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This submission responds to the current review of the so-called “licence to harm”
system, which permits the legal injury or killing of native wildlife through authorised
activities. While wildlife management is a legitimate public concern, the continued
reliance on lethal and violent methods is ethically indefensible, scientifically outdated,
and incompatible with contemporary values regarding animal welfare, ecological
integrity, and social responsibility.

Australia’s native animals are not expendable resources. They are sentient beings who
form family groups, raise dependent young, and play irreplaceable roles within complex
ecosystems. A modern wildlife policy must reflect this reality.

The Inherent Cruelty of Lethal Control Methods

Shooting, trapping, poisoning, and other violent control methods inevitably cause
suffering. Even when conducted under regulatory frameworks, these practices
frequently result in prolonged pain, stress, and injury rather than instant death.
Wounded animals may escape and die slowly, unseen, while dependent young are left
to starve, dehydrate, or fall victim to predation.

Practices such as night-shooting, aerial culling, leg-hold traps, and the use of poisons
inflict extreme and well-documented suffering. These methods deny animals any
possibility of escape, create intense fear and distress, and often cause deaths that are
neither quick nor humane. Their continued authorisation cannot be reconciled with
claims of ethical or responsible wildlife management.

Such practices have no place in an evolved society that recognises both the sentience
of animals and its own moral obligations toward them.

Sentience, Family Groups, and the Protection of Dependent Young:

Any approach to wildlife management must begin with the recognition that animals are
sentient individuals embedded within social and family structures. Many native species
form long-term bonds, care for their young over extended periods, and rely on adults for
survival and learning.



The killing or injury of adult animals frequently condemns dependent young to
prolonged suffering and death. These outcomes are rarely accounted for in current
licensing systems, yet they represent some of the most severe welfare impacts of lethal
control. No policy can credibly claim to be humane while permitting practices that
knowingly leave young animals to die slowly and invisibly.

The Need for Compassionate, Evidence-Based Alternatives:

There is growing national and international evidence that lethal wildlife control is often
ineffective in achieving long-term ecological or management goals. In many cases, it
disrupts social structures, exacerbates conflict, and creates ecological imbalances that
worsen the very problems it claims to solve.

Lethal control should be replaced with compassionate, evidence-based strategies that
protect both animals and ecosystems. These include, but are not limited to, habitat
modification, exclusion fencing, fertility control, relocation where appropriate,
community education, and coexistence-based land management practices.

Non-lethal approaches address root causes rather than symptoms, and they align with
both ecological science and public expectations for ethical governance.

A Necessary Cultural Shift:

Beyond regulatory reform, a deeper cultural shift is required. Wildlife policy should
promote empathy and stewardship, replacing fear-based and control-oriented
frameworks with respect for life and a commitment to non-violence.

Native animals are not problems to be eliminated but fellow inhabitants of shared
landscapes. An evolved society measures its progress not by how efficiently it kills, but
by how thoughtfully it coexists.

Animal Welfare Science and International Best Practice:

A substantial body of animal welfare science recognises vertebrate wildlife as sentient,
capable of experiencing pain, fear, distress, and suffering. This position is reflected in
international frameworks such as the World Organisation for Animal Health (WOAH,
formerly OIE), which affirms that animal welfare includes both physical and mental
states and applies to wild animals where human activities affect them.



Scientific reviews have consistently shown that many lethal wildlife control methods
fail to meet basic welfare standards. Studies on shooting and aerial culling demonstrate
high rates of non-fatal wounding, leading to prolonged suffering. Research on leg-hold
traps documents severe injuries including fractures, lacerations, dislocations, self-
mutilation, and extended psychological distress. Poisoning methods are widely
criticised in the scientific literature for causing extended periods of agony, respiratory
failure, and distress prior to death, with impacts that are inherently unpredictable and
often affect non-target species.

International best practice increasingly favours the avoidance of lethal control wherever
feasible. Jurisdictions in Europe, North America, and parts of New Zealand have
adopted coexistence-based wildlife management models that prioritise prevention,
habitat management, fertility control, and public education.

Conclusion

The “licence to harm” system represents an outdated approach to wildlife
management. Shooting, trapping, poisoning, and other violent practices cause
suffering, undermine ethical standards, and fail to deliver sustainable ecological
outcomes. These methods must be permanently prohibited.

This review presents an opportunity to lead with compassion, science, and moral
clarity. By recognising animals as sentient beings within family groups, prioritising non-
lethal solutions, embedding independent oversight, and aligning policy with
contemporary animal welfare science and international best practice, it is possible to
create a wildlife management framework that protects both animals and ecosystems
for generations to come.



