducks can be killed under a ‘Native Game Bird Management’ licence if 
they are claimed to damage crops, or under a harm licence if they are alleged to cause 
economic loss to a business. 

Despite clear overlap, these licences fall under different legislation and oversight from 
different agencies (Department of Primary Industries vs National Parks and Wildlife Service). 
Data is reported separately, making meaningful evaluation difficult.  

 
2. The welfare impacts of lethal control methods prescribed under licences to 

harm native animals, including consideration of whether current requirements 
adequately safeguard animal welfare and species identification  
 

In the case of kangaroo shooting (both commercial and non-commercial) there is now 
overwhelming evidence that current permitted practices cause widespread animal suffering 
and breach contemporary animal welfare standards. Even under ‘ideal’ conditions, the 
methods permitted under the National Code of Practice for the Humane Shooting of 
Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non-Commercial Purposes (2021) (the Code) inflict significant 
fear, pain, stress, distress, and prolonged suffering on adult kangaroos and their dependent 
young. Under the Code, shooters can kill pouch young by decapitation or blunt force trauma.  

 

The Code states the following as suitable ‘euthanasia’ methods:  

Blunt force trauma:  
 
“Single forceful blow to the base of the skull sufficient to destroy the functional 
capacity of the brain3.”  

 
3 National Code of Practice for the Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non Commercial 
Purposes (2020), p.9 



Decapitation:  

“Stunning, immediately followed by decapitation by rapidly severing the head from 
the body with a sharp blade4.”   

We reject both methods as ‘suitable’.  

In relation to the use of blunt force trauma, a 2018 study found that “the probability of 
consistently achieving an immediate kill is low5” and that:  

“The application of blunt force trauma, either through swinging the animal against a 
wall, or hitting it with a weighted object, is a stressful procedure for the…person and 
has implications for the animal in terms of welfare, instantaneous effect and 
reproducibility.’.. Furthermore, lack of proper training and human error can lead to 
pain and distress to the animal.”  

 
The Code refers to the use of blunt force trauma and decapitation as “euthanasia” and 
“humane”. Animals Australia submits that these terms, used in this context, bear little 
resemblance to their dictionary definitions and are, instead, a form of “humane washing” 
practices that are inherently cruel and inconsistent with modern community values and 
expectations in relation to the treatment of our native wildlife. 

 

3. The extent to which orphaned young are affected by licences to harm native 
animals and how these impacts are tracked or mitigated  
 

In all license conditions, dependent young do not count towards permitted kill quotas. The 
licence conditions (including additional provisions for ducks, emus, wombats, and other 
species) state that “the dependent young of animals harmed under this licence do not count 
towards the licence quota.” As a result, an undetermined number of native animals are left 
without representation or protection. This significantly undermines the negative impact that 
this permit system has on biodiversity, and the significantly poor welfare outcomes of leaving 
orphaned animals to die of exposure, starvation or predation.  

Most license conditions state that applicants must report number of animals killed under the 
permit granted, but this is impossible in cases where dependent young are not present with 
adults killed (e.g. young in hollows, burrows, nests) therefore they are not represented at all 
through data collected.   

Most license conditions state that dependent young must be killed in accordance with the 
relevant operating procedures, but these are not enforceable codes and do not prevent 
animals from becoming orphaned, nor does it ensure animals are treated humanely.  

In the case where a national code does exist - the National Code of Practice for the 
Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non-Commercial Purposes, animals still 
experience fear and likely pain, therefore are not protected from suffering.  

 

 
4 National Code of Practice for the Humane Shooting of Kangaroos and Wallabies for Non Commercial 
Purposes (2021), p.9 
5 Grist A et al (2018) The use of a non-penetrating captive bolt for the euthanasia of neonate piglets. 
Animals, 8, 48 



The license conditions for killing bird species states that all dependent young must be 
harmed in accordance with the ‘standard operating procedures for the shooting of pest 
birds’. This Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is very generalised, non-species specific, 
and does not prevent suffering. It exposes birds to high levels of wounding and permits 
immense fear through allowing the retrieval of wounded but alive birds using dogs.  
 
The SOP also states that “shooting should be avoided at time when birds are nesting and 
there are dependent young present. If dependent young are found, they should be killed 
quickly and humanely.6” However, it is very difficult to determine the location of nests or 
hollows of birds who are targeted, therefore the likelihood of their young being orphaned and 
suffering is significant. 

In the case of wombats, license conditions state that: 
 
 “All wombats 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”7, 

however, there is no such code publicly available online, again speaking to an unacceptable 
lack of transparency around critical welfare implications of the permit system.  
 

4. The adequacy of current assessment processes used when granting licences 
to harm  

The system defaults to killing as a ‘management’ pathway, with little to no evidence of 
alternative methods tried required. While the department claims to encourage non-lethal 
‘control’ methods8, there is no evidence that this actually occurs via the simple desktop 
application process. 
 
The responsible agency, (NPWS), does not require evidence of actual damage before 
issuing a licence to kill a native animal. Applicants are similarly not legally obligated to 
demonstrate that non-lethal management methods have been attempted or exhausted. The 
process lacks site inspections or independent verification, relying instead on unverified self-
reporting.  

Furthermore, licences can be renewed via telephone without a field assessment, which 
undermines accountability and oversight within the licensing framework. 

Applicants are required to provide data of animals killed to comply with their license 
conditions, however this information is self-reported, and lack any independent verification. 

This lack of assessment process and data oversight is completely inadequate, undermining 
the entire program. 

 

 
6 chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://pestsmart.org.au/wp-
content/uploads/sites/3/2024/04/NATSOP-BIR001.pdf  
7 chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/
2024-10/landholders-licence-harm-protected-animals-wombat-190418.pdf 
8 https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/licences-and-permits/wildlife-licences/licences-to-control-or-
harm  



5. The level of public transparency and accountability associated with licensing 
decisions, including data availability and reasons for approval and rejection of 
applications  
 

While basic information on licences to harm is publicly available, it is limited and too high 
level to be of meaningful use. 

For example, the public register indicates up to 50 galahs can be killed in the general 
Mudgee area but does not provide information on the reason for their killing. This is 
consistent throughout the public register, providing no transparency regarding the nature of 
the alleged problem, whether non-lethal alternatives were considered or attempted, or the 
rationale for the Department’s approval of the licence. 

The system provides no opportunity for objection by the broader community who would 
prefer wildlife be protected. Killing locations are not disclosed, and there is no requirement 
for landholders to notify neighbouring residents that killing will occur near their homes, 
therefore neighbours who may be impacted have no opportunity to object.  
 

6. The extent of NSW Government support for research, trials, and adoption of 
alternative wildlife management strategies  
 

Although non-lethal measures are mentioned on the Department’s website, meaningful 
support for these approaches appears minimal. The Department’s default response remains 
the shooting/killing of native wildlife as the acceptable ‘management’ approach. 

Promoting peaceful coexistence with native animals should instead be the primary and 
actively encouraged approach of a department responsible for wildlife welfare. The fact that 
this approach seems heavily weighted to killing raises questions of a conflicted culture or 
approach within the department.  

There is little dedicated funding for the research and development of alternative, non-lethal 
strategies to protect wildlife and encourage co-existence within the agricultural sector.  

Innovations and approaches like wildlife-friendly fencing, CHERRP (non-lethal bird 
management) and syntropic farming typically originate from the private sector who advocate 
persistently for government recognition, funding and trial implementation.  

The limited state funding that does exist is generally directed toward threatened or 
endangered species, rather than more common species. From an animal welfare 
perspective, this approach is neither appropriate nor sufficient. 

It is entirely possible for businesses to co-exist with wildlife using non-lethal mitigation 
strategies. For this to be embraced, the agriculture sector will require financial support to 
incentivise uptake. Killing wildlife is, in many instances, the cheaper of two options.  

An example of such support that the NSW Government should consider is the National 
Horticulture Netting Program9. This government led incentive is a grants-based scheme that 
provides rebates to fruit and vegetable growers for installing protective netting against hail, 
birds and bats, boosting crop security and reducing harm to wildlife.  

 

 
9 https://www.qrida.qld.gov.au/program/horticultural-netting-program-trial-expansion  



7. The extent to which First Nations communities and Traditional Owners are 
consulted prior to the issuing of licences to harm native wildlife, and how 
cultural values and responsibilities are incorporated into decision-making 
 

The Licence to Harm decision-making framework currently lacks formal recognition of First 
Nations cultural values. The application process does not mandate consultation with First 
Nations communities. Given that many animal species hold totemic significance, actions that 
result in their harm or death may be considered culturally disrespectful, or harmful. 
 
As a result, traditional ecological knowledge and culturally informed ‘management’ and 
coexistence strategies should be better integrated into the licensing system.  

 

CONCLUSION 

The current Licence to Harm system in NSW fails to safeguard native wildlife, with minimal 
oversight, weak accountability, and limited transparency. Lethal ‘management’ methods are 
prioritised over non-lethal alternatives, dependent young are left unprotected, and First 
Nations knowledge is excluded from decision-making. Public reporting is insufficient, and 
applicant claims are rarely verified, creating high welfare and biodiversity risks.  

Urgent reform is needed to establish a science and evidence-based framework that 
prioritises non-lethal approaches, animal welfare, cultural respect and inclusion, and robust 
monitoring. Only then can the state ensure native animals are adequately protected and 
coexistence strategies actively supported in NSW. 
 
Thank you to the committee for your vigilant Inquiry into this dated system in need of 
significant improvement. 

 

Glenys Oogjes 

CEO – Animals Australia 
 

 




