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Introduction
Over 240 Submissions were received in response to the Authority to Control
Wildlife System Review – Discussion Paper.
Thank you to everyone who contributed.
The discussion paper and responses
In April 2018, the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP) invited members of the
public to provide their views and feedback in relation to the operation of the current Authority to Control
Wildlife (ATCW) system.
The consultation period ran from 30 April to 29 June 2018 and was supported by the Authority to Control
Wildlife System Review – Discussion Paper (the Discussion Paper) and survey questions which were
available through the Engage Victoria website.
The Discussion Paper and online survey were informed by earlier consultation with key stakeholders
including wildlife shelters, animal welfare organisations, current users of the ATCW system, local councils,
public land managers and the animal welfare branch of the Department of Economic Development, Jobs,
Transport and Resources (DEDJTR). The aims of the early consultation process were to ensure that DELWP
understood the range of concerns that community members had with the system, gain some initial ideas for
improvements and to determine the best way to engage with the wider community for the review.
The consultation period was publicised through the DELWP website, DELWP social media pages, and a
range of other media. In addition, DELWP wrote directly to stakeholders who had previously expressed an
interest in the review, these stakeholders included members of the general public, wildlife shelter operators,
animal welfare organisations and all of the participants involved in the early consultation process.
• A total of 249 responses were received during the public consultation period.
• 231 responses were received through the Engage Victoria web platform.
• 18 responses were received via email or mail*.
*Please note: 9 of the responses received via email or mail did not relate to issues or topics within the scope of the
review and have not been included in the data analysis. A total of 242 responses were analysed as part of this report.

The majority of respondents were from Victoria. Outside of Victoria, 5 responses were received from New
South Wales, 1 from Queensland, 2 from South Australia and 1 response from New Zealand.
The number of responses from Victoria postcode locations are shown below. The majority of responses
were received from postcodes in and around Melbourne.
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Overview of Submissions
In the Discussion paper, DELWP noted that:
‘there are very polarised views about the ATCW system in the community, which is
understandable given the diverse make-up of the Victorian community and that the system
allows the lethal control of animals in certain circumstances.
The aim of the review is to develop stakeholder informed recommendations on how to
improve the ATCW system so that it sensibly balances the needs of Victoria’s human and
wildlife populations’.
The responses submitted in response to the Discussion paper strongly reflected this polarisation. Overall, 24%
of respondents had been issued with an ATCW at some time, whereas 76% of respondents had never held an
ATCW before. These two groups typically expressed opposing views on many of the survey questions.
(Throughout this paper, ‘ACTW holder’ refers to a person who currently holds, or has previously held, an
ATCW).

24%

76%
ATCW holders

Non ATCW holders

DELWP acknowledges the broad range of views presented in the submissions and all are important.
Contributions from ATCW holders provide valuable feedback about the effectiveness of the system from the
people who use it. Contributions from non ATCW holders illustrate the level of broader community interest in
the methods of wildlife management used in Victoria.
The submissions also illustrated the extent to which a significant number of members of each stakeholder
group were concerned about the views held by the other. Non-ATCW holders often expressed a view that
suggested that ATCW holders were too quick to resort lethal control methods, overreached in the number of
animals controlled, and were largely indifferent to issues of wildlife welfare. On the other hand, ATCW holders
often expressed a view that non-ATCW holders’ concerns were based more on emotion than science or
practical agricultural reality.
However, there were areas where the two groups expressed views that were more closely aligned. ACTW
holders often expressed a strong concern for animal welfare matters and indicated an interest in non-lethal
control measure if they could be shown to be effective. Non-ATCW holders often recognised that the need for
control might often be legitimate but stressed the importance of all decisions being made transparently,
according to the best available evidence, and with proper monitoring and oversight.
DELWP understands the importance of finding the right balance in policy, aiming to provide an ATCW system
that works effectively for users and that also provides the necessary level of scrutiny and oversight to ensure
credibility. This consultation process is an important exercise in testing how well that balance is currently being
achieved and what DELWP could do to improve the system to achieve this.
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Theme 1: The Application Process
Theme 1 of the Discussion Paper sought feedback on the ATCW application process and suggested possible
modifications to the process.

Pro-active applications
Applicants for an ATCW are required to provide evidence that the circumstances requiring wildlife control are
taking place at the time of the application and specify the type and extent of the damage.
The Discussion Paper asked whether respondents supported the suggestion that applicants could apply for an
ATCW ‘pro-actively’ (that is, before the damage occurs) in situations where damage is likely to reoccur (for
example, seasonal damage to fruit crops by birds). Such applications would only be accepted in conjunction
with a detailed Wildlife Management Plan, which includes non-lethal methods for control of wildlife, is submitted
and accepted by DELWP.
Support for this suggestion was quite polarised, with 91% of ATCW holders supporting the suggestion,
compared to 18% of non-ATCW holders.

Level of support for 'pro-active' ATCW applications
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91%

90%
80%
66%

70%
60%
50%

ATCW holder

40%

Non-ATCW holder

30%
20%

18%
5%

10%

11%
4%

0%

5%

0%
Support

Neutral

Do not
support

No response

Several ATCW holders explained that it was difficult to run a business if they were unable to take preventative
measures before the damage had occurred, particularly to crops or new plantations. Others stated that it was
more efficient and cost effective to maintain populations at a manageable level, rather than only reacting when
the problem was out of control. Many suggested that the current length of time for an application to be
processed made it difficult to react to damage in a timely manner, and that this option provided a reasonable
solution.
Those respondents who did not support the suggestion were typically concerned that any authorisations
granted without certainty that damage would eventuate could result in unnecessary destruction of wildlife –
although support was higher if the pro-active authorisations were limited to non-lethal control methods. Some
respondents felt that if wildlife issues are regular and predictable then more permanent control methods, such
as fencing or netting, may be needed.

Streamlined renewal process
Renewals of ATCWs is not currently permitted, as it is considered that if wildlife impacts persist beyond the
validity of an ATCW (which is usually 1 year) then it may be timely to reassess whether the authorised
control is appropriate, or whether alternative approaches (such as developing a Wildlife Management Plan)
should be considered. While DELWP would design a streamlined process that used previously submitted
information, the need for an updated understanding of the situation ‘on the ground’ makes it unclear how
much administrative burden could be saved.
There was very strong support for a renewal process from ATCW holders (96%), however, only 20% of nonATCW holders supported the suggestion
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Level of support for a streamlined ATCW renewal process
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Do not
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0%

0%
Support
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Many ACTW holders felt that a renewal process would help speed up approvals and allow for a quicker
response to prevent loss and damage. Some ATCW holders suggested that renewal should be automatic or
streamlined for common species, for applicants with a proven track record, or in specific areas with known
wildlife problems – others suggested that common species should not require an authorisation at all.
The most common concerns raised by respondents who were not supportive were that the lethal control of
wildlife should not be made easier and that streamlining renewals would encourage more applications, reduce
the rigor of the assessment process, and normalise lethal control.

Shooter proficiency training
While some ATCWs authorise licensed firearms users to use shooting as a control method, there is not
currently any additional proficiency assessment which tests a shooter’s accuracy in a wildlife control setting.
There was strong support for proficiency testing from non-ATCW holders, with 78% of these respondents
supporting the suggestion. Conversely, 58% of ATCW holders opposed the suggestion

Level of support for shooter proficiency testing
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70%
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Supporters of the suggestion felt that it was necessary to protect animal welfare, to increase community
confidence in the system and for the safety of the community and livestock. Some respondents also suggested
that shooters should be required to pass a macropod identification test.
Those who did not support the suggestion believed the testing would be impractical, costly and added another
layer of red tape. Respondents also questioned whether DELWP would have the resources to implement the
suggestion. Some also felt that shooter accuracy testing should be part of the firearms licence application
process for every person applying for a firearms licence and should therefore be managed by Victoria Police.
Many ATCW holders emphasised that they did not take killing any animal lightly and prided themselves on
good marksmanship and ensuring a humane death. Others stated that landholders who were unable to shoot
accurately would engage someone who could to undertake the control on their behalf. Those that engage the
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services of shooters stated they wanted the job done quickly and effectively and therefore wouldn’t waste time
or money on people who couldn’t shoot accurately.

General comments
A high number of respondents queried the nature and extent of evidence provided to DELWP in support of an
ATCW application, and the way in which this evidence is used by DELWP in making its decisions. This issue is
discussed further in Theme 2: Decision-making.
Some ATCW holders suggested that DELWP should work with landholders to determine an appropriate
method to estimate wildlife populations on their property. The use of night vision photography or video footage
was also suggested as an option to assist with determining wildlife numbers .
While most respondents were supportive of the move to an online application system, some expressed
concern that the move would result in less scrutiny of applications, and a higher volume of applications being
approved.
One participant felt that damage to life and property from car crashes with wildlife should be added as a reason
that an ATCW could be issued, another suggested that injury to stock should also be included as a reason for
an ATCW.
The introduction of fees for ATCW applications was suggested by a number of respondents. The respondents
felt that this would reduce the number of applications submitted. There were a range of suggestions for how
the fees could be used including administration of the system, funding research into control methods and
providing grants for cost-prohibitive non-lethal measures such as fencing or netting.
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Theme 2: Decision-making
Theme 2 of the discussion paper focussed on the ATCW decision-making process and sought feedback on
possible changes to the process.

Minimum damage threshold
The Wildlife Act does not define a minimum threshold that damage must exceed before a land owner or
manager may apply for an ATCW. In practice, DELWP makes case-by-case assessments of whether there is
sufficient need to issue an ACTW. The Discussion Paper asked whether a minimum damage threshold could
improve consistency in decision-making, and prevent applications being made in relation to minor or trivial
amounts of damage.
This suggestion was supported by 60% of non-ATCW holders, but by only 9% of ATCW holders

Level of support for introducing a minimum damage
threshold
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A number of respondents who supported this suggestion felt that it would add objectivity to the assessment
process, provided that the threshold was based on expert advice. On the other hand, many ATCW holders felt
that a threshold would be unavoidably subjective and difficult to implement and were uncomfortable with
someone else deciding the amount of financial loss they must experience before they are able to protect their
assets or income. They also commented that while the loss of income from wildlife damage may not seem like
a lot, it adds up over time and may be compounded by losses due to other factors such as drought.

Damage estimate calculator
Some other Australian states provide a ‘damage estimate calculator’ for land owners and managers that
uses modelling to estimate damage caused by wildlife. The Discussion Paper asked whether there might be
value in introducing this feature.
Responses to this question were quite similar from ATCW holders and non-ACTW holders. The number of
respondents indicating that they were ‘unsure’ about the proposal was also quite high.
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Level of support for introducing a damage estimate
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Supporters of the suggestion saw value in the use of a damage calculator to standardise the evidence
provided by applicants, and that it would give the public confidence that wildlife were being controlled due to
valid and measurable reasons. There was a strong emphasis on the need for the calculator to be evidencebased, peer reviewed and subject to regular verification and refinement.
Critics of the suggestion believed that it would be difficult for a model to accurately reflect damage across
different areas and land use types, and stressed the importance of a method to ensure that applications were
not rejected solely on the basis of modelling by the calculator. Others felt that it might lead to landholders
acting without an ATCW if they were unable to gain approval due to the results of the calculator.

General comments
The concerns of ATCW holders related chiefly to the time taken to process applications and several comments
illustrated the economic impacts incurred while waiting for applications to be processed and circumstances to
be verified. ATCW holders also commented that the number of individual animals authorised for control should
be higher, so that wildlife do not become established in an area. They also called for support from DELWP with
realistic strategies to minimise and manage problems.
Consistency in decision making was also raised as a concern, but it was noted that this needed to be balanced
with an understanding that circumstances can vary in different areas of the state.
Both ATCW holders and non-ATCW holders suggested that outside expertise was needed when applications
were being considered. ATCW holders suggested that agricultural expertise was required, while non-ATCW
holders suggested animal welfare expertise was needed. One respondent highlighted the role of DELWP’s
Independent Panel of Experts (IPE), and suggested that this panel should have a stronger voice in guiding
wildlife management policy.
As noted in Theme 1, a key concern of many contributors was the question of evidence – how often were
inspections conducted, what methodology did those inspections use, and how was an assessment of
evidence conducted in situations where inspections did not take place? There was a strong view that the
assessment process could be more transparent to improve community confidence that authorisations are
granted only where compelling evidence has demonstrated that an authorisation is warranted.
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Theme 3: Compliance Monitoring
and Enforcement
Theme 3 of the Discussion Paper focused on DELWP’s compliance monitoring and enforcement activities
relating to the ATCW system. This section of the Discussion Paper had four questions which related to specific
suggestions for improvements that could be made to DELWP’s ATCW compliance monitoring, and two further
questions to prompt general comments.

Submission of returns
ATCW holders were previously required to submit returns, however this requirement was removed in the early
2000s to reduce administrative burden. The Discussion Paper asked whether this requirement should be
reintroduced. There was strong support for this suggestion from non-ATCW holders (78%), whilst 33% of
ATCW holders were supportive.

Level of support for requiring ATCW holders to submit
returns
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The respondents who supported reinstating a returns system believed it would enable better monitoring of the
system and improve accountability. Others noted that reporting was a requirement of most other regulatory
systems and suggested that the collected data should also be published. Some ATCW holders felt that it would
improve decision making and would be useful to support future applications. Other respondents thought that it
would be more relevant to require reports that indicate whether the control activities undertaken had successfully
addressed the problem, rather than focussing on numbers controlled.
Again, there were highly divergent views about the level of administrative and accounting burden that was
reasonable. While many ATCW holders felt that the submission of returns was unnecessary administrative
burden, other non ATCW holders believed that DELWP should physically inspect the carcass of every animal
controlled.

Governor-in-Council Orders for disturbance of common species
Under the Wildlife Act, the Governor-in-Council can issue an Order to ‘unprotect’ particular species of wildlife in
certain circumstances from certain activities. The Discussion Paper proposed that, in order to streamline
DELWP’s compliance and enforcement activities and allow a greater focus on high risk non-compliances,
DELWP could recommend that the Governor-in-Council issue Orders which allow for disturbance of common
wildlife species, such as Eastern Grey Kangaroos and Musk Lorikeets, without authorisation.
44% of ATCW holders and 24% of non-ATCW holders supported the suggestion, however, a number of ATCW
holders (32%) and non-ATCW holders (23%) provided a neutral response.
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The comments accompanying the responses indicated that DELWP may not have adequately explained that
‘disturbance’ only relates to non-lethal control methods, as a number of respondents thought that it also
included lethal control, which may have influenced their level of support for the suggestion.

Introducing GIC Orders that allow the disturbance for
common wildlife species
50%
45%

44%

43%

40%
35%

32%

30%

24%

25%

23%

ATCW holder
19%

20%

Non-ATCW holder

15%

10%

10%

5%

5%
0%
Support

Neutral

Do not support No response

Many supporters of the ‘unprotection’ Orders were enthusiastic for the suggestion, feeling that it would reduce
administrative burden on both landholders and DELWP, and allow landholders to act immediately in cases to
prevent significant damage.
Some respondent questioned the effectiveness of disturbance techniques in general, believing that disturbance
simply moves a problem elsewhere. There were highly divergent views about the animal welfare impacts of
disturbance techniques. Some respondents questioned whether disturbance had any adverse welfare at all and
whether permits should ever be required for non-lethal controls. Other contributors disagreed with the
disturbance of wildlife in any scenario and felt that it can cause significant stress and injury, particularly
kangaroos – these respondents generally felt that the ‘unprotection’ Orders would lead to significant increases in
wildlife disturbance without adequate oversight.

Listing agents on the application form and authorisation
Similar to the requirement to submit returns, the requirement for any agents undertaking the control measure
to be listed on the application form was removed to reduce administrative burden. The Discussion Paper
sought to test the level of support for this decision.
There was also strong support for the reintroduction of agent listing amongst non-ATCW holders, with 74%
supporting the suggestion. Conversely only 14% of ATCW holders were in favour.

Level of support for requiring agents to be listed on the
application form and authorisation
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Supporters of listing agents felt that anyone undertaking control under an ATCW should be known to enable
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DELWP to check for prior convictions and valid licences. ATCW holders were concerned that listing agents in
advance could limit their flexibility to make changes at short notice if necessary, for example if an agent became
unavailable or was found to not meet the requirements set by the ATCW holder. Some noted that it may end up
being a very long list for each landholder. Others suggested that if the listing requirement were implemented,
ATCW holders should be able to quickly and easily add the name of agents using the online system prior to
them undertaking control.

Improving the range of sanctions
The Discussion Paper gave a thorough overview of the penalties and sanctions available to DELWP to
respond to non-compliance with the ACTW requirements (ranging from guidance and written warnings,
through to additional restrictions or conditions, cancelling or suspending an authorisation, and ultimately
prosecution).
The Discussion Paper also discussed the features of a best practice regulatory framework, such as a
graduated hierarchy of enforcement measures, which helps ensure that the penalty fits the offence. The
Discussion Paper noted that Penalty Infringement Notices (PINs) are not currently provided for under the
Wildlife Act. Respondents were asked whether they supported a wider range of sanctions being
available to DELWP officers enforcing the conditions of the ATCW program.
61% of non-ATCW holders supported this proposal, while 44% of ATCW holders were neutral and only
14% were in favour.

Level of support for improving the range of sanctions
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Supporters of an expanded range of sanctions agreed that this would assist DELWP in responding
proportionately to offences. Several felt that PINs might result in more minor offences being penalised rather
than being ignored, or resulting in a warning.
Many respondents felt that the current range of sanctions was adequate. A common view was that improved
monitoring and a greater capacity to identify offenders ought to be a significantly higher priority than
expanding the range of potential sanctions.
Some respondents suggested that the penalty amounts in the Wildlife Act should be increased to reduce the
likelihood of repeat offending.

General comments
Many respondents raised concerns with the adequacy of the resources DELWP is able to deploy to monitor
compliance with the ATCW system, and with wildlife offences generally. Several respondents commented
on the limited availability of DELWP officers outside standard business hours, given that a large proportion
of control actions occur after dark, and on weekends. Some respondents suggested that DELWP should
work with other agencies, such as the Victorian Fisheries Authority, to increase their compliance monitoring
capability.
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Theme 4: Traditional Owner
involvement in the ATCW system
As custodians of the land, Aboriginal Victorians have managed the land and the native animals that inhabit it
sustainably for thousands of generations using traditional ecological knowledge. The fulfillment of both
Aboriginal cultural wellbeing and economic prosperity is a Victorian Government priority. Under DELWP’s
Aboriginal Inclusion Plan, Munganin – Gadhaba, DELWP has committed to improving Traditional Owner access
to Country and its resources, and participation in natural resource management.
Theme 4 of the Discussion Paper focused on Traditional Owner involvement in the ATCW system. Two specific
ideas for improvement were addressed in the Discussion Paper.

Traditional Owner registered shooter list
The Discussion Paper asked ATCW holders if they would be interested in using the services of a Traditional
Owner who was on a list of DELWP registered shooters to control wildlife on their property.
Only 18% of ATCW holders supported this suggestion, 49% did not support the suggestion and a further 28%
were not sure

Level of support for ATCW holders having access to a list of Traditional
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A number of respondents felt that it was inappropriate for DELWP to have included this question in the
discussion paper. In the early consultation process, DELWP consulted with Traditional Owner groups to
determine if and how they would like to participate in the ATCW system. Representatives from Traditional Owner
groups also reviewed Theme 4 of the Discussion Paper prior to its inclusion.
Of the ATCW holders who did not support the suggestion, the majority stated that they already have trusted
shooters that they use and wouldn’t consider changing shooters or using people they did not know. Others
stated that they undertook the control themselves and did not wish to pay for the services of a shooter.
The ATCW holders that were supportive of the suggestion stated that they would be happy to use Traditional
Owners registered with DELWP as shooters, provided they met their requirements in relation to proficiency,
safety and cost effectiveness. Others were supportive specifically in order to build relationships with Traditional
Owners in their area.
Although the question was primarily aimed at ATCW holders, some non-ATCW holders indicated support for the
suggestion and stated that they felt that it would help build relationships with Traditional Owners and contribute
to greater cultural reconnection with traditional hunting practices.
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Traditional Owner access to controlled wildlife
The Discussion Paper asked whether respondents supported making wildlife controlled under ATCWs available
to Traditional Owners for cultural purposes (for example, use of skins, bones, feathers or meat).
Both ATCW holders and non-ATCW holders were split equally in their support or opposition of the proposal.
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Supporters of the proposal felt that it would reduce waste and assist with the preservation of Traditional Owner
culture. A number of respondents felt that it should not be limited to just Traditional Owners and that anyone
should be able to use wildlife controlled under an ATCW for any purpose.
A number of responses indicated that the Discussion Paper did not explain the proposal clearly enough, as
large numbers of contributors thought that additional animals would be controlled specifically for cultural
purposes, which is not the intent of this proposal. Others were not supportive of the suggestion as they
fundamentally disagreed with the killing of wildlife for any reason.

General comments
Several respondents suggested that partnership opportunities should be explored so that Traditional Owner
knowledge about the benefits of native wildlife and sustainable land management techniques can be utilised and
shared with the broader community.
Other suggestions were that Traditional Owner groups could be involved in the sustainable control of wildlife
and eradication of pest species on public land, or that they could be given the opportunity to harvest wildlife on
a property experiencing wildlife damage so that an ATCW is no longer required.
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Theme 5: Information provision
Theme 5 of the Discussion Paper asked for feedback on how information about the ATCW system could be
better provided and shared, with a particular focus on the features of the DELWP website.

Neighbour notification
Some ATCWs require that neighbours are made aware of the upcoming wildlife control – either by
requiring the ATCW holder to contact neighbours, or by DELWP contacting neighbours directly.
Generally, this condition is applied when the neighbouring property is used in a way that may be
disturbed by the control action, such as a horse stud or school.
The Discussion Paper asked whether neighbor notification should be a requirement of all ATCWs. 77% of
non-ATCW holders supported the suggestion, while only 14% of ATCW holders were in favour.
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Some ATCW holders stated that while they already notified their neighbours, a mandatory requirement
wouldn’t be appropriate for every situation, given the variation in neighbour relationships and the size and
location of the property. Many respondents who were unsupportive of the suggestion felt that it had the
potential to cause huge conflict within rural communities.
Some respondents believed that notification would assure neighbours that the control was authorised and
could promote an integrated approach across the landscape rather than limiting control actions to one property
in isolation.
Many non-ATCW holders felt that notification was necessary for the safety of both stock and people,
particularly in peri-urban areas. Some felt that it was a simple courtesy and that people had a right to know
what was happening to wildlife in their neighbourhood. Others stated that notification would allow them to have
input into whether the ATCW was needed and assist with identifying and reporting offences.

Stakeholder meetings to discuss wildlife management approaches
The Discussion Paper proposed that, in areas where there are differing points of view regarding
wildlife issues and the need for control, DELWP could encourage a meeting where all relevant
stakeholders in the area could come together to discuss the issues and determine a way
forward. While this may be a difficult conversation initially, it would allow each party to hear the
other’s point of view and work together to address the issues being experienced in the area. A
strategic coordinated wildlife management approach could also be used where wildlife issues
are experienced at a landscape scale, and uncoordinated management on different properties
has been unsuccessful at resolving the issue.
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The proposal had a strong level of support from non-ATCW holders (76%) and a significant minority of ATCW
holders (34%), whilst the majority (49%) of ATCW holders did not support the suggestion.

Level of support for DELWP encouraging meetings
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Despite the levels of support expressed in the responses to the survey questions, many respondents felt that
while they supported the idea of meetings in principle, there was a strong sense of pessimism about the
meetings being productive in practice. Most respondents were aware of the polarised views that were likely to
be expressed, and advocated for the presence of a skilled, independent mediator, as well as attendees with
wildlife welfare and agricultural expertise to assist in keeping the discussions evidence-based.
Other, more optimistic views were that such meetings could be a useful learning exercise and expose
participants to issues and concerns they may not have previously been aware of.

Strategic wildlife management approach
The Discussion Paper asked whether respondents would support DELWP working with landholders to
encourage a strategic, coordinated wildlife management approach in areas where ongoing wildlife issues are
being experienced across a number of properties in an area.
This proposal was very strongly supported, by both ATCW-holders (72%) and non-ATCW holders (70%).

Level of support for DELWP working with landholders to
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Most supporters agreed that a strategic, coordinated approach would be more successful and economical than
separate control on individual properties. Others noted that a larger-scale control action made it feasible to
draw on the expertise of agricultural and wildlife welfare specialists.
Of those who expressed concerns, some ATCW holders felt that a general strategy for an area may not reflect
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the individual needs on different properties with different land uses, while some non-ATCW holders were
concerned that it would lead to more wildlife being controlled and ATCWs issued for longer periods.

More information on non-lethal control methods
The Discussion Paper asked whether the DELWP website should contain more information
about non-lethal control methods.
Non-ATCW holders were very much in favour of this suggestion (78%), while ATCW holders were fairly evenly
split between being supportive (32%), neutral (33%) and not supportive (30%).
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Those who did not support the suggestion typically believed that non-lethal control does not work, is expensive
to implement and only moves the problem to other properties. Supporters of the proposal saw an opportunity
to challenge this view, by encouraging the provision of information telling ‘success stories’ of landholders using
non-lethal control techniques and explaining how to implement them.
Other suggestions included government grants for the installation of non-lethal control methods such as
fencing and netting, and DELWP commissioning research into more effective non-lethal control methods.

Adequacy of ATCW information on the DELWP website
The Discussion Paper asked whether the information provided about the ATCW system on the website is
adequate.
A significant proportion of respondents (38%) indicated that they did not use the website – which is an
important fact for DELWP to consider when determining how information is best provided. For those that did
use the website, 46% of ATCW holders felt the information provided on the system was adequate, while only
14% of non-ATCW holders agreed.
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Is the information provided on the DELWP website about
the ATCW system adequate?
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Many non-ATCW holders were concerned that the language on the website reinforced the
notion that wildlife was inherently a problem, and that there wasn’t enough information about
how to live with wildlife.

Difficulty finding ATCW information on the DELWP website
The Discussion Paper also sought to identify how easily users were able to find the information they were
looking for on the DELWP website.
From the responses it appears that a significant number of respondents do not use the website. 19% of
respondents found finding information on the website difficult, compared with 32% of respondents who did not
encounter difficulty.
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Those who did experience difficulties noted that the site changes often and the information is not
always in a logical order. Some respondents noted that it was hard to work out what the right
query was to enter into the search bar. A more streamlined interface and prominent links to
common questions were suggested as improvements.
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General comments
The responses showed strong interest in more extensive reporting on the operation of the ATCW system, with
regularly updated statistics on items such as:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

the number of ATCW applications received
the number of applications rejected and the reason they were rejected
the number of ATCWs for non-lethal control issued
the number of breaches of ATCW conditions and the number of successful and unsuccessful
prosecutions
the proportion of ATCWs issued to different sectors
the number of complaints made by members of the public and the outcomes of these
the conditions included in ATCWs
the number of ATCWs issued by region.

Other suggestions related to the accountability of the system, including the introduction of independent reviews
and audits of the system to ensure that the correct processes have been followed. It was also suggested that
there should be a way for interested members of the community to appeal an ATCW application, or for an
application to be reviewed by an outside review council similar to an animal ethics committee.
The methods of communicating information about the ATCW system were mentioned by a number of
respondents. They suggested that DELWP should hold community meetings to provide information about the
ATCW system and that volunteer organisations or other landholders could demonstrate how to implement nonlethal control methods. Distributing information about the ATCW system to local councils and in multiple
languages was also suggested.
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Conclusion: What we’ve heard
We’ve heard that this is an area with highly divergent views
The responses we received during the consultation period highlighted the highly divergent views about
wildlife control held by the Victorian community. Some responses were driven by a view that harming animals
in any circumstances should not occur, while people who are experiencing hardship from wildlife impacts
want a system that is efficient and effective in addressing these.

We’ve heard about the need for a strong evidence base
Both ATCW holders and non ATCW holders expressed the great importance of basing authorisation
decisions on the best available evidence.
Each ATCW decision needs to draw on a solid understanding of the facts regarding the potential damage
that may be caused by wildlife, on the efficacy of the various control methods available, and the range of
welfare and other associated impacts that may flow from the control action.
DELWP currently uses evidence where available in making its decisions, but the consultation has provided a
timely reminder of the importance of making evidence-based decision-making processes more transparent.

We’ve heard about the need to streamline a process, while maintaining
rigorous oversight
When applicants for an ATCW are experiencing damage or losses while waiting for an application for
authorisation to be assessed and approved, it causes understandable frustration. DELWP understands the
need to streamline the application process as much as possible to avoid delays, and to ensure that all
information requested is strictly necessary to the decision making.
Balanced against this streamlining objective is the need to maintain the levels of scrutiny and oversight the
system requires to ensure wildlife are only controlled when necessary. The system’s credibility depends on a
thorough assessment of the circumstances at hand, and careful consideration of the optimal control strategy.
DELWP will continue to consider how best to achieve this balance.

We’ve heard about the importance of an adequately resourced compliance
monitoring function
A high volume of submissions expressed concern that DELWP did not have the resources to adequately
monitor the extent to which the conditions of ATCWs are complied with.
DELWP will continue to use the resources it has in a strategic manner to identify and target the areas of
greatest risk. This compliance monitoring strategy will continue to evolve based on the evidence available,
and will proactively respond to new and emerging risk factors.
DELWP will continue to collaborate with partner agencies to inform its compliance monitoring approach, and
will investigate methods to increase public awareness and draw on reports from the public in relation to
suspected non-compliance.

We’ve heard the desire for greater transparency and availability of
information
The submissions illustrated the importance of making information about the operation of the ATCW system
available to the public. Not only does this respond to the keen interest in the system shown by many
members of the public, it also demonstrates a willingness for DELWP to be accountable for the authorities it
issues.
DELWP will continue to investigate the ways in which information could be better shared, while still
complying with its obligations to respect the privacy rights of ATCW holders.

Next steps
DELWP will use the feedback and ideas for improvements that we have received to develop recommendations
for improvements to the ATCW system. Thank you again to those members of the community who gave their
time to participate in the review.
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