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Submission to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into Licences to Harm Native Animals 

I am writing to make a submission to the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into Licences to Harm Native 
Animals. I am an Australian resident who deeply values our native wildlife and is concerned about 
the normalisation of violence towards animals through government sanctioned permit systems. I am 
particularly troubled by the lack of transparency, meaningful oversight, and genuine animal welfare 
safeguards within the current licensing framework, and by the suffering inflicted on native animals 
and their dependent young as a result. 

Native animals are meant to be protected under law. However, the current licence to harm system 
allows them to be stripped of that protection with minimal scrutiny, enabling widespread killing for 
convenience, perceived economic impact, or poorly defined safety concerns. In practice, this system 
is failing wildlife, undermining public trust, and eroding our collective responsibility to care for 
Country. 

Species and number of animals affected 

The current process allows licences to be issued based on vague claims of damage, economic 
hardship, or safety risk, without any requirement for evidence. Applicants are not required to 
demonstrate the number of animals involved, prove that the animals are responsible for the alleged 
damage, or show that non-lethal methods have been attempted and exhausted. 

The publicly available register shows tens of thousands of licences issued over recent years, covering 
dozens of native species including kangaroos, wombats, corellas, emus, possums, ducks, and many 
bird species. Some licences permit the killing of extremely high numbers of animals. With such broad 
parameters, the system is open to misuse, convenience killing, and abuse. 

This situation is further obscured by multiple overlapping licensing systems. Kangaroos, for example, 
can be killed under both commercial licences and licences to harm, while native ducks may be killed 
under different legislative frameworks administered by different departments. This fragmentation 
makes it extremely difficult to determine how many animals are being killed in total, and it 
undermines meaningful public accountability. 

I fundamentally oppose the killing of native wildlife under any permit system. Native animals should 
not be harmed or killed to accommodate convenience, economic interests, or development driven 
conflict. The focus of government policy must be on preventing harm altogether through respectful 
coexistence, habitat protection, and genuinely non-lethal management approaches, rather than 
attempting to regulate or justify killing after the fact. 

Animal welfare impacts and safeguards 

The welfare impacts of lethal control under licences to harm are severe and inadequately addressed. 
Licences authorise acts that would otherwise constitute cruelty, yet there is little to no active 
oversight of how animals are killed, whether licence conditions are followed, or whether correct 
species identification occurs. 

There is no requirement for applicants or shooters to demonstrate a high level of proficiency under 
real world field conditions. There is no routine monitoring, no meaningful auditing, and no publicly 
available data on inspections, breaches, or enforcement outcomes. This lack of oversight creates an 
environment in which poor practice and cruelty can occur with little risk of consequence. 



Without on ground assessment by the responsible department, endangered or threatened species 
may be misidentified and harmed, either accidentally or deliberately. This risk is unacceptable in a 
state already experiencing significant biodiversity decline. 

Orphaned and dependent young 

One of the most disturbing aspects of the licence to harm system is its impact on dependent young. 
Most native animals are likely to have dependent offspring, whether pouch young, young at foot, 
nestlings, fledglings, or juveniles reliant on parental care. 

Current licence conditions explicitly exclude dependent young from licence quotas. This means an 
unknown and unrecorded number of young animals may be orphaned, left to starve, succumb to 
predation, or die from exposure. In the case of kangaroos, the code of practice permits the killing of 
pouch young through blunt force trauma, a method that is inherently violent and distressing. 

Given that much licensed shooting occurs at night and in remote areas, there is no realistic way to 
ensure compliance with even minimal welfare standards. As a result, many dependent young are 
likely to suffer prolonged and invisible deaths. 

Any system that permits this level of suffering to dependent young cannot be considered humane or 
ethical. Species with dependent young present should not be harmed under any circumstances, and 
female kangaroos with pouch or at foot young must be fully exempt from lethal control. 

Adequacy of assessment processes 

The current assessment process is largely administrative and relies almost entirely on self-reported 
information. There is no requirement for site visits, no independent verification of claims, and no 
assessment of local population impacts. This creates a real risk of localised population decline and 
long-term harm to genetic diversity and ecosystem health. 

Robust assessment must include on ground inspections, environmental assessments for larger 
applications, and consideration of cumulative impacts across regions, not just individual properties. 

Transparency, accountability, and inclusion of First Nations voices 

Although a public register exists, the information provided is insufficient to allow meaningful public 
scrutiny or community participation. Transparency must extend beyond basic statistics and include 
clear explanations of why decisions are made, who was consulted, and whose voices were 
considered. 

Reasons for approval, variation, or rejection of licences should be publicly available, including 
whether relevant First Nations communities were consulted and how their advice influenced 
outcomes. Applications that are denied must be recorded and reported, along with any subsequent 
reapplications. 

Local communities, including Traditional Owners and neighbouring residents, should be notified 
before licences are issued. Native animals do not recognise property boundaries, and animals 
deemed a nuisance by one landholder may be culturally significant or deeply valued by others. 

True transparency would allow the public to understand cumulative impacts across regions, reveal 
patterns of overuse or misuse of licences, and rebuild trust in a system that currently operates 
largely out of sight. 

 



Support for non-lethal alternatives and respectful coexistence 

The default position of government agencies appears to be lethal control, despite public statements 
about coexistence. This reflects a broader failure to value native animals as rightful inhabitants of 
Country, rather than problems to be removed. 

Non-lethal solutions must be prioritised, properly funded, and actively promoted as the primary 
response to human wildlife conflict. First Nations land management knowledge should play a central 
role in shaping these approaches, drawing on long standing practices of coexistence, observation, 
and respect for ecological balance. 

Investment is urgently needed in wildlife friendly fencing, exclusion measures, habitat sensitive 
planning, deterrents, and education programs that support landholders and communities to adapt 
human behaviour, rather than forcing wildlife to pay the price. 

Killing native animals must not be accepted as a response to economic inconvenience, development 
driven conflict, or the consequences of poor planning decisions. 

First Nations consultation, governance, and decision-making authority 

The absence of mandatory First Nations involvement in the licence to harm decision making process 
represents a profound failure of governance, cultural respect, and ethical responsibility. First Nations 
peoples are the original custodians of this land and its wildlife, with tens of thousands of years of 
knowledge in managing Country through coexistence, balance, and care. 

Many native animals are totemic and hold deep cultural, spiritual, and ecological significance. 
Authorising their killing without consultation is culturally harmful and fundamentally inconsistent 
with the principles of reconciliation, respect, and shared stewardship. 

Consultation must be mandatory and embedded at a governance level, not treated as an 
administrative step. This should include: 

• The establishment of First Nations advisory councils at regional and state levels with 
authority to review, influence, and object to licence to harm applications. 

• A requirement that no licence to harm native animals be issued without documented 
consultation with relevant Traditional Owners. 

• The capacity for First Nations representatives to recommend refusal, modification, or 
alternative non-lethal management approaches, with their advice carrying determinative 
weight. 

• Consideration of veto powers where culturally significant or totemic species are involved, or 
where cumulative impacts pose a threat to Country. 

Excluding First Nations voices not only perpetuates cultural disrespect but also deprives decision 
makers of proven, humane, and sustainable approaches to living with wildlife. 

Broader, climate, and Country related impacts 

Climate change, drought, deforestation, habitat loss, and ongoing development are placing 
escalating pressure on native wildlife. These pressures disproportionately affect animals already 
displaced from their traditional ranges by land clearing and fragmentation. 



As habitat is destroyed or degraded, wildlife is forced into closer proximity with human activity, 
increasing conflict that is then used to justify lethal control. This cycle reflects a failure to respect 
Country and the interconnectedness of land, animals, climate, and culture. 

Climate resilience and respect for Country must be central to all wildlife decision making. This 
includes protecting and restoring habitat, retaining and reconnecting green corridors, and 
recognising that native animals are not intruders, but original inhabitants responding to 
environmental stress created by human actions. 

Policies that permit widespread killing without addressing these root causes will continue to fail 
wildlife, undermine cultural responsibility, and harm future generations. 

Conclusion 

Native animals are not pests, nuisances, or problems to be managed through routine killing. They 
are an intrinsic part of this continent’s ecosystems, cultures, and identity, and they deserve to be 
valued and protected accordingly. 

We live on Country that was never ceded. Our native animals were here long before modern land 
use, agriculture, and development, and conflicts that arise today are overwhelmingly the result of 
human activity, habitat destruction, and poor planning. It is unjust to punish wildlife for trying to 
survive on their own land, in what has always been their home. 

The current licence to harm system reflects a mindset that prioritises convenience and short-term 
economic interests over respect for life, biodiversity, and cultural responsibility. This approach is 
outdated and incompatible with a nation that claims to value its unique wildlife and respect First 
Nations peoples. 

In an ideal world, licences to harm would not exist, and peaceful coexistence would be the guiding 
principle of wildlife management. Until that goal is realised, the existing system must be urgently 
reformed to prioritise animal welfare, biodiversity protection, transparency, non-lethal solutions, 
and mandatory First Nations representation in all decision making that affects native animals. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission and for considering the voices of community 
members who believe our native animals should be respected, protected, and allowed to live safely 
on the land that has always been their home. 

Yours Sincerely, 

 




