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THE BONDI ATTACK OF 14TH DEC. 2025 – THE FALLOUT

It’s a sad time for democracy in Australia when we have a government that makes it’s own decision to strip nearly one million of it’s citizens of their privileges. Obviously throwing up a smokescreen to create a distraction from the truth and that is to cover up it’s own failings leading up to the Bondi attack. All too quick to blame the laws relating to firearms and only because one of the terrorists was a legitimate firearms owner…..when he shouldn’t have been. He shouldn’t have been because he slipped through the cracks of the authorities….not the laws. How quickly he and Minns responded in announcing an overhaul of the gun laws and over a week later, all we hear about is matters relating to the gun laws. The intriguing thing is, the attackers had and used homemade explosive devises, obviously highly illegal, yet they go for the jugular of the law abiding gun owners. Why? Because it’s a controlled industry and therefore an easy target. Albanese has already admitted to their failing by stating that from now on only Australian citizens may be granted a firearms license. This is an admission in itself. It doesn’t take a rocket scientist to realize that that should have been the policy already. He also stated that people can be radicalized over time and therefore licenses given in perpetuity will need to cease and therefore allowing the opportunity to regularly ‘review’ previously granted licenses. I not sure of our prime ministers source of information, but he seriously needs to ‘review’ that. There are no states in Australia that grant licenses in perpetuity! Licenses are granted for a maximum period of 5 years and rather than being renewed, they are treated as a new application would be, therefore subjected to all the costs,  police checks and hurdles…..or put simply, they are already ‘reviewed’.
General public, media and government ministers, amongst others, have asked the question lately, why would someone have and need 10 firearms, or say multiple firearms? For the record, here’s the answer to that question. Since the inception of the John Howard gun reform, a new sense of firearm ownership has evolved. One comment from a past era that would resonate with most people is that “grandpa used to have an old rifle or two in the bedroom wardrobe”. Strike a chord? Well due to Howards doing, those days are gone. With all the hoops, hurdles and costs associated with gun ownership, owning one or two cheapies is simply not worth it and it takes passion and a sense of seriousness to participate in the activity these days. Apart from the capital expense of purchasing the firearm, it really doesn’t cost any more by owning multiple guns than it does one or two. Now we have the mathematical equation out of the way, we now move on to the reason or cause. Most hunters take pride and achieving a clean and ethical kill. Yes, most if not all have compassion towards mitigating animal suffering and don’t want to be seen the cause of a slow and painful death. Plus, if harvesting meat for their own consumption, a slow and stressed kill taints the meat. In order to achieve an ethical kill, one needs to employ the appropriate firearm. Shotgun, rifle, gauge, caliber and size and distances which will be encountered all play a part. Depending on the quarry and situation, dictates the appropriateness. Throw in target shooting with all the different disciplines involved these days such as short range, long range, standing, prone and so on, it doesn’t take much more explanation to point out why people can have the need to accumulate a number of firearms, and fair enough. It’s akin to the tools of a keen fisherman. He has a blackfish rod, surf rod, one for off the rocks, a boat rod, a snapper rod, jigging road and multiple trout rods and doubling up on some rods but have different reels. This just names a few, but the point is, like firearms, he has a rod and reel for every occasion that he is likely to encounter. Now ask a fisherman of what he or she will lose if they’re caught breaking the law. The answer will be they’ll lose their license and possibly have the fishing gear used in the crime confiscated. The authorities without any doubt, will not confiscate all of the gear that’s stashed at home. Now ask firearms owners what would they lose. Like fishermen, they will lose their license and not only the offending weapon, they will confiscate the whole contents of the gunsafe. Gun owners have built a considerable investment in the contents of their gunsafe which leads me to the question, who in Australia would be least likely to do the wrong thing?. The answer to the question is, the gun owners, because they have too much to lose!  Especially with now that the offending firearm can be traced back to it’s legal owner compared to the pre John Howard gun law reform. Firearms owners also need to restrain themselves from acts of violence and aggression to avoid having an AVO slapped on them, because once again, their firearms will need to be surrendered. Should hunters be severely restricted to the number of firearms they own, then rest assured that appropriate calibres will not be employed and animals will suffer on possibly numerous occasions. This will be a consequence that politicians will need to live with.
We’re told that there are more guns in Australia now than there were before the Port Arthur shootings. Given that our population has grown more than 50% (from 18.3 million) and the ownership sense previously explained, this is little reason to be alarmed. Especially now that the Howard reform has created a strong control of the industry.
Rather than the obvious knee jerk reaction of the governments the real cause needs to be identified. The cause is not from law abiding gun owners. Yes, I know, the father had the weapons registered in his name, but they shouldn’t have been. ASIO had his son in their sights and subsequently the father was granted his firearms license by NSW Police. It’s a well known fact that policing and other vital authorities in Australia is under resourced. Sadly lacking in the resources needed TO DO THEIR JOB PROPERLY! This fellow fell through the cracks of that not caused by firearms owners. Who fulfills the needs of these departments…..Governments! They scrimp and save on these necessities but not when it comes to  lining up to pay for a first class flight for them and their families. And, everytime there’s a disaster overseas, I sit back and wonder “How much is this gunna cost us?” In closing of this paragraph and more to think about, it’s not gun laws that govern the countrys immigration policy!
Moving to the next failure. The types of actions used in the Bondi attack are what you call ‘straight pull’ and ‘button release’. Without going into detail of the mechanical workings of them they are what could be deemed as a rapid fire action. The John Howard gun laws ‘specifically’ outlawed semi-automatic firearms and pump action shotguns. Consequently, designers and manufactures came up with the ‘straight pull’ and ‘button release’ actions, therefore testing the waters of the legislation and this is what we got. Undoubtedly, there wouldn’t have been the volume of victims and casualties should ‘bolt actions’ have been used……much slower in cycling a round. In hindsight, the legislation should have banned ‘rapid fire’ mechanisms. This flaw wasn’t at the hands of Australias legal gun owners.
One would have to be delusional to think that Israels campaign in Gaza and West Bank isn’t inciting fanatical hatred from factions around the world and therefore there is an extraordinarily high chance that if Israels attrocities in Gaza wasn’t as extreme, then the Bondi massacre just may not have happened! And yet, here we have Benjamin Netinyahu having a crack at our prime minister. So, there’s every chance that Mr Netinyahu can also be blamed for the Bondi attack. In saying this, he’s not stupid. Quite the opposite actually. He’s just like our government in throwing up smokescreens to take the attention away from himself. Jewish Australians are also slamming the Albonese government for not acting new and enforcing current laws. What difference would new laws relating to anti-semitism and hate make I ask. Does it really need pointing out to these people that it’s already against the law to discharge a firearm in public space let alone shoot people dead. Did this stop the Bondi murderers? It seems apparent to me that they can point the finger at the doings of their mother country as these acts of terrorism, with increasing intensity, has only started in Australia in the past two years. I now ask, how long is it since Israel commenced it’s offensive in Gaza?......about 2 years isn’t it?......Well hello! With Albonese not acting on current antisemitism laws, I’d like to suggest that before the Bondi incident, these acts and protesting have been somewhat of a minor nature and should people be arrested for protesting, then consequential resentment and retaliation would result. I’d like to think that Albonese has Australias best interests at heart in this respect. 
Here’s another failure to think about. The category of license that the terrorist had was a recreational hunting license. In order to have this, one needs a letter of permission by a rural land holder to hunt on the property. The only situation outside of that in NSW is to have an R License. The R license is issued by the Department of Primary Industry (following the disbanding of the NSW Game Council) and it’s purpose is to allow the licensee to hunt on public land….namely State Forests. Now here’s the punchline…..ANYONE IN AUSTRALIA CAN APPLY FOR ONE!!!! I bet pounds to peanuts that the Bondi pelican had an R license!  If this is the case, then his letter of permission was literally provided to him by the NSW government. I would think that this loophole constitutes a massive failure!!!  A way of circumventing this, for a radicalized group of terrorists, would be for them to purchase some rural acreage then sign multiple ‘letters of permission’. However, this would easily be detected by including a register on which landholders are signing such consents. And, in any case, should he have had a letter of permission from an average everyday primary producer that he may have had the benefit of knowing, then the finger would also be pointed to the landowner. This then begs the question, would the same finger be pointed to the NSW government if it were an R license? I for one would feel for the farmer. Imagine his feelings knowing that the permission he gave in good faith, led to this. It’ll probably be the last consent the poor bastard will ever give and he’ll have to cope with his animal control himself. By no means am I advocating to have this system dispensed with because there’s no doubt, once again numerous law abiding firearms owners that enjoy the benefit. I am suggesting however that it needs to be closely monitored and scrutinized.
There are close to one million law abiding current firearms licensees in Australia and adding to Albonese’s claim of people being radicalized over time, if 1/10,000th of 1% of them committed a terrorist attack then it’s an extreme exaggeration to say that there would be one terrorist attack per year in Australia which we know simply doesn’t happen. Throw the number of illegal guns in the mix, of which we are led to believe outnumber the legal firearms,  and it still doesn’t go within a bulls roar of one attack per year. That then begs the question, why are 99.99999999999% of law abiding firearms users being punished for something that is largely caused by government failures.
Now for the people that say it doesn’t affect them and therefore doesn’t worry them. YOU SHOULD BE WORRIED because this is an example how a government can strip us of our privileges and entitlements by a knee jerk reaction just to cover up their own failures. We need to stand together as one because next time, it just may affect one of your activities. I trust that all the above dispels any concerns you may have about gun ownership by legal means. In saying all that’s being said, in reality one can never guarantee that there won’t be breaches of the laws by licensed citizens. A simple comparison I guess with granting a drivers license or any permit…..they’re given on the understanding and trust that laws won’t be broken. With regards the recently announced proposal of a gun buy back, one billion dollars is a high price to pay via revenue from your tax dollars. The problem is in Australia now, is when a government is in control of billions of dollars of revenue, there is no such term of ‘responsible spending’ in a politicians vocabulary.
This government is the very government that has said that they won’t give in the terrorism. Well; here we have it that they’ve gone back on that already and the terrorists have won this one as Australian citizens are being stripped of their freedom, liberty and privileges as a result of the Bondi incident. People also hold firearms of high sentimental value and family heirlooms not to mention the historical value that will simply vanish into thin air. Small business throughout Australia which deal in firearms and associated equipment will suffer immensely, more than likely leading to their demise in remote rural areas causing huge inconvenience to rural land owners. I refer to a recent interview on 2CC radio in Canberra with Steve Whan, Labors Member for Monaro, where he admitted being approached by guns owners enquiring as to why they are being blamed as gun owners for crimes they haven’t committed. He rejected the claim and went on with his usual political spin as how they aren’t being ‘blamed’. If gun owners aren’t being blamed, then they are certainly being ‘punished’ for it. Punished for something that they’re not even blamed for. Now that has all the markings of an arrogant and dictating government. If these limit numbers must proceed, can I suggest that a far fairer policy be that any owner that’s in excess of the limit and/or falls into the reclassification categories, it remain in place and if they dispose of a firearm for whatever reason, they can’t acquire another until they are under the threshold. Given the minimal threat risk to the community that legal gun owners pose, this proposal would save the taxpayer one billion dollars under the intended buyback scheme which brings me back to the irresponsible spending comment. A one billion dollar saving…..just like that, with a stroke of the pen. The governments proposals have been far from thought out and in no way, despite their claims, has the proper consultations taken place and therefore substantiating the knee jerk reaction claim.
And I can’t help myself in closing without something of a jovial nature. My wallet contains evidence that I am of good character and of sound mind, via a firearms license. What do you have?








