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1. Introduction 

I am writing as a concerned member of the community who has personally witnessed the 
impacts of licensed shooting and other lethal control methods on wildlife. Although I live in 
Williamstown, Melbourne, I have a strong interest in how native animals are treated across 
Australia, and I am particularly concerned about the lack of transparency and safeguards in 
current licensing systems that permit harm to native animals. 

This submission focuses on three main issues: animal welfare impacts, inadequacies in the 
assessment and licensing process, and serious gaps in transparency and accountability. I 
conclude with specific recommendations for reform. 

 

2. Animal Welfare Impacts 

Current wildlife control practices include shooting, trapping, and poisoning with substances such 
as 1080 and strychnine. These methods, if not strictly regulated and monitored, create a 
significant risk of poor welfare outcomes for native animals. 

At present, there appear to be: 

●​ No mandatory, enforceable standards for humane killing under these licences​
 



●​ No requirement that shooters demonstrate competency or accuracy before being 
allowed to shoot native animals​
 

In my own experience, I have looked after local birds and echidnas and have made complaints 
about birds being shot. This has made the issue very tangible for me: once an animal is killed or 
seriously injured, any failure in standards or judgement is irreversible. 

Without clear, mandatory welfare standards and competency requirements, the licensing system 
risks normalising practices that are inconsistent with the community’s expectation that native 
animals should be treated humanely and only harmed as a last resort. 

 

3. Inadequate Assessment and Licensing Processes 

A central concern is that licences to harm native animals can be issued without sufficient 
evidentiary or procedural safeguards. As I understand the current arrangements, there is: 

●​ No requirement for proof that the animals in question have actually caused damage​
 

●​ No requirement to demonstrate that non-lethal methods have been attempted or 
considered​
 

●​ No routine site inspections or independent verification that reported kills reflect real 
numbers or humane outcomes​
 

When licences can be issued without proof of damage or evidence that non-lethal options have 
been tried, it becomes much easier for people to kill native animals on a whim or based on 
perception rather than demonstrable need. This is particularly troubling where there is no 
independent check on whether animals were indeed causing damage, whether they were killed 
humanely, or whether the numbers reported under the licence are accurate. 

In effect, the system appears to rely heavily on self-reporting, with little independent oversight. 
That is a weak foundation for a scheme that permits the harming or killing of native wildlife. 

 

4. Lack of Transparency and Accountability 

Transparency is essential for public confidence in any regulatory system, particularly one that 
authorises harm to protected native animals. At present, there appear to be several critical 
gaps: 



●​ No public register of licences issued​
 

●​ No publicly available compliance data​
 

●​ No right of third-party appeal or review for concerned members of the public​
 

When data on licences, conditions, and compliance is not accessible, it is very difficult for the 
public, researchers, or advocacy groups to understand what is happening on the ground. It also 
hinders meaningful scrutiny of whether licence conditions are justified, proportionate, and 
properly enforced. 

Transparency matters because what cannot be measured or examined cannot be effectively 
regulated. A system that permits harm to native animals ought to be subject to at least the same 
level of openness as other activities that affect public and environmental interests. 

 

5. Recommendations 

Based on the concerns outlined above, I respectfully recommend that the Inquiry consider the 
following reforms: 

1.​ Require proof of damage before licences are issued​
 Licences to harm native animals should only be granted when there is clear, 
documented evidence of actual damage attributable to those animals. This could include 
photographic evidence, expert reports, or other verifiable information.​
 

2.​ Establish mandatory consideration and documentation of non-lethal alternatives​
 Applicants should be required to demonstrate that non-lethal methods have been 
considered and, where appropriate, trialled before a lethal licence is granted. Lethal 
control should be a last resort, not a default response.​
 

3.​ Introduce site inspections and independent verification​
 Regulatory authorities should conduct site inspections, particularly for repeat or 
large-scale licences, to verify claims of damage and assess whether reported kills are 
accurate and humane. Independent verification would help ensure the system reflects 
reality rather than relying solely on self-reporting.​
 

4.​ Create a public register of all licences and compliance actions​
 A publicly accessible register should list all licences issued, including location (at an 
appropriate level of generality), species covered, methods authorised, and any 
compliance actions taken. Sensitive personal information can be protected, but the 
overall operation of the system should be visible.​
 



5.​ Introduce mandatory welfare assessments and shooter competency testing​
 Clear animal welfare standards should be developed and made mandatory for all 
licences. Anyone authorised to shoot native animals should have to demonstrate 
competency (e.g. through training and testing) to minimise suffering and avoid non-lethal 
wounding.​
 

6.​ Fund research into humane alternatives​
 Government should support research into non-lethal and more humane methods of 
wildlife management. Evidence-based alternatives can reduce reliance on lethal control 
while still addressing legitimate concerns about damage.​
 

7.​ Establish a tracking system for orphaned young​
 Where adult animals are killed, there is a risk of leaving dependent young to starve or 
suffer. A tracking and reporting system should be established to account for dependent 
young and ensure that their welfare is considered as part of any authorised control 
activity.​
 

 

6. Conclusion 

In summary, my concerns about licences to harm native animals fall into three main areas: 

●​ The animal welfare risks of current methods where there are no mandatory standards or 
competency requirements​
 

●​ The inadequacy of the current assessment process, which does not require proof of 
damage, evidence of non-lethal attempts, or independent verification​
 

●​ The lack of transparency and accountability, including no public register and no 
third-party appeal mechanisms​
 

Given that these licences permit irreversible harm to native wildlife, the system should be 
designed with robust evidence requirements, strong welfare protections, and high levels of 
transparency. 

I appreciate the Committee’s work on this Inquiry and urge you to use this opportunity to 
strengthen safeguards so that native animals are only harmed where strictly necessary, in the 
most humane way possible, and under a regulatory framework that is transparent, accountable, 
and evidence-based. 
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