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Introduction 

 

I am writing as a trained ecologist with a deep understanding of Australia’s ecosystems, 
wildlife, and the drivers of extinction on this continent. Australia has one of the worst 
mammal extinction rates in the world, and this is not accidental or natural. It is the 
direct result of human actions since colonisation: land clearing, habitat fragmentation, 
introduced species, and the normalisation of killing native animals when they are 
perceived as inconvenient. 

 

The current “licence to harm” system is not an ecological necessity. It is a continuation 
of a colonial mindset that views native animals as expendable, despite overwhelming 
evidence that they are already under extreme pressure and essential to ecosystem 
function. 

 

Ecological Context and Extinction Crisis 

 

Australia’s extinction crisis is overwhelmingly human-driven. While habitat loss and 
introduced species are often cited as primary causes, this framing allows society to 
distance itself from direct responsibility. As an ecologist, I emphasise that deliberate 
human killing as sanctioned, normalised and repeated since colonisation has been and 
remains a leading driver of extinction in Australia. 

 

The clearest historical example is the thylacine. This species did not disappear because 
of habitat loss or invasive predators. It was systematically hunted, persecuted and 
exterminated by humans through government-endorsed bounties and cultural 
fear-mongering. The thylacine’s extinction stands as undeniable proof that when killing 
is legitimised, extinction follows. 

 

This pattern has never ended. It has simply been rebranded as “management.” Licences 
to harm native animals continue the same logic that drove the thylacine to extinction: 



that native wildlife can be legally destroyed when it conflicts with human economic 
interests. 

 

Modern licences operate in landscapes already under stress, but it is the direct, 
sanctioned killing of animals that pushes populations past recovery thresholds. 
Shooting, poisoning and trapping do not occur in isolation — they compound long-term 
declines and prevent populations from stabilising. 

 

From an ecological perspective, killing native animals is not management. It fragments 
populations, disrupts social structures, removes breeding adults, and destabilises 
ecosystems. Humans are not passive observers of extinction in Australia — we are the 
primary agents driving it. 

 

Normalisation of Killing and Cultural Failure 

 

The licence to harm system reflects a broader cultural failure to move beyond violence 
as a default response to wildlife. Since colonisation, mass killing of animals has been 
framed as necessary, justified or inevitable. This mindset persists today, despite 
scientific advances and the availability of non-lethal alternatives. 

 

As a society, Australians have not yet confronted the reality that our extinction crisis is 
human-caused. Continuing to issue licences to kill native animals reinforces the 
dangerous idea that wildlife must adapt to agriculture and development, rather than 
humans adapting to the ecological limits of this continent. 

 

True sustainability requires a cultural and ethical shift: from domination to stewardship, 
from control to coexistence. 

 

Animal Welfare and Ecological Harm 

 

Lethal control methods authorised under these licences, including shooting, trapping 
and poisoning cause significant suffering. From both a welfare and ecological 



perspective, these methods are indefensible. They fail to account for dependent young, 
disrupt social structures, and are often carried out with little oversight or monitoring. 

 

There is also no credible ecological evidence that lethal control provides long-term 
solutions to human–wildlife conflict. In many cases, it creates population rebounds, 
increased conflict, or shifts problems elsewhere. Non-lethal approaches are more 
effective, more humane, and more consistent with ecological science. 

 

Farmers, Stewardship and Coexistence 

 

Farmers and landholders should not be positioned as adversaries of native wildlife. 
Much of Australia’s remaining biodiversity exists on private land, making landholders 
essential partners in conservation. 

 

Rather than issuing licences to kill, governments should support and incentivise 
farmers to protect native animals on their land through: 

 

Habitat retention and restoration 

 

Wildlife-friendly fencing and infrastructure 

 

Education on coexistence and ecological benefits of native species 

 

Financial incentives and stewardship payments for conservation outcomes 

 

Protecting native animals should be recognised as a public good, not a private burden. 
Farmers who coexist with wildlife should be supported, not pushed toward lethal 
options that harm ecosystems and erode Australia’s natural heritage. 

 

What Must Change 

 



I strongly urge the Committee to recommend: 

 

The complete abolition of licences to kill or harm native animals under any 
circumstances. No species already facing extinction pressures should be legally 
persecuted. 

 

A mandatory shift to non-lethal, evidence-based management, grounded in ecological 
science and animal welfare. 

 

Strong, enforceable wildlife protection laws that recognise native animals as integral 
components of ecosystems, not expendable resources. 

 

Independent oversight and full transparency of all wildlife management decisions. 

 

Investment in education, coexistence and habitat protection, particularly on 
agricultural land. 

 

Closing Statement 

 

Australia’s extinction crisis is not inevitable. It is the result of choices and it can be 
addressed through better ones. Continuing to issue licences to harm native animals is 
ecologically unsound, ethically unjustifiable, and incompatible with a modern 
understanding of conservation science. 

 

We cannot claim to care about biodiversity while authorising its destruction. A 
fundamental shift in mindset is required: one that recognises native animals as 
belonging on this land, not as problems to be eliminated. 

 

I thank the Committee for the opportunity to make this submission and urge you to 
recommend an end to licences to harm native animals, and a future built on protection, 
coexistence and ecological responsibility. 

 



Sincerely, 

 

Arielle Perkett Ecologist 


