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Background 

Animal Care Australia is the national peak body representing a broad cross-section of 
Australia's animal care and management sector, those who keep, care for and breed 
animals, and advocate for real and improved animal welfare, to prevent the suffering 
of animals. 

Animal Care Australia represents the interests of all hobbyist and pet animal keepers 
nationally. Our members include organisations and professionals involved in 
companion animal welfare, breeding, training and behaviour, veterinary services, 
wildlife rehabilitation, education, local government animal management, boarding 
and grooming, research and animal-related businesses. Animal Care Australia 
supports evidence-based policy that promotes responsible animal management, 
high standards of animal welfare, biodiversity conservation and sustainable 
coexistence between people, domestic animals and wildlife. 

Our Advisory Group members also work in the rescue, training, veterinary, care and 
rehabilitation sectors. To this end, the dingo falls within our purview when kept in 
captive care at a rescue or for rehoming and kept as a pet where those states permit. 

In general, government policy dealing with native wildlife and/or feral (introduced) 
animals sits outside of Animal Care Australia’s purview until or unless those animals 
are brought into the ownership of the public as a pet or companion or animal living in 
captivity.  

At all times, Animal Care Australia will respond to matters directly associated with 
poor animal welfare outcomes, especially where other available options are not 
being considered or utilised or implemented in an acceptable manner. 

Opening statement  

Animal Care Australia would like to thank the Animal Welfare Committee for seeking 
consultation on the management of dingo within NSW national park and welcome the 
opportunity to provide feedback. 

Animal Care Australia supports the right of private property owners to protect their 
animals on their properties.  

However, a national park is a different scenario. Animal Care Australia does not 
believe that convenience or economics should ever be prioritised above good animal 
welfare outcomes, even when dispatching any species. 

Animal Care Australia recognises that dingoes have unique qualities that give them 
historical, tourism and community value. Scientific studies also strongly support that 
dingo (as apex predators) increase the protection of native species, which is worth 
investing in to preserve them in a coordinated, and humane way and in doing so 
investing in the protection of our native flora and fauna.  
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Dingoes are not simply predators requiring control but are a keystone species that 
plays a fundamental role in maintaining healthy Australian ecosystems. Their 
presence influences the abundance and behaviour of prey species, suppresses 
invasive predators such as foxes and feral cats, contributes to vegetation recovery 
and supports the conservation of numerous threatened native species. 

Despite this growing body of evidence, legislative and management approaches to 
dingoes remain inconsistent across Australia. In many jurisdictions, dingoes 
continue to be managed primarily as pest animals, particularly where they are 
perceived to conflict with agricultural interests. This inconsistency has resulted in 
situations where dingoes may be protected as native wildlife in one location while 
being subject to routine lethal control in another, despite occupying the same 
ecological niche. 

Animal Care Australia considers that management of dingoes within National Parks 
should fundamentally differ from their management on adjoining agricultural land. 
National Parks exist to conserve Australia's natural heritage, protect biodiversity and 
maintain ecological processes. As Australia's apex terrestrial predator, the dingo is 
an integral component of those ecological processes. Routine lethal control within 
protected areas should therefore only occur where there is clear, evidence-based 
justification demonstrating that all reasonable non-lethal management options have 
been exhausted and that intervention is necessary to protect exceptional 
conservation values or public safety. 

Societal expectations are that animals in Australia will be responsibly managed, 
cared for, and humanely euthanised when necessary. It is clear community response 
to the systematic destruction of dingo – particularly from our national parks, has lost 
its social license to operate in Australia. Community outrage to the events on K’gari 
(Fraser Island) where the Queensland Government has continually chosen to 
euthanise dingo rather than implement responsible public management is a prime 
example of where government is ignoring the science and community concern for the 
continued survival of the dingo and resorting to the ‘old school’ option of kill first and 
deal with public backlash later.  

It feels like government in NSW is no different and certainly does not know how ‘to 
read the room, relying on outdated and inhumane resolutions in order to save money. 

While Animal Care Australia would ordinarily focus on matters that are strictly within 
our direct purview, the ever-increasing inability of government and their relevant 
departments to recognise the advances of animal welfare science over and above the 
ideologies and old-time practices of several lobbyist influences, we find it is 
becoming paramount that we submit full scientifically informed submissions. 

For this submission Animal Care Australia will primarily, but not solely, focus on the 
devastation the irresponsible deployment of aerial baiting and the over-abundance of 
baits on the ground by the NSW National Parks & Wildlife Service (NPWS) has on our 
domestic pets, and the excruciating pain and distress this mismanagement has on 
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both pets and their human families. That said, responses to sections of the Terms of 
Reference are included as Appendix to the main submission. 

Terms of Reference 
(1) That the Animal Welfare Committee inquire into and report on the treatment and 
the cultural and ecological significance of dingoes in national parks in New South 
Wales, and in particular:  

(a) the genetic status of dingoes, the distinction between dingoes and dogs 
and recent research into the genetic profile of NSW dingoes  
(b) the legislative, regulatory and policy frameworks governing the 
management of dingoes in New South Wales in national parks  
(c) the ecological role of dingoes in national parks  
(d) the cultural significance of dingoes for First Nations communities  
(e) the impact of current government policies and programs for the 
management of dingoes in national parks  
(f) dingo management including opportunities for incorporation of Indigenous 
knowledge and leadership in dingo conservation in national parks, and  
(g) any other related matters. 

Response to the Terms of Reference 
(a) the genetic status of dingoes, the distinction between dingoes and dogs 
and recent research into the genetic profile of NSW dingoes  

Animal Care Australia does not support the current use of the term ‘wild dog’ or its 
all-in-one definition. It is beyond belief that governments continue to support the 
archaic idea that dingo are not native, that all dingo are ‘tan’ in colour, and that all 
dingo are wild beasts that will hunt anything that moves. Science now proves none of 
those to be true.  

Animal Care Australia strongly recommends a separation of the all-in-one label is 
required so that management plans can be established to control each different 
species. For a more targeted approach, Animal Care Australia recommends dogs are 
separated and defined as follows:   

 Domestic (owned) dogs: These dogs are identified with and cared for by a 
 specific human guardian or household that takes legal and practical 
 responsibility for their care and the animals are directly dependent on 
 humans.   

 Responsibility for the management should remain with the legal owner, or if 
 uncontrolled by local councils. The Companion Animals Act in NSW. These 
 animals are in fact victims of the ‘wild dog’ label and mismanagement of feral 
 dog control.  
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 Feral dogs: These are invasive species, ie: ex-domestic dogs and foxes. 
 Ex-domestic dogs are unsocialised, no longer have a relationship with or 
 dependence on humans, thriving in the environment – usually in packs. 

 Native dog: The Dingo, including all of the recognised variations, such as  
 Alpine, Desert Dingo, etc.  

Definitions matter, as does the environment that the dogs live in, and this varied 
population of dogs needs to be considered separately for each aspect of ownership/ 
management. 

A clear distinction needs to be made about the treatment of the dingo versus 
feral dogs.  

Strategies dealing with all unowned dogs will assist in reducing the feral dog problem 
as these are most likely to have been a pet dog or a farm dog at some point. Their 
pack instinct is different to that of the dingo and requires it to be managed differently. 
The longer these dogs remain free roaming increases the potential for them to fall 
into the feral category as their contact with humans decreases. 

Animal Care Australia supports the scientific studies recognising the Dingo as a 
native species.  1 2 3 4 

More importantly, Animal Care Australia recognises the need to preserve the dingo in 
the natural environment and to only manage the humane removal of dingoes from an 
area where it is causing harm, or damage on private property.  

The Dingo  

The current body of scientific literature demonstrates that the ecological role of 
dingoes extends well beyond predation. Through top-down regulation of ecosystems, 
dingoes influence trophic interactions that affect herbivore populations, 
Mesopredator abundance, vegetation structure and ecosystem resilience. Numerous 
Australian studies have demonstrated that stable dingo populations can suppress 
introduced predators, particularly foxes, and in some landscapes may also influence 
feral cat behaviour and abundance. These interactions have significant implications 
for Australia's biodiversity, particularly given the nation's status as one of the world's 
highest mammal extinction hotspots. 

The removal of apex predators has repeatedly been shown, both internationally and 
within Australia, to produce unintended ecological consequences. Disruption of 
dingo populations may lead to increases in Mesopredator numbers, altered grazing 
pressure, changes in prey behaviour and reduced ecosystem resilience. Such 
outcomes are inconsistent with the conservation objectives of protected areas and 

 
1 Australian National University 
2 Dingoes on their own evolutionary path 
3 Australian Mammalogy 
4 UNSW – Dr Kylie Cairns 

https://www.anu.edu.au/news/all-news/ancient-dna-study-sheds-new-light-on-dingo-ancestry
https://theconversation.com/dingoes-are-not-domestic-dogs-new-evidence-shows-these-native-canines-are-on-their-own-evolutionary-path-262938
https://connectsci.au/am/article/47/3/AM24052/199699/Taxonomic-tangles-posed-by-human-association-the
https://www.unsw.edu.au/staff/kylie-cairns
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should be carefully considered when developing wildlife management policies. 

The inquiry also provides an important opportunity to consider the cultural 
significance of dingoes. For Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander peoples, dingoes 
have profound cultural, spiritual and historical importance. Dingoes feature 
prominently within Dreaming stories, traditional ecological knowledge and cultural 
practices that have evolved over thousands of years.  

Animal Care Australia supports greater recognition of Indigenous knowledge systems 
and recommends that Traditional Owners play a central role in future dingo 
conservation, monitoring and management within National Parks. 

Another important issue that must be considered in this Inquiry is the ongoing debate 
surrounding dingo genetics. While hybridisation between dingoes and domestic dogs 
has occurred in some regions, genetic complexity should not be used to diminish the 
conservation importance of remaining wild dingo populations. Many threatened 
wildlife species exhibit varying levels of genetic introgression yet continue to receive 
conservation protection. Management should instead prioritise the conservation of 
genetically significant populations while implementing strategies that minimise 
further hybridisation through habitat protection, population monitoring and 
responsible management. 

Public perceptions of dingoes have historically been influenced by misconceptions 
that are not consistently supported by scientific evidence. Dingoes are frequently 
portrayed as dangerous animals, significant threats to biodiversity or simply as feral 
dogs. However, current research demonstrates that wild dingoes generally avoid 
human interaction 5, that stable dingo populations enhance biodiversity outcomes 6, 
and that dingoes possess distinct ecological, behavioural and genetic characteristics 
that differentiate them from domestic dogs. Public policy should therefore be 
informed by peer-reviewed scientific evidence rather than historical assumptions or 
anecdotal accounts. 

Consequences of recognising dingoes as a native species 

In some states around Australia the keeping of dingoes as protected species is 
governed by the relevant environment department. While in NSW you can only obtain 
a dingo (pure or hybrid) that has been captive-bred, and this governed by local 
councils under the Companion Animals Act and its Regulations.7 8 

Animal Care Australia recognises the two varying systems have pros and cons. Some 
NSW residents may not support our position, regardless, because of the unique 
needs and requirements of the dingoes, it would be our recommendation to have the 
dingo included as a species requiring a Dingo Keepers License. The conditions of this 

 
5 Human avoidance 
6 Ecological Society of Australia 
7 NSW Companion Animals Act 1998 
8 NSW Companion Animals Regulations 1998 

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0003347217302890
https://www.ecolsoc.org.au/?hottopic-entry=demise-of-the-dingo
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/act-1998-087
https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/whole/html/inforce/current/sl-2018-0441#sec.3
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license would be similar to those in Victoria and Northern Territory and would need to 
be considered after consultation with expert and major stakeholders.  

Regardless of which system they are kept, it must always remain strictly illegal for 
individuals to take a dingo from the wild, the exception being rescue/rehabilitation 
services accepting abandoned dingo or pups.  

In relation to rehabilitation and rescue services for dingo (which there are primarily 
three in Sydney).  

• Sydney Dingo Rescue: Located in the Southern Highlands (about 50 km south 
of Goulburn), this is Australia's largest dingo rescue. 

• Dingo Sanctuary Bargo: Located in the Macarthur/South-West Sydney region, 
this charity sanctuary cares for over 30 rescued pure Australian dingoes. They 
are open to the public for educational tours and hands-on interactions by 
appointment. 

• Dingo Den Animal Rescue: Operating out of western Sydney (Penrith), this 
national charity empowers wildlife carers and supports the rehabilitation, 
care, and rehoming of dingoes. 

Note: In addition to these dedicated groups, licensed wildlife rehabilitators 
registered with WIRES may occasionally triage or temporarily hold injured or 
orphaned dingoes before coordinating permanent placement. 

Animal Care Australia would recommend ALL dingo rehabilitators and rescues must 
be registered with the Biodiversity and Heritage Regulator (BHR), who is the primary 
oversight body within the NSW Department of Climate Change, Energy, the 
Environment and Water (DCCEEW). It enforces native wildlife protection, land 
clearing regulations, and state heritage listings, and environmental conservation 
licences.  

(b) the legislative, regulatory and policy frameworks governing the 
management of dingoes in New South Wales in national parks 

The NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service kills dingoes using a combination of 
aerial baiting, ground baiting, trapping, and shooting.  

These lethal control measures are part of the NSW Wild Dog Management Strategy 9 
designed to protect livestock.  

Animal welfare considerations must also form part of all wildlife management. 
Broad-scale lethal control methods, particularly baiting, and trapping, raise 
significant welfare concerns and may disrupt stable family groups that contribute to 
normal social behaviour and territorial regulation.  

Scientific evidence increasingly suggests that indiscriminate population reduction 

 
9 NSW Wild Dog Management strategy 

https://www.dpird.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/1628741/wild-dog-management-strategy-2022-2027.pdf


11 

  
 

Dingoes in national parks in New South Wales 
 

 Animal welfare education and advocacy         11  

 

may fragment established packs, increase juvenile dispersal and, in some 
circumstances, contribute to increased livestock conflict rather than reducing it. 10 
Management strategies should therefore be informed by both ecological science and 
contemporary animal welfare principles. 

The main method utilised is poison baiting (1080).  

The most common method are meat baits injected with sodium fluoroacetate (1080), 
which is buried in mounds on the ground – supposedly to reduce non-target impacts, 
with the second most common, the baits are dropped from the air over large 
expanses of land.  Over 1.5 million baits were deployed in NSW parks between 2020 
and 2025.11 

Because of the high risk to domestic pets, Animal Care Australia will focus a good 
proportion of this submission on the use of 1080.  

Other methods: 

Trapping where soft-jaw leg-hold traps are used strategically by field officers, 
particularly for reactive control when livestock attacks are reported. Trapping may be 
used to capture individual dingoes or wild dogs for euthanasia. 

While trapping can allow more targeted management than broad-scale baiting, 
significant welfare considerations remain. 

Captured animals may experience: 

• prolonged restraint; 

• physical injury; 

• dehydration; 

• exposure to heat or cold; 

• psychological stress associated with confinement; 

• injury resulting from attempts to escape. 

The welfare outcome depends heavily upon: 

• trap design; 

• inspection frequency; 

• operator competency; 

• environmental conditions; 

• duration of restraint. 

Animal Care Australia supports the use of best-practice trapping standards where 
trapping is considered necessary but submits that trapping should never become a 
routine management response within National Parks. 

 
10 Demise of the dingo – Ecological Society of Australia 
11 Defend The Wild GIPA results 

https://www.ecolsoc.org.au/?hottopic-entry=demise-of-the-dingo
https://www.defendthewild.org/dingo-inquiry-nsw
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Shooting: Generally used as an opportunistic and reactive measure against dingoes 
that pose an immediate threat to neighboring farms. 

Where lethal management is necessary, shooting by appropriately trained personnel 
may provide the most rapid and humane outcome. 

However, welfare outcomes remain dependent upon: 

• operator competency; 

• firearm selection; 

• shooting distance; 

• environmental conditions; 

• immediate confirmation of death. 

Poorly executed shooting may result in prolonged suffering through wounding rather 
than immediate death. 

Barrier Fencing: The NPWS helps fund and maintain tall, electrified fences in 
specific regions to separate dingoes from farmland. NPWS also has specific 
boundary fence requirements and cost-sharing guidelines for private landholders 
adjoining national parks. 

This fencing is effective under certain circumstances and consists of two different 
approaches.  

Long fencing (the Dingo or Wild Dog Fence), funded by the government and NPWS 
and smaller, retrofitted fencing that protects individual properties, subsidised via 
Local Land Services. The long fences are expensive to install and maintain.   

Animal Care Australia notes that even the NPWS states the long fencing is used to 
protect livestock but does not acknowledge the environment and biodiversity 
impacts the long fencing has in areas where they have been erected. 12  13  14 

Retro-fitted fences are proving to be extremely successful for the protection of 
livestock. A trial of this fencing was conducted from 2019 on two properties in the 
NSW Central Tablelands. 15 

‘In the three years since the fences have been in place there has not been a 
single wild dog attack on either property even though continuous wild dog 
presence has been recorded on land surrounding both farms via camera traps 
along the fence lines and dog tracks found pacing parallel to the electric 
fences. In contrast, wild dog attacks on sheep have continued on farms with 
no electric fences ... ‘ 

 
12 Dingo Fence impacts on biodiversity – Australian Geographic 
13 Dingo fence impacts on biodiversity - UNSW 
14 On the Fence Film 
15 Report on installation of retrofitted fences 

https://www.australiangeographic.com.au/biodiversity/2021/02/the-impact-of-eradicating-dingoes-from-the-landscape-are-visible-from-space/
https://www.unsw.edu.au/newsroom/news/2021/02/dingo-effects-on-ecosystem-visible-from-space-
https://www.onthefencefilm.com.au/blog/the-disastrous-environmental-impacts-of-australias-dingo-fence
https://cdpnews.net/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/26_2_Gibb.pdf
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‘Discussions held with participants in this trial have indicated that, at current 
sheep and wool prices, the average payback period of money invested in 
electric fencing is approximately 3–4 years, with several farmers having put up 
additional fencing without any financial subsidy. Aside from financial savings 
achieved by reducing losses to predation, all participants in the grant scheme 
have indicated that the reduction in mental health impacts from dealing with 
wild dog attacks on their sheep was just as valuable to them. Moreover, the 
exclusion of wild dogs from participating farms has totally removed the need 
to lay poisoned baits and set traps on these properties while at the same time 
helping people remain as sheep producers in their respective local 
communities’ 

Animal Care Australia supports nationally consistent competency standards for all 
personnel undertaking lethal wildlife management and recommends that all control 
programs incorporate independent auditing of welfare outcomes. 

(c) the ecological role of dingoes in national parks  

Refer to the attached appendix: Supporting information and research Animal Care 
Australia has utilised to develop the position outlined in this submission. 

(d) the cultural significance of dingoes for First Nations communities 

Dingoes hold profound cultural significance for Aboriginal peoples throughout 
Australia. Their relationship with Traditional Owners extends over thousands of years 
and provides valuable ecological knowledge that should be recognised within future 
management frameworks. 

Animal Care Australia believes that New South Wales has an opportunity to become 
a national leader in evidence-based wildlife conservation by establishing a 
management framework that protects both biodiversity and Australia's unique 
natural heritage for future generations and this must incorporate Aboriginal 
knowledge and leadership. 

(e) the impact of current government policies and programs for the 
management of dingoes in national parks  

In April 2020 Animal Care Australia wrote to the (then) government requesting a 
meeting and the cessation of aerial baiting utilising 1080.  

The Minister refused to meet with us and when we were to eventually meet with the 
representative (Mr Richard Kingswood) from the department our submission was 
dismissed by him on the basis that the Pestsmart website and the Australian 
Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority cited it was safe to use as it did not 
affect native animals. “Many of Australia’s native wildlife have a natural tolerance to 
sodium fluoroacetate, unlike introduced species.”   
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That was (and still is) quoted by both organisations. That stated fact is untrue. Even 
the NSW Department of Primary Industries & Regional Development 16 contradicts it. 

Non-target animals 

• 1080 is toxic to a wide range of species including birds, mammals and 
reptiles; however, there are marked differences in sensitivity. Dogs are 
extremely sensitive, and most other mammalian carnivores are highly 
sensitive to 1080 poisoning. Herbivores are less sensitive, and birds and 
reptiles are increasingly more tolerant. 

• Poisoning of non-target species can occur either directly by eating baits 
intended for foxes (primary poisoning) or through the scavenging of tissues or 
vomitus from a poisoned animal (secondary poisoning). 

• The susceptibility of non-target species to 1080 poisoning is determined by 
many factors including sensitivity to the poison, body weight, concentration of 
1080 in the bait, bait placement, bait type and palatability, timing of baiting 
and level of exposure to toxic baits. 

• There is a potentially greater risk to non-target species with aerial application 
of baits than occurs with ground baiting where baits are buried. Randomly 
dispersed baits on the surface of the ground can more easily be found by other 
animals. Foxes can take longer to encounter baits, whilst baits made from 
dried meat can remain toxic for many months, especially in drier regions 
where degradation of 1080 is slow. 

The chemical creation of sodium fluoroacetate is NOT the natural form, it is a 
scientifically created formula. This point is even nonchalantly acknowledged by 
Pestmart: 

“While the commercial product is synthetically manufactured…” – a move away from 
claiming it was THE SAME as that found in nature. 17 

Animal Care Australia also notes that it is regularly referred to as a ‘humane’ form of 
killing many feral species. This again is contradicted by Cambridge University Press & 
Assessment.18 It states: 

“It is not considered a humane poison: Because of its delayed onset and the 
way it affects the central nervous system, scientific and animal welfare 
assessments (such as studies from the Cambridge University Press & 
Assessment) debate its humaneness, leading to its ban or strict regulation in 
many jurisdictions”  

In fact, the summary of this report concludes with:  

 
16 DPIRD – NSWFOX-SOP2 Aerial Baiting of foxes 
17 Pestsmart First Aid Booklet 
18 Cambridge University study 

https://www.dpird.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/1396779/NSWFOX-SOP2-Aerial-baiting-of-foxes-with-sodium-monoflouroacetate-1080.PDF
https://pestsmart.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/06/1st_aid_booklet-1.pdf
https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/animal-welfare/article/abs/is-sodium-fluoroacetate-1080-a-humane-poison/C894F022D43F6C44BEA8F468007EB648
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“It is concluded that sodium fluoroacetate should not be considered a 
humane poison, and there is an urgent need for research into improving the 
humaneness of vertebrate control methods in Australia.” 

That report is just one of many more current studies and is particularly valuable due 
to the fact it compared existing studies from both sides of the debate in order to 
reach that conclusion.  It was published in 2023 , far more current than those quoted 
by Pestsmart, the majority of those still remain dated prior to 2013 and one or two 
dated in 2020. 

Notably these latter studies quoted have changed the tone of the language and 
approach on the Pestsmart website as well, watering down their earlier statements 
about it being safe to statements recognising the ‘suspected’ capacity of secondary 
poisonings and the ability of native species once supposedly immune to now possibly 
succumbing if they have weakened immune systems and alike.  

Despite this altered approach most notably is the remaining reliance on the “Sodium 
fluoroacetate Final Review Report and Regulatory Decision, The reconsideration of 
registrations of products containing sodium fluoroacetate and approvals of their 
associated labels” by the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority, 
19which is still dated January 2008. A report almost two decades old.  

Ironically or contradictory to the Pestsmart (added) 2020 studies, on the 17th of 
February 2020 - a group of 24 leading scientists sent a submission to the New South 
Wales, Victorian and Federal Government Environment and Agriculture Ministers 
asking them to reconsider planned aerial baiting programs in 2020 following the 
catastrophic bushfires. This report also clearly states… “Native species are not 
immune to 1080, especially in southeastern Australia.” 20  and “ On the balance of 
scientific evidence, ethical reasoning and society-wide expectations, protection of 
dingoes should be enhanced rather than diminished. Aerial baiting programs are not 
compatible with the continued persistence of dingoes or spot-tailed quolls, native 
threatened species” 

Use of 1080 – a waste of time and money? 

In 2008, the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority imposed a limit 
of ten baits per kilometre to reduce risk to non-target species.21 

Pest control agencies need four times that amount of poison to achieve a successful 
kill rate. Yet planes have been dispensing baits at this lower and ineffective rate since  

2008. Why? It seems a balance between wildlife safety and effective canine or 
predator eradication isn’t possible with this technology. 

 
19 AAPVMA Report on sodium fluoracetate 
20 Submission of 24 leading scientists to stop aerial baiting of 1080 
21 The Conversation article – effectiveness of 1080 

https://www.apvma.gov.au/sites/default/files/publication/15061-sodium-fluororacetate-1080-final-review-report.pdf
https://conservationbytes.com/2019/10/10/victoria-please-dont-aerial-bait-dingoes/
https://theconversation.com/air-dropping-poisoned-meat-to-kill-bush-predators-hasnt-worked-in-the-past-and-its-unlikely-to-help-now-132195
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In fact, it has been impossible to accurately trace the fate of baits thrown from planes 
into remote terrain. Even ground baiting trials have proved difficult to monitor. A 2018 
trial 22  found non-target species consumed more than 71% of ground-laid meat baits, 
including ravens, crows, goannas, monitor lizards, marsupials and ants. Four young 
dingoes died during this trial, representing only a 1.25% uptake by target. Despite 
monitoring with cameras and sand traps, 599 baits out of 961 in the trial disappeared 
without a trace. 

 

Animal Welfare Implications of Current Management Practices 

Animal welfare is a fundamental consideration in contemporary wildlife 
management. While conservation objectives are often the primary focus of wildlife 
policy, there is increasing recognition that the methods used to manage wildlife 
populations must also be evaluated against contemporary animal welfare principles. 

The management of dingoes in New South Wales has historically focused on 
reducing perceived impacts on livestock and, in some cases, protecting threatened 
species. However, these management objectives should not be considered 
independently of the welfare impacts experienced by individual animals, their family 
groups and the broader population. 

Animal Care Australia recognises that, in exceptional circumstances, intervention 
may be necessary where there is clear evidence that individual dingoes pose an 
unacceptable risk to livestock, biodiversity or public safety. However, management 
actions should always be proportionate, scientifically justified, humane and subject 
to ongoing evaluation. 

Within National Parks, where the primary objective is biodiversity conservation rather 

 
22 2018 baiting trial findings 

https://connectsci.au/wr/article-abstract/45/6/528/40857/Fate-of-dried-meat-baits-aimed-at-wild-dog-Canis?redirectedFrom=fulltext
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than agricultural production, Animal Care Australia submits that animal welfare 
should be afforded significant weight in management decisions. The routine 
application of broad-scale lethal control is increasingly inconsistent with 
contemporary expectations regarding the ethical management of native wildlife. 

Contemporary Animal Welfare Principles 

Contemporary animal welfare science has evolved beyond simply preventing 
unnecessary suffering. Increasingly, welfare frameworks recognise that animals 
experience physical, behavioural and psychological states that contribute to their 
overall wellbeing. 

The internationally recognised Five Domains Model provides a contemporary 
framework for assessing welfare by considering: 

• nutrition; 

• physical environment; 

• health; 

• behavioural interactions; 

• mental state. 

These principles are now widely accepted across wildlife management, zoological 
institutions, veterinary practice and animal welfare organisations. 

Management decisions affecting dingoes should therefore consider not only whether 
death occurs, but also: 

• the method by which death occurs; 

• the duration of suffering; 

• impacts on dependent young; 

• disruption of normal social behaviour; 

• long-term welfare consequences for surviving animals. 

Animal Care Australia submits that these broader welfare considerations should be 
explicitly incorporated into dingo management policy. 

Welfare Impacts of Broad-Scale Lethal Control 

Current management of dingoes in parts of Australia may include poison baiting, 
trapping and shooting. While these techniques have historically formed part of 
vertebrate pest management programs, they each raise important welfare 
considerations. 

Broad-scale population reduction differs significantly from targeted removal of 
individual problem animals. 
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Population-wide control may affect: 

• breeding adults; 

• lactating females; 

• dependent pups; 

• stable family groups; 

• non-target wildlife; 

• ecological processes. 

The welfare consequences therefore extend beyond individual animals and should be 
considered at both individual and population levels. 

Animal Care Australia submits that routine broad-scale lethal control within National 
Parks should only occur where there is compelling scientific evidence that the 
conservation benefits clearly outweigh the ecological and welfare costs. 

Animal welfare impacts of poison baiting 

Poison baiting remains one of the principal methods used for dingo and feral dog 
control in Australia. 

Animals exposed to toxic baits may experience: 

• neurological disturbance; 

• convulsions; 

• respiratory distress; 

• loss of coordination; 

• prolonged physiological stress prior to death. 

In addition to individual welfare concerns, poison baiting presents risks for: 

• lactating females with dependent young; 

• orphaned pups unable to survive independently; 

• non-target wildlife where bait uptake occurs; 

• scavengers consuming poisoned carcasses where secondary exposure is 
possible. 

Social Structure and Family Groups 

Dingoes are highly social animals that typically live within family groups. 

Unlike many solitary predators, stable dingo packs exhibit: 
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• cooperative hunting; 

• territorial defence; 

• shared pup rearing; 

• social learning; 

• coordinated movement across landscapes. 

Removing breeding adults may therefore have welfare implications extending well 
beyond the individual animal. 

Potential consequences include: 

• orphaned dependent pups; 

• disruption of social bonds; 

• increased juvenile dispersal; 

• altered breeding dynamics; 

• reduced hunting efficiency; 

• increased mortality among younger animals. 

Increasing evidence suggests that maintaining stable family groups may also 
contribute to reduced conflict with livestock by limiting immigration of inexperienced 
animals into established territories. 

Animal Care Australia submits that wildlife management should recognise the 
welfare importance of maintaining stable social structures wherever possible. 

Welfare and Conservation Are Not Competing Objectives 

Historically, conservation and animal welfare have sometimes been presented as 
competing priorities. 

Animal Care Australia rejects this false dichotomy. 

Contemporary conservation increasingly recognises that effective biodiversity 
management and good animal welfare frequently complement one another. 

Healthy ecosystems depend upon: 

• stable populations; 

• natural behaviours; 

• functioning social structures; 

• resilient ecological processes. 

Management that unnecessarily disrupts these systems may compromise both 
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conservation outcomes and animal welfare. 

Accordingly, wildlife policy should integrate ecological science with contemporary 
welfare principles rather than treating them as separate disciplines. 

National Parks Should Reflect Contemporary Welfare Expectations 

National Parks represent areas set aside to protect Australia's natural heritage. 
Management of wildlife within these landscapes should therefore reflect: 

• contemporary ecological science; 
• biodiversity conservation objectives; 
• Indigenous knowledge; 
• high standards of animal welfare; 
• public confidence in evidence-based environmental management. 

Routine lethal control of native apex predators within protected areas risks 
undermining these objectives. 

Animal Care Australia submits that National Parks should become exemplars of best-
practice wildlife management, demonstrating that conservation and humane 
treatment of native wildlife are complementary goals. 

Ethical Wildlife Management 

Community expectations regarding wildlife management have evolved considerably 
over recent decades. 

Increasingly, Australians expect that management of native wildlife will be: 

• transparent; 

• evidence-based; 

• proportionate; 

• humane; 

• independently evaluated; 

• accountable. 

Animal Care Australia supports an ethical decision-making framework that asks four 
fundamental questions before lethal intervention occurs: 

1. Is intervention genuinely necessary? 

2. Is there robust scientific evidence supporting the proposed action? 

3. Have practical non-lethal alternatives been properly considered? 

4. Can the objective be achieved using a more humane approach? 
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Where these questions cannot be satisfactorily answered, Animal Care Australia 
considers that lethal management should not proceed. 

Non-Lethal Alternatives 

Significant advances have occurred in non-lethal livestock protection and conflict 
mitigation. 
Depending on local circumstances, these may include: 

• exclusion fencing; 

• guardian animals; 

• improved livestock husbandry; 

• strategic grazing management; 

• carcass removal; 

• targeted deterrents; 

• community education; 

• adaptive landscape management. 

Animal Care Australia recognises that no single method is universally effective. 
However, contemporary wildlife management increasingly favours integrated 
approaches that minimise reliance on broad-scale lethal control. 

Within National Parks, where livestock production is not the primary land use, the 
threshold for lethal intervention should be considerably higher than on agricultural 
land. 

(g) any other related matters. 

For Animal Care Australia, the greatest concern is the following on the Pestsmart 
website:  

“Non-target animals including native species, domestic cats and dogs and 
livestock, can also be exposed to poison either directly, by eating baits 
(primary poisoning), or by scavenging a poisoned animal (secondary 
poisoning).” 

This is supported by other research: 

The common practice of broadcast baiting with 1080 poison can result in “off 
target” or secondary poisonings. Dundas et al. (2014) 23 found a high level of 
uptake of 1080 baits by non-target animals. Predators may also be affected 
through secondary poisoning from 1080 bait because it remains active in 

 
23 Dundas et al (2014) 

https://doi.org/10.1071/WR13136
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carcasses and in animals that have not received a lethal dose (Eason et al., 
1996 24). Foxes, dingoes, dogs, and cats are most at risk of secondary 
poisoning (McIlroy,1986 25), and dogs are at increased risk owing to the 
relatively small amount of 1080 needed for a lethal outcome (Eason et al., 
2011 26). 

Animal Care Australia highlights these specific studies as they are dated within the 
same time period as those cited by Pestsmart as supporting their position – yet – 
these appear to have been ignored for ‘favourable’ research only. 

The effects of 1080 poison. 

It is important to emphasise that Animal Care Australia supports humane removal of 
dingoes from private properties and areas that are not protected wildlife spaces such 
as national parks, wildlife reserves, etc. 

As previously stated, the use of 1080 is not humane. The initial first signs of poisoning 
are:27 

Early signs include anxiety, running, howling or other frenzied activities, and 
hyperaesthesia (a neurological symptom characterized by an abnormal 
increase in sensory sensitivity).  

Dogs are often non-responsive to external stimuli during these agitated 
episodes. Convulsions of a tonic and clonic nature soon ensue and can occur 
between periods of abnormal or normal behaviour. Gastrointestinal signs of 
excessive salivation, vomiting, and defecation are often observed, and 
tenesmus (the persistent, painful urge to have a bowel movement even when 
the rectum is already empty) has been reported. Inappropriate urination and 
hyperthermia also occur. 

The onset of clinical signs may occur between 30 minutes and 2 hours 
following ingestion and is dose dependent. Progression of signs is usually 
rapid with the animal becoming weaker as cellular energy levels decline and 
anoxia from convulsions leads to respiratory distress.  

Death may result from ventricular tachycardia and fibrillation and/or 
respiratory failure secondary to pulmonary oedema or bronchopneumonia 
and usually occurs from 2 to 12 hours after the onset of clinical signs.  

The prognosis for the majority of 1080 poisonings is poor to grave depending 
on the amount of toxin ingested and severity of clinical signs at presentation. 

Why are our domestic pets suffering? 

The active ingredient (sodium fluoroacetate or 1080) used by NSW National Parks 
 

24 Eason et al (1996) 
25 McIlroy (1986) 
26 Eason (2011) 
27 1080 poisoning symptoms in dogs 

https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/vpc17/15
https://doi.org/10.1071/WR9860039
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24060627
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/612ee136efc1241e1fcc567e/t/632cfbd7a1fe5202e5188c72/1663892441034/Sodium+monofluoroacetate+%28Compound+1080%29+poisoning+in+dogs+-+Goh+et+al.pdf
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and Wildlife Service in meat baits varies. Because the chemical is extremely potent, 
the dosage is calculated in exact milligrams per bait rather than total volume 
percentage. 

The available baiting prescriptions remain consistent (up to 40 baits per kilometre for 
wild dogs and up to 10 baits per kilometre for foxes) 28 

 

The relative toxicity of 1080 to various animals is shown in the next Table. Dogs and 
cats are highly susceptible. Next are all herbivores, including the (native wildlife) 
target species, Bennetts wallaby, Rufous wallaby, Brushtail possum and rabbit. Rats, 
wombats and humans are less susceptible. 29 

A notable record of the animal welfare effects of 1080 on all animals is worth 
reviewing. While it is a New Sealand-based report, it appears to be the most extensive 
reporting of actual poisonings.30 

 

 

 
28 Environment Risk assessment for aerial baiting of NSW National Parks 2022-2027 
29 Wildlife Management - Tasmania 
30 New Zealand report on animal welfare after 1080 use 

https://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/sites/default/files/environmental-risk-assessment-aerial-baiting-with-1080-2022-27-220227.pdf
https://nre.tas.gov.au/wildlife-management/management-of-wildlife/managing-wildlife-browsing-grazing-losses/1080-poison
https://1080science.co.nz/animal-welfare/
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Many pet owners in Australia are unaware of the dangers of 1080 poison, a lethal 
toxin, as they are of the misguided belief that it will only target feral pests, and in 
doing so, failing to recognise that if it can kill a ‘wild dog’ or a ‘feral cat’ then it will 
also kill their pet dog or cat. 

This poison has fatal consequences for domestic animals, including dogs and cats 
that come into contact with it. Baits are recommended to contain 6mg of 1080, which 
would be lethal to most dogs up to 60kg, but this can vary. 31  

This fact is driven home by Pestsmart – the largest proponent of the use 1080 in 
material developed by them in their online booklet: First Aid 1080 and your dog: 32 

• While steps can be taken to reduce risks in areas where 1080 is being 
used, domestic dogs are potentially at risk of poisoning because, like all 
introduced carnivores, they are very susceptible to 1080. 

 
31 Amount of bait lethal for a pet dog 
32 Pestsmart First Aid Booklet 

https://www.vetinavan.com.au/what-is-1080-bait-and-is-my-dog-at-risk-of-being-poisoned/
https://pestsmart.org.au/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2020/06/1st_aid_booklet-1.pdf
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• Knowing what signs to look for and what action to take may improve your 
dog’s chance of survival if poisoning does occur. 

• Once signs of poisoning are apparent, the prognosis even with treatment is 
poor and many dogs die. 

 The best way to prevent dogs from being poisoned is by ensuring they are 
 kept safely away from any source of the poison. 

Since the 1960s, growing community opposition in Australia and New Zealand has 
called for phasing out 1080. Objections stemmed from observed deaths of pet dogs 
33, dingoes, target species and wildlife.  

In 2005, responding to petitions, APVMA oversaw a 1080 reconsideration. The 2008 
final report ignored sole-supplier risk and excluded animal welfare: 

From the public submissions made to the review, it was evident that there was 
strong public concern about the humaneness of 1080 and that the community 
considered that this issue should be considered by the review.  

While the APVMA noted the community concerns, it did not base its regulatory 
decisions on this matter as animal welfare is not a specific criterion under the 
Agvet Codes that can be taken into account in making decisions about the 
future use of 1080. 

Studies into the impacts of the loss of a pet – particularly dogs and cats – show there 
is a strong need for greater awareness of the impacts of using 1080 as a method of 
removing dingoes (and invasive species).34 

The death of a dog can impact people’s lives in various ways. Caring for their dog 
creates responsibilities around which they plan and socialize (Brooks et al.2016) 35, 
and the death of the dog can significantly impact mental health because people 
grieve for their dogs in the same way as they would for any significant loved one. A 
study by Brooks et al. (2018 36) showed one of the perceived negative aspects of 
caring for a companion animal is the significant distress associated with both the 
potential and actual loss of the companion. This is exacerbated when the loss is 
during a traumatic event.  

Why is there an absence of statistics? 

It is alarming as to the lack of interest by governments, local councils and other 
agencies to require the reporting of deaths of domestic pets and livestock due to 
1080 poisoning.  Why is that?  What are they afraid of? 

A study conducted by Deakin University Human Research interviewed seven (7) 
participants. It revealed that these accidental poisonings often occur rapidly in 

 
33 Deaths of pet dogs 
34 Horrendous: Peoples experience from their dogs death to 1080 baiting 
35 Brooks et al 2016 study 
36 Brooks et al 2018 study 

https://theconversation.com/i-cant-get-it-out-of-my-mind-new-research-reveals-the-suffering-of-people-whose-dogs-died-after-eating-1080-poison-baits-206957
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/08927936.2023.2210438?src=#abstract
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-016-1111-3
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-018-1613-2
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familiar areas, leading to agonizing suffering for the animal and significant, life-
altering grief for the owners. 37 

The participants shared uniquely personal stories, yet strikingly all identified the 
experience of watching their dog die from 1080 poisoning as ‘horrendous’ and 
‘horrifying’. 

Many dog guardians interviewed described feeling powerless watching their 
companion suffer. As one participant told the research team: 

“He was just running away from pain […] He was running that fast and he 
obviously had no control over what his body was doing, he just hit the fence 
at full speed, it dropped him to the ground and he’s on the ground snarling 
and biting and whatnot, at himself, at me, anyone who tried to get near.” 

Many participants shared feelings of guilt and anger toward themselves after the 
1080 baiting experience: 

“Honestly it nearly destroyed me. I was utterly devastated and I just 
couldn’t let go of that guilt from letting her down, letting the dog down. 
So, I just watched all these dog 1080 videos on YouTube on how they 
were dying cause I thought, I should watch it, I should see what I put 
that dog through. That was just awful watching all those videos but I 

just thought, no, I deserve it.” 

All the study’s participants said they did not believe any animal should be exposed to 
1080 baiting, regardless of species or status. They were angry that such a violent 
management approach was employed that led to their dog’s suffering and death: 

“What an inhumane thing to do to any living creature. […] I am just 
angry that this is happening in Australia, I really am. We are such a 
progressive country. It’s banned in so many parts of the world. And 

Australia, of all places, is still using it. […] it’s just not Australian to see 
a wild animal, never mind a dog that you love, die like that.” 

For several participants, their suffering was amplified by a perceived lack of 
accountability from authorities. They believed officials dismissed and belittled their 

 
37 Deakin University 1080 study 

https://www.deakin.edu.au/research/research-news-and-publications/articles/study-uncovers-horrifying-loss-experienced-by-people-whose-dogs-died-from-1080-baiting
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experience of losing a dog to 1080 poisoning. 

Participants viewed 1080 baiting as a deliberate choice that led to their dog’s 
suffering and death. They were angry that anyone would knowingly choose such a 
violent management approach. ‘… we believe a more compassionate approach is 
needed: one that values the interests and agency of both wild and companion 
animals. It is time for Australia to reconsider its use of 1080.’ 38 

Occurrences of poisoning and deaths are not just one-offs; there is an increasing 
level of self-reporting (albeit too late):  39 

Earlier that evening, they had parked 1.4 kilometres down a dirt track off the 
main road. There were no fences or signs in the vicinity. The dogs ran around 

while they set up camp but didn’t range more than 20 metres from the 
vehicle. When they went to bed, all seemed well. 

A few hours later, by the light of a head torch, they watched in horror as Doble 
screamed, convulsed and frothed at the mouth. 

“He was under the truck, he was whacking his head on the trailer, he was 
somersaulting around,” Syred says. “I stood back and for the next 20 minutes 

had to watch him die.” 

Later, Syred and Canfield learned that Doble’s convulsions were typical of 
1080 poisoning and believe he found a bait at their campsite. 

 
The NSW Environment & Protection Authority (EPA) do keep a limited statistical 
record and it does not paint a pretty picture. Data 40 reveals that the NSW EPA issued 
just one financial penalty across 117 recorded breaches of the state's 1080 poison 
regulations over nearly five years — a penalty rate of less than one per cent. It reports: 
 
117 Recorded breaches  1 Penalty notice issued   57% Cases involving non- 
Jan 2020 – Oct 2024       target animal death/injury 
 
The data shows the maximum penalty has effectively never been applied. The single 
fine on record represents a financial deterrent of near-zero for operators who breach 
notification and signage rules — the two failures most directly linked to the poisoning 
of domestic dogs. 

The EPA also provides instructions for signage. 41 

 
38 The Conversation article about the study 
39 The Guardian – article about Doble’s death 
40 Data from NSW EPA 
41 EPA 1080 signage requirements 

https://theconversation.com/i-cant-get-it-out-of-my-mind-new-research-reveals-the-suffering-of-people-whose-dogs-died-after-eating-1080-poison-baits-206957
https://www.theguardian.com/australia-news/2022/oct/08/we-feel-like-we-let-doble-down-the-unseen-dangers-of-1080-wild-dog-baits
https://www.ban1080.org.au/media-releases/epa-117-breaches-one-fine
https://www.epa.nsw.gov.au/Your-environment/Pesticides/pesticides-nsw-overview/pesticide-control-orders/guidance-for-using-1080
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Before you begin baiting, you must put up signs that warn people you are using 
1080 baits on your property. These must be placed at:  

o the main entrance to a private property or in the case of a National Park 
the main entrance to the area being baited 

Animal Care Australia notes requirement for a national park is to place signage at the 
main entrance to the park, and yet most national parks have multiple entrance points 
beyond just ‘main’, including fire trails etc.  

o every entry point to the baiting location 

This must be awkward to achieve with fire-trails or areas where aerial-baiting is 
conducted ‘DUE TO INACCESSIBILITY’  

o at the extremities of and up to 5 km intervals along public thoroughfares 
that border or pass through the baiting location 

The uncontrolled distribution of 1080 

Even when all of the above signage is positioned/posted correctly that does not stop 
the meat-baits from being distributed outside of the ‘protected’ zone.  

Corvids (crows and ravens) in Australia frequently remove and transport surface-laid 
meat baits intended for pest control. They can carry baits over a kilometer across 
property lines, which renders the baits unavailable to target species and poses a high 
poisoning risk to the birds, nearby livestock and local domestic pets. 

Authorities will claim to minimize non-target uptake, Australian biosecurity 
guidelines require poisoning programs to bury meat baits to a depth of at least 10 cm. 
While this deters most birds, aggressive corvids are still capable of digging up buried 
baits. Equally, no one is burying baits distributed by aerial-baiting.  

A study report released in 2025 42 supported by the Centre for Ecosystem Science at 
UNSW Sydney, and the New South Wales Government Department of Climate 
Change, Energy, the Environment and Water, revealed some interesting findings. It 
showed 21% of baits were moved at least 10 m from their deployment location, with 
five baits moved between 100 m and 1.5 km. Four baits were carried by birds over 
1.8 m high fences, into adjacent zones. For more information and studies highlighting 
interference by birds with 1080 baiting see the attached Appendix. 
 
It is only a matter of common sense that toxic meat is going to find its way to a 
multitude of animals and pets regardless of whether the affected animals are 
carnivorous or not. This has and will continue to open the floodgates on lawsuits and 
other action being taken against those who place the baits (legally or illegally). 
 
Jennifer Pirret took on the Western Australian Government and won after losing two 

 
42 Movement of meat baits by birds 

https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/emr.70028?af=R
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Maremma, a rottweiler, a border collie and five goats to 1080. The Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA) no longer carries out baiting in the 
state bushland adjoining her Hopeland property.43 

This potential for lawsuits or severe community backlash has resulted in some Local 
Government Council Bans. Multiple local government areas (LGAs) in NSW have 
voted to ban the use of 1080 on council-managed land altogether.  

The Northern Beaches Council passed a formal ban following the poisoning death of 
a local dog. This followed similar operational bans by the Blue Mountains and 
Campbelltown Councils. 

In closing: 
Animal Care Australia acknowledges that 1080 remains a legally approved vertebrate 
pest management tool in Australia. However, the continued legal availability of a 
control method should not preclude ongoing review of its welfare implications as 
scientific understanding evolves. 

Within national parks, where conservation rather than agricultural protection is the 
primary objective, Animal Care Australia considers that poison baiting should only be 
undertaken following rigorous ecological assessment and where no practical, less 
harmful alternative exists. 

It is not just NPWS that need to change their approach to dingo and feral dog 
management, it is also Local Land Services, Local councils and most importantly 
farmers and owners of private properties that border a national park. If everyone took 
a new approach to this issue, the number of circumstances involving attacks by 
dingoes or dogs would be drastically reduced without the need for indiscriminate 
lethal control.  

Animal Care Australia believes that future management of dingoes should adopt a 
precautionary, evidence-based approach that recognises their ecological, cultural 
and conservation value. This includes acknowledging dingoes as native wildlife within 
the National Parks estate, limiting lethal control to exceptional circumstances, 
investing in long-term ecological and genetic research, improving public education 
regarding the role of apex predators, and strengthening partnerships with Aboriginal 
communities in the stewardship of this iconic Australian species. 

This submission concludes that the current legislative framework governing dingoes 
in New South Wales requires modernising to better reflect contemporary ecological 
knowledge, animal welfare science and conservation objectives. Protecting dingoes 
within National Parks is not simply about conserving an individual species; it is about 
maintaining the ecological processes upon which many other native species depend. 
Healthy ecosystems require functioning predator-prey relationships, and the 
continued presence of Australia's apex predator is essential to achieving the 

 
43 Lawsuit against government 

https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-08-09/maremma-sheepdogs-poisoned-as-regulators-grapple-with-1080-bait/11383644
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biodiversity outcomes that National Parks are established to protect. 

Animal Care Australia considers that this Inquiry presents an important opportunity 
for New South Wales to establish a contemporary, science-based framework for 
dingo conservation that balances ecological integrity, cultural recognition, animal 
welfare and community expectations. Such an approach would position New South 
Wales as a national leader in evidence-based wildlife management while contributing 
to the long-term protection of one of Australia's most ecologically significant native 
species. 

Recommendations 

Animal Care Australia strongly encourages the New South Wales Government to: 

• incorporate current animal welfare principles into all dingo management 
policies; 

• require welfare impact assessments before broad-scale lethal control 
programs are approved within National Parks; 

• prioritise non-lethal management wherever practical, this includes assisting 
farmers and private property owners to invest in alternative methods; 

• ensure lethal intervention is targeted, proportionate and scientifically justified; 

• establish independent monitoring of welfare outcomes associated with 
control programs, including establishing a register of the impacts on domestic 
pets and livestock; 

• support research into humane conflict mitigation strategies; 

• recognise the welfare importance of maintaining stable dingo family groups; 

• improve transparency by publicly reporting the objectives, methods and 
outcomes of all dingo control programs undertaken within National Parks. 

Wildlife management must recognise that conservation success cannot be 
measured solely by population numbers or the removal of perceived threats. It must 
also consider the welfare of the animals involved and the integrity of the ecological 
systems in which they live. 

Animal Care Australia submits that the welfare implications of current dingo 
management practices warrant careful review. Broad-scale lethal control within 
National Parks should not be regarded as routine management but as a measure of 
last resort, applied only where supported by robust scientific evidence and where the 
anticipated conservation benefits clearly outweigh the ecological and welfare costs. 

By integrating animal welfare science with conservation biology, New South Wales 
has the opportunity to establish a contemporary, ethical and evidence-based 
framework for the management of Australia's apex terrestrial predator. Such an 
approach would better reflect contemporary community expectations while 
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supporting both biodiversity conservation and the humane treatment of native 
wildlife. 

 

Animal Care Australia respectfully recommends that the Animal Welfare Committee 
recommend the following actions to the New South Wales Government. 

Recommendation 1 

Recognise the dingo (Canis dingo) as an ecologically significant native apex predator 
whose conservation contributes to maintaining healthy ecosystems within New 
South Wales national parks. 

Recommendation 2 

Review the legislative status of dingoes within New South Wales to ensure that 
management frameworks reflect contemporary ecological science, conservation 
biology and animal welfare principles. 

Recommendation 3 

Amend relevant legislation to provide greater protection for dingoes within national 
parks, recognising that protected areas exist primarily to conserve biodiversity and 
ecological processes. 

Recommendation 4 

Develop a dedicated NSW Dingo Conservation Strategy that establishes clear 
objectives for conservation, ecological monitoring, genetic management, conflict 
mitigation and public education. This Strategy must include:  

• Recognise dingoes as a keystone species within conservation planning and 
incorporate their ecological role into biodiversity management strategies 

• Adopt adaptive management principles that allow dingo management 
decisions to evolve as new scientific evidence becomes available. 

• Incorporate contemporary animal welfare science into all dingo management 
policies, including assessment of impacts on dependent young, social groups 
and population stability. 

• Establishing transparent reporting requirements for all dingo management 
activities undertaken within national parks, including: 

o objectives; 
o methods; 
o animal welfare outcomes; 
o ecological monitoring; 
o biodiversity outcomes; 
o annual public reporting. 
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Recommendation 5 

Require ecological impact assessments before broad-scale lethal control programs 
are undertaken within national parks. 

Recommendation 6 

Restrict lethal control within national parks to exceptional circumstances where: 

• a clearly defined conservation or public safety objective exists; 

• there is robust scientific evidence supporting intervention; 

• non-lethal alternatives have been appropriately considered; 

• expected ecological benefits outweigh ecological and animal welfare costs. 

Recommendation 7 

Amend legislation that requires the examination, testing and reporting of suspected 
poisoning and deaths of domestic pets, livestock and native wildlife.  

Recommendation 8 

Increase investment in long-term ecological research examining: 

• predator-prey relationships; 

• trophic cascades; 

• vegetation recovery; 

• mesopredator interactions; 

• threatened species outcomes; 

• ecosystem resilience. 

Recommendation 9 

Develop nationally consistent standards for identifying dingoes, hybrids and feral 
dogs, supported by transparent scientific methodologies, in order to expand 
statewide genetic monitoring programs using contemporary genomic techniques to 
improve understanding of population structure and maintain genetically significant 
dingo populations. 

Recommendation 10 

Recognise that hybridisation should not, in itself, justify removal of legal protections 
for wild dingo populations where ecological function and conservation value remain. 

Recommendation 11 

Require ongoing welfare impact assessments for any lethal control program 
undertaken within national parks before that control can be undertaken. The 

assessments MUST prioritise humane, targeted and evidence-based management over 
routine broad-scale lethal control to no longer rely on a wild management strategy to 
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broadly justify individual control programs. 

Recommendation 12 

Increase investment in non-lethal conflict mitigation measures including: 

• exclusion fencing; 
• guardian animals; 
• improved livestock husbandry; 
• adaptive grazing management; 
• community education. 

Recommendation 13 

Recognise the cultural significance of dingoes to Aboriginal peoples within 
legislation, policy and national park management plans. Strengthening partnerships 
with Traditional Owners by incorporating Aboriginal knowledge and leadership into: 

• conservation planning; 

• ecological monitoring; 

• research; 

• adaptive management; 

• education; 

• co-management of protected areas. 

Recommendation 14 

Fund, developing  and improving evidence-based communication resources and 
public education programs that: 

• promote the ecological importance of dingoes  
• address common misconceptions of dingoes, and feral dogs 
• change the public behaviour in relation to the dumping and abandonment of 

domestic dogs 
• promote a greater awareness of the impacts of 1080 poisoning in order to 

prevent accidental poisonings within zones where lethal control is being 
conducted.  

• promote measures that should be taken, such as dogs wearing a muzzle 
when/if walking dogs in or around national parks and other areas under 
control programs 

 
Animal Care Australia believes that New South Wales has an opportunity to become 
a national leader in evidence-based wildlife conservation by establishing a 
management framework that protects both biodiversity and Australia's unique 
natural heritage for future generations and this must incorporate Aboriginal 
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knowledge and leadership. 

Animal Care Australia thanks the Committee for the opportunity to provide this 
submission. 

This submission can be published in full on the website including the signatory’s 
name. 

On behalf of the Animal Care Australia Committee, 

Michael Donnelly 
President 
Animal Care Australia 
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Appendix:  

Where does the recommendation and continued misaligned policy about dingo and 
the use of 1080 come from? 

Two main advocacy groups promote 1080 use: the Invasive Species Council (ISC), 
which drives political advocacy, and the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions 
(CISS), which drives research. 

Animal Care Australia makes the considerable note that the CISS’s membership 
includes the Meat & Livestock Industry, the Invasive Species Council, Rabbit Free 
Australia, National Resource Management Australia and representatives from the 
Federal Government and all the state & territories.  Pestsmart is ‘powered by the 
CISS’.  

So let us understand this correctly. Government policy relating to the annihilation of 
the dingo via the use of 1080 around the nation references back to the 
recommendations and products determined by those who have the greatest 
profitable outcome (via sale and availability of the product) and by the government/s 
themselves. Government is contributing in an organisation that makes the 
recommendations for its own policies. How is this not a conflict of interest?    
 
 
Supporting information and research Animal Care Australia has utilised to 
develop the position outlined in this submission: 
 

Unintended consequences of 1080 poison baiting on non-target species 

While we have scant research conducted on uptake of 1080 poison laced baits on 
mainland Australia, a study from Mallick et al. 201644  in Tasmania revealed that many 
non-target animals, which are also found on the mainland, were confirmed to have 
consumed a fox bait, including: Black Currawong, Common Brushtail Possum, 
Bettong, Long Nosed Potoroo, Swamp Rat, Spotted Tail Quoll, Eastern Quoll.  

Every bird of prey on the list was considered 'likely' to take a bait, with species such 
as Owls, Cockatoos and Antechinus marked as 'possible' to do so. After quantifying 
their risk assessment of the likelihood of non-target species native species in 
Tasmania taking a fox bait, they concluded: "Five native Tasmanian mammals 
(swamp rat, long-nosed potoroo, common brush-tailed possum, Tasmanian bettong 
and eastern quoll) and the domestic cat and dog were classified as at risk from 
ingestion of a single FOXOFF® Econobait containing 3 mg of 1080.  

Of the PBC bird species, data on 1080 LD50 were available for five species, of which 
three species (grey shrike-thrush, Colluricincla harmonica, laughing kookaburra, 
Dacelo novaeguineae, and Sulphur-crested cockatoo, Cacatua galerita) were 

 
44 Mallick et al 2016 study 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/301934270_Assessment_of_non-target_risks_from_sodium_fluoroacetate_1080_para-aminopropiophenone_PAPP_and_sodium_cyanide_NaCN_for_fox-incursion_response_in_Tasmania
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considered at risk from ingestion of a single FOXOFF® Econobait (Table 5). The 
endangered wedge-tailed eagle (Aquila audax) was deemed to not be at risk because 
it would have to ingest over 10 baits to reach the species LD50."  

(Worth consideration is the fact that Wedge Tailed Eagles may be at risk with this 
baiting campaign in NSW because of the proliferation of baits, 16.6 baits per 
kilometre. If a Wedge Tailed Eagle scavenged baits OR carcasses in an area of only 
750 metres in the baited area it would be at risk.) 

The study goes on to state:  

"We quantified the risk to these non-target potential bait-consuming species in 
relation to consumption of a single fox bait. The risk to non-target species 
depends on the susceptibility of non-target species to a specific toxicant. We 
found that seven non-target mammal species (six native species, including 
eastern quoll, Tasmanian bettong, long-nosed potoroo, brushtail possum, 
swamp rat, and domestic cats and dogs) and three bird species (laughing 
kookaburra, grey-shrike thrush, Sulphur-crested cockatoo) would be at risk of 
mortality if they consumed part or all of a 1080 bait containing 3 mg of 
toxicant." 

Most importantly, in conclusion the research shows: 

Assessing the susceptibility of Tasmanian native non-target species to the three 
toxicants is not straightforward, because theoretical risk often does not translate to 
field risk (McIlroy 1986; Glen et al. 2007). Our analysis was based on several 
assumptions that may not necessarily reflect conditions in the field; they may either 
overestimate or underestimate the actual risk. These assumptions included (1) 
assessing mortality risk on the basis of the consumption of a single bait, (2) using bait 
take, or potential bait take, to indicate bait consumption and (3) equating the risk to 
an individual with the risk to a species. Assessing the risk of mortality of a species on 
the basis of consumption of a single bait containing a standard dose of 1080 or PAPP, 
may underestimate the actual risk because, in practice, an animal may consume 
multiple baits. For example, consumption trials showed that spotted-tailed quolls 
were capable of consuming two or three FOXOFF® baits in a single meal and more 
than three baits overnight. Eastern quolls could consume up to one and a half baits in 
a single meal (Belcher 1998).  

However, there is little field information available on the likelihood of individual 
animals consuming multiple baits in a single night. Our assessment of risk on the 
basis of single-bait consumption should therefore be considered as preliminary. 
Conversely, equating baits taken with baits consumed (for the purpose of the risk 
assessment) is likely to overstate the actual mortality risk (Glen et al. 2007), because 
baits may be taken and moved and then left, only partially consumed, or caught. 
Finally, equating the mortality risk to an individual with the risk to a species is likely to 
be an overestimation. Although the consumption of a single bait may lead to mortality 
or other sublethal effects (e.g. reduced reproduction or longevity), the impact of this 
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at a population level has not been adequately assessed for most non-target species 
in Australia (Dexter and Meek 1998). 

Corvids, such as the forest raven (Corvus tasmanica) and the black (Strepera 
fuliginosa) and grey currawong (Strepera versicolour), are notoriously fascinated by 
human activity involving food and are active scavengers. Black currawongs have been 
observed following personnel laying fox baits in Tasmania and efficiently unearthing 
and removing baits immediately after being buried (Nick Mooney, pers. obs.). 
Similarly, corvids have been documented removing buried wild-dog baits in a trial 
baiting program in southern Queensland (Allen et al. 1989). Dexter and Meek (1998) 
found that pied currawongs (Strepera graculina) and Australian ravens (Corvus 
coronoides) were capable of taking up a significant proportion of surface-laid fox 
baits in New South Wales. Allen et al. (1989) found that the most significant non-
target consumers of meat bait types were birds (28% of all baits consumed), 
dominated by crows (Corvus spp.). The Australian raven and the Australian magpie 
have also been recorded taking surface 1080 baits in Western Australia (Dundas et al. 
2014). Dexter and Meek (1998) also found that burying fox baits at depths of up to 150 
mm did not appear to reduce the level of bait take by currawongs and corvids. An 
additional risk posed by opportunistic birds such as corvids, magpies and 
currawongs occurs when baits are not consumed but are carried to locations where 
baiting is not desired (Dexter and Meek 1998). 

The research leader of predator management with the Department of Primary 
Industries NSW Guy Ballard has said "we know individual quolls eat poison baits 
containing 1080, sometimes many, they typically survive this".  

What must be considered is that this is not a typical situation in areas burnt out by 
fires, the endangered quolls will be taking whatever food they can get and if there 
happens to be 16 fresh meat baits dropped inside each kilometre of their home 
ranges, we can be sure they will be at risk of consuming those baits.  

Several studies have shown that the majority of 1080 baits taken were by non-
target species: 

A study of 1080 baiting for wild dogs in south-eastern Australia found that 
approximately 45% of uncoloured, unburied, fresh-meat baits, and 20% of green 
baits, was taken by birds. Less than 10% of either bait type was taken by the target 
species over an 18-day period (McIlroy et al 1986) 

We recorded substantial bait uptake by non-target species. Of the 337 baits with 
known fates, 71% were taken by non-target species, and 28% were not removed 
during our monitoring. Ants, corvids, varanids, kangaroos and feral cats removed 
baits, effectively reducing the number of baits available to wild dogs." (Kreplins et al. 
2018) 

A reduction in the abundance of Antechinus spp (small, carnivorous, mouse-like 
mammals native to Australia) after 1080 trail baiting for wild dogs has been reported 
(McIlroy 1982c). 
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Poisoned policy: How 1080 baiting exposes Australia’s pest control crisis. 45 

The core rationale for 1080 use is that it's a naturally occurring toxin in some Western 
Australian native plants, to which native animals have evolved tolerance — unlike 
introduced predators. While true for some native animals in WA, this is not true in 
the eastern states where such plants are absent. In Tasmania, for example, 1080 
is used to control native mammals in timber plantations. 

Species specificity also depends on careful attention to 1080 concentration in baits, 
bait material, size, placement, timing and carcass retrieval. However, in the field, 
non-target and secondary poisoning from eating carcasses kills domestic animals, 
birds, insects and native carnivores. 

According to the Australian Pesticides and Veterinary Medicines Authority (APVMA)'s 
Final Review Report and Regulatory Decision: 

The most likely avian casualties based on carcass recovery appear to be 
introduced species such as sparrows, starlings and pigeons, scavengers such as 
currawongs, corvids and kookaburras, and occasional raptors in pig poisoning 
campaigns. Among mammals, dogs are the most common non-target casualty, 
usually following consumption of meat baits or contaminated carcasses. 
Macropods, possums, wombats and rodents may be killed by grain or carrot 
baits. 

In 2023, a damning independent review by Clayton Utz found serious systemic issues 
with APVMA administration, governance and culture. The regulator had been 
captured by the agricultural chemical industry due to dependence on levies from the 
companies it regulated. Both the CEO and board chair subsequently resigned.   

Senator Murray Watt said in 2023: 

“The report also found that former Agriculture Minister Barnaby Joyce’s 
decision to move the regulator to Armidale resulted in a loss of corporate 
knowledge, a loss of corporate culture and a loss of experience and 
knowledge of public sector values.” 

Two main advocacy groups promote 1080 use: the Invasive Species Council (ISC), 
which drives political advocacy, and the Centre for Invasive Species Solutions 
(CISS), which drives research. 

Animal Care Australia makes the considerable note that the CISS’s membership 
includes the Meat & Livestock Industry, the Invasive Species Council, Rabbit Free 
Australia, National Resource Management Australia and representatives from the 
Federal Government and all the state & territories. Pestsmart is ‘powered by the 
CISS’.  

 
45 Poisoned Policy – full article 

https://independentaustralia.net/politics/politics-display/poisoned-policy-how-1080-baiting-exposes-australias-pest-control-crisis,20786
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So let us understand this correctly. Government policy relating to the annihilation of 
the dingo via the use of 1080 around the nation references back to the 
recommendations and products determined by those who have the greatest 
profitable outcome and to the government/s themselves. Government is contributing 
in an organisation that makes recommendations for its policies. How is this not a 
conflict of interest?    

 

The History and Ecological Role of the Dingo in Australia 

The dingo occupies a unique position in Australia’s natural and cultural landscape. It 
is Australia’s only wild canid and is widely recognised as the continent’s apex 
terrestrial predator. Although scientific debate continues regarding aspects of 
taxonomy, origin and classification, there is clear evidence that dingoes have been 
present in Australia for thousands of years and now form an integral part of Australian 
ecosystems. 

For the purposes of this submission, Animal Care Australia considers that the 
ecological and conservation significance of dingoes should not depend solely on 
narrow taxonomic debate. Rather, policy should recognise the functional role 
dingoes play in Australian landscapes, their cultural significance to Aboriginal 
peoples, and their importance in maintaining ecological balance within National 
Parks. 

The NSW Inquiry’s Terms of Reference specifically include the genetic status of 
dingoes, the distinction between dingoes and dogs, recent research into the genetic 
profile of NSW dingoes, and the role of dingoes in ecological and cultural contexts. 
This section provides foundational context for those issues. 

Arrival and Establishment in Australia 

The precise timing and pathway of the dingo’s arrival in Australia remain matters of 
scientific discussion. However, contemporary evidence suggests dingoes arrived 
thousands of years ago, after Tasmania had separated from mainland Australia, 
which is supported by the absence of dingo fossils in Tasmania. 

Recent genetic research has strengthened the understanding that dingoes were 
established across Australia well before European colonisation. Ancient DNA 
research reported in 2024 found evidence from dingo remains aged between 
approximately 400 and 2,700 years, indicating that dingoes were already widespread 
across Australia for millennia. This research also found that contemporary dingoes 
have little genetic overlap with domestic dogs introduced after European settlement. 

This is important for policy. Dingoes should not be treated as recent feral arrivals 
equivalent to foxes, cats or rabbits. They have occupied Australian landscapes for 
thousands of years and have become embedded within ecological systems, 
predator-prey relationships and Aboriginal cultural knowledge. 
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Dingoes as Australia’s Apex Terrestrial Predator 

An apex predator is a predator that sits at or near the top of the food web and has the 
capacity to influence ecosystems beyond direct predation. Dingoes fulfil this role in 
many Australian environments. 

As apex predators, dingoes may influence ecosystems through: 

• direct predation on herbivores and smaller predators; 

• suppression of introduced predators such as foxes; 

• alteration of prey behaviour and movement; 

• reduction of grazing pressure in some landscapes; 

• support for vegetation recovery; 

• indirect benefits for small mammals, birds, reptiles and other native 
species. 

Research has identified dingoes as Australia’s largest terrestrial predator and has 
demonstrated that they can have strong ecological effects, including benefits for 
small mammals and vegetation in some landscapes. 

This ecological role is particularly important within National Parks, where 
conservation of natural processes should be a central management objective. 

Trophic Cascades and Ecosystem Regulation 

A trophic cascade occurs when changes at the top of the food web flow through the 
ecosystem and affect other species and ecological processes. In simple terms, when 
apex predators are removed or suppressed, the consequences may be felt far beyond 
the predator species itself. 

In Australia, the removal or reduction of dingoes may allow smaller predators, 
particularly foxes, to increase in number or activity. This is known as mesopredator 
release. Increased fox and feral cat activity can place greater pressure on small 
native mammals, birds and reptiles. 

Trophic cascade theory predicts that apex predators can structure ecosystems by 
regulating both the abundance and behaviour of mesopredator and herbivores. While 
scientists continue to debate the strength and consistency of these effects across 
different landscapes, there is sufficient evidence to support the principle that 
dingoes can play an important ecological regulatory role. Some reviews have also 
cautioned that evidence can vary by landscape and study design, reinforcing the 
need for adaptive, site-specific management rather than broad assumptions. 

Animal Care Australia submits that this does not weaken the case for protecting 
dingoes. Rather, it highlights the need for evidence-based management that monitors 
ecological outcomes and avoids routine lethal control where ecological 
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consequences are not properly understood. 

Dingoes and Biodiversity 

Australia has experienced severe biodiversity decline, particularly among small and 
medium-sized mammals. Introduced predators, including foxes and feral cats, are 
major contributors to this decline. Dingoes may assist biodiversity conservation by 
suppressing or altering the behaviour of these introduced predators. 

Stable dingo populations have been associated in some studies with: 

• lower fox activity; 

• changes in feral cat behaviour; 

• improved survival prospects for some native mammals; 

• reduced grazing pressure by large herbivores; 

• improved vegetation recruitment; 

• greater ecosystem resilience. 

This does not mean dingoes alone can solve Australia’s biodiversity crisis. Habitat 
loss, climate change, invasive species, land clearing, altered fire regimes and 
disease all contribute to biodiversity decline. However, dingoes are one of the few 
native species capable of influencing multiple ecological processes at landscape 
scale. 

For this reason, the conservation of stable dingo populations within National Parks 
should be viewed as part of biodiversity protection, not as a competing management 
problem. 

Dingoes are Not Ecologically Equivalent to Feral Dogs 

One of the most persistent misconceptions in public debate is that dingoes are 
simply feral dogs. While dingoes and domestic dogs are closely related and 
hybridisation can occur, dingoes have distinct ecological, behavioural and historical 
significance in Australia. 

Dingoes have existed in Australian environments for thousands of years and occupy 
the role of apex predator. Domestic dogs introduced after European settlement do 
not share this long ecological history. 

The distinction is important because policy that treats dingoes simply as wild dogs 
risks ignoring: 

• their ecological function; 

• their cultural significance; 

• their conservation value; 
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• their genetic uniqueness; 

• their role in suppressing invasive species. 

Recent research has also challenged the assumption that widespread hybridisation 
makes dingoes conservation inconsequential. Ancient DNA findings indicate that 
many contemporary dingoes have limited genetic overlap with post-colonial 
domestic dogs, strengthening the argument for conservation and protection. 

National Parks and the Protection of Ecological Processes 

National Parks are established to protect natural heritage, biodiversity and ecological 
processes. Within that context, the dingo should be recognised as part of the 
ecological system National Parks are designed to conserve. 

Management approaches developed for agricultural landscapes should not be 
automatically applied within protected areas. The purpose of National Parks is not to 
provide livestock protection, but conservation of native species and natural systems. 

Animal Care Australia submits that routine lethal control of dingoes within National 
Parks risks undermining the ecological integrity of those protected areas. Any 
management intervention should be: 

• scientifically justified; 

• targeted rather than broadscale; 

• subject to independent review; 

• transparent; 

• monitored for ecological outcomes; 

• consistent with contemporary animal welfare standards. 

Dingoes are not merely predators within Australian landscapes; they are ecological 
regulators, cultural beings and a key part of Australia’s natural heritage. Their long 
history in Australia, their role as apex predators, and their capacity to influence 
biodiversity outcomes support the need for stronger recognition and protection 
within National Parks. 

Animal Care Australia submits that NSW policy should move away from viewing 
dingoes primarily through a pest-management lens and instead recognise their role 
as native wildlife with ecological, cultural and conservation significance. 

This foundation is critical to the remainder of the submission. If National Parks are to 
protect ecological integrity, then the dingo’s role as Australia’s apex terrestrial 
predator must be properly recognised within legislation, policy and management 
practice. 
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Dingoes as Australia’s Apex Predator 

The dingo is Australia’s apex terrestrial predator and plays a central role in the 
structure, function and resilience of many Australian ecosystems. While the strength 
and expression of this role varies across landscapes, the scientific evidence 
increasingly supports the conclusion that dingoes are more than simply predators of 
individual animals. They influence ecological systems through predation, 
competition, scavenging, territorial behaviour and indirect effects on other species. 

Animal Care Australia submits that this ecological function must be properly 
recognised in the management of dingoes within New South Wales National Parks. 
National Parks are not simply areas where individual species are protected; they are 
areas where ecological processes should be maintained. Apex predation is one of 
those processes. 

The Inquiry’s Terms of Reference include consideration of the ecological significance 
of dingoes and their treatment in National Parks. This section addresses the 
importance of dingoes as apex predators and explains why their presence is relevant 
to biodiversity conservation, pest species suppression and ecosystem health. 

What is an Apex Predator? 

An apex predator is a predator that sits at or near the top of the food web and has few 
or no natural predators as an adult. Apex predators influence ecosystems through 
both direct and indirect pathways. 

Direct effects include killing or consuming prey. Indirect effects include altering the 
behaviour, movement and feeding patterns of prey and competing predators. These 
indirect effects can be as ecologically important as predation itself. 

In Australian ecosystems, dingoes may influence: 

• kangaroos and wallabies; 

• introduced herbivores such as goats, deer, rabbits and pigs; 

• introduced predators such as foxes and feral cats; 

• smaller native mammals; 

• ground-nesting birds; 

• reptiles; 

• vegetation structure and recruitment; 

• carcass availability and scavenging dynamics. 

This role is particularly significant because Australia has lost many of its larger native 
predators over time. In many mainland ecosystems, the dingo now represents the 
highest-functioning terrestrial predator remaining. 
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Top-Down Regulation 

Apex predators contribute to ecosystem stability through top-down regulation. This 
means that predators at the top of the food web can influence species and ecological 
processes below them. 

In the case of dingoes, this may occur through: 

• reducing the abundance of some herbivores; 

• changing where and when herbivores graze; 

• limiting the movement or activity of foxes; 

• influencing feral cat behaviour; 

• reducing carcass persistence through scavenging; 

• affecting competition between native and introduced species. 

Research into trophic cascades in Australia has examined whether dingoes can 
influence ecosystems by suppressing mesopredators and changing prey and 
vegetation dynamics. Some research supports this role, while other studies caution 
that the strength of these effects can vary by landscape, climate, habitat, prey 
availability and study design. This means policy should not rely on simplistic claims 
that dingoes always produce the same effect everywhere. However, it also means 
that routine removal of dingoes should not occur without understanding the 
ecological consequences. 

Animal Care Australia submits that uncertainty should lead to more careful 
protection and monitoring, not broadscale lethal control within National Parks. 

Dingoes and Mesopredator Suppression 

One of the most important ecological arguments for dingo conservation is their 
potential role in suppressing smaller introduced predators, especially foxes. 

Foxes and feral cats have contributed significantly to the decline of many small and 
medium-sized Australian mammals. Where dingoes suppress the abundance, 
movement or activity of foxes, this may indirectly benefit vulnerable native species. 

Studies have found evidence consistent with dingo suppression of red foxes, 
although the strength of this relationship may vary across landscapes. Other 
research has found that relationships between dingoes and feral cats are more 
complex and may not always produce straightforward cat suppression. 

This complexity is important. It demonstrates that dingo management should be 
based on ecological monitoring rather than assumption. However, it does not justify 
dismissing dingoes as ecologically unimportant. Rather, it reinforces the need to 
maintain stable dingo populations in protected areas so that their ecological role can 
be properly understood, monitored and conserved. 
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Dingoes, Herbivores and Vegetation 

Dingoes may also influence herbivore populations and grazing pressure. In some 
landscapes, dingoes prey on kangaroos, wallabies, rabbits, goats and other 
herbivores. By regulating these animals, dingoes may contribute to reduced grazing 
pressure and improved vegetation recruitment. 

The potential for dingoes to influence vegetation occurs through both direct 
predation and behavioural effects. Herbivores may avoid areas of higher predation 
risk, change their feeding patterns or spend less time grazing in exposed areas. These 
behavioural shifts can allow vegetation to recover, particularly in landscapes 
affected by overgrazing. 

This is relevant to National Parks because vegetation health underpins broader 
biodiversity. Healthy vegetation supports insects, reptiles, birds, mammals, soil 
stability, water quality and ecological resilience. 

Where dingo populations are reduced, herbivore pressure may increase, particularly 
in systems already affected by drought, fire, invasive species or habitat degradation. 
Animal Care Australia submits that dingo management should therefore be 
considered in the broader context of whole-of-ecosystem conservation. 

Dingoes as Scavengers 

Dingoes are not only predators; they are also scavengers. Scavenging is an important 
ecological function because it influences nutrient cycling, disease risk, carrion 
availability and interactions between predators. 

By consuming carcasses, dingoes may reduce food availability for foxes, feral cats 
and other scavengers. This can influence the behaviour and abundance of other 
species. Recent work on scavenging ecology has highlighted that apex scavengers 
can shape ecosystems through carrion removal and interactions with invasive 
species. 

This role is often overlooked in policy discussions. Wildlife management frequently 
focuses only on predation, particularly predation on livestock or individual prey 
animals. However, the ecological role of an apex predator includes scavenging, 
competition, territorial exclusion and behavioural influence. 

For this reason, policies that remove dingoes from National Parks may affect 
ecosystem processes in ways that are not immediately visible. 

Stable Packs and Ecological Function 

Dingoes are social animals. Stable family groups may maintain territories, regulate 
breeding and reduce the movement of unrelated animals into occupied areas. When 
lethal control disrupts these social structures, ecological effects may follow. 

Disrupted populations may experience: 

• increased dispersal; 
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• greater movement of young animals; 

• breakdown of territorial stability; 

• altered breeding patterns; 

• increased contact between dingoes, domestic dogs and livestock; 

• reduced capacity for stable ecological regulation. 

This is particularly relevant when considering broadscale control programs. 
Removing individual animals does not simply reduce a number on a population chart; 
it can alter the structure and behaviour of the remaining population. 

Animal Care Australia submits that management must consider the social ecology of 
dingoes. Maintaining stable dingo populations within National Parks is likely to be 
more consistent with biodiversity conservation than repeated disruption through 
lethal control. 

National Parks Should Protect Apex Predator Function 

The role of National Parks is to protect ecological integrity. In this context, the dingo’s 
apex predator function should be treated as a conservation value. 

Management of dingoes in National Parks should not simply mirror pest-control 
strategies used in agricultural landscapes. Agricultural land management may 
prioritise livestock protection, while National Parks should prioritise biodiversity, 
ecological processes and native wildlife conservation. 

This distinction is critical. 

If dingoes are removed or suppressed within National Parks primarily because of their 
historical classification as pest animals, protected areas may fail to conserve one of 
the most important ecological processes in mainland Australia: apex predation. 

Animal Care Australia submits that the default position within National Parks should 
be conservation of dingoes, not control. Intervention should only occur where there is 
clear evidence of a specific and serious risk that cannot be managed through non-
lethal means. 

Scientific Debate Should Inform Better Management, Not Inaction 

Animal Care Australia acknowledges that scientific debate exists regarding the 
strength, consistency and mechanisms of dingo-driven trophic cascades. Some 
studies identify significant ecological benefits associated with dingoes, while others 
caution that evidence is mixed and sometimes limited by weak study designs. 

This debate should not be misused to argue that dingoes lack ecological importance. 
Instead, it should support: 

• stronger monitoring; 

• better-designed research; 



47 

  
 

Dingoes in national parks in New South Wales 
 

 Animal welfare education and advocacy         47  

 

• adaptive management; 

• site-specific ecological assessment; 

• caution before lethal control; 

• protection of stable populations in conservation areas. 

In conservation policy, uncertainty should not automatically favour removal. Where a 
native apex predator may be contributing to biodiversity protection, the precautionary 
approach should favour maintaining that predator unless clear evidence 
demonstrates unacceptable harm. 

Dingoes are Australia’s apex terrestrial predator and play a significant ecological role 
within many landscapes. Their influence extends beyond direct predation and 
includes mesopredator suppression, herbivore regulation, scavenging, territorial 
behaviour and broader ecosystem effects. 

Animal Care Australia submits that this role must be recognised within NSW National 
Parks. Protected areas should conserve ecological processes, including apex 
predation. Routine lethal control of dingoes within National Parks risks undermining 
the very biodiversity and ecological integrity those parks are intended to protect. 

The management framework for dingoes should therefore shift away from a narrow 
pest-control model and toward a conservation model that recognises dingoes as 
native wildlife, apex predators and key contributors to ecosystem function. 

Dingoes and Biodiversity Conservation 

Australia is experiencing an ongoing biodiversity crisis. Many native mammals, birds, 
reptiles and ecological communities continue to be affected by habitat loss, invasive 
predators, altered fire regimes, climate change, disease, land clearing and 
fragmentation. Within this context, the conservation role of apex predators must be 
properly considered. 

Dingoes are one of the few native predators capable of influencing ecological 
processes at landscape scale. Their role in biodiversity conservation is not limited to 
the animals they hunt. Dingoes may influence the abundance, movement and 
behaviour of herbivores and introduced predators, which can produce broader flow-
on effects for vegetation, small mammals, birds, reptiles and ecosystem resilience. 

Animal Care Australia submits that dingoes should be recognised as part of the 
conservation solution in National Parks, not automatically treated as a conservation 
problem. 

Australia’s Biodiversity Crisis 

Australia has one of the highest rates of mammal extinction in the world. Small and 
medium-sized mammals have been particularly affected, with many species 
declining due to predation by foxes and feral cats, loss of habitat, changed fire 



48 

  
 

Dingoes in national parks in New South Wales 
 

 Animal welfare education and advocacy         48  

 

regimes and other pressures. 

Introduced predators remain one of the greatest threats to Australian biodiversity. 
Foxes and feral cats prey on native mammals, birds, reptiles and amphibians. Their 
impacts are particularly severe because many Australian native species did not 
evolve with these introduced predators. 

Within this context, the role of dingoes must be carefully assessed. Unlike foxes and 
cats, dingoes have occupied mainland Australian ecosystems for thousands of years 
and now function as Australia’s apex terrestrial predator. Their presence may 
influence the behaviour and abundance of invasive predators, creating potential 
conservation benefits. 

Dingoes and Mesopredator Release 

Mesopredator release occurs when the removal or suppression of a top predator 
allows smaller predators to increase in number or activity. In Australia, this concept 
is highly relevant because foxes and feral cats are major drivers of native wildlife 
decline. 

Research has suggested that dingoes may suppress foxes and may influence feral cat 
activity in some landscapes. A widely cited review by Letnic and colleagues 
concluded that the removal of dingoes has been linked to increases in herbivores and 
invasive mesopredators, particularly red foxes, with consequences for small and 
medium-sized native mammals and vegetation. 

However, Animal Care Australia acknowledges that the scientific evidence is not 
uniform across all landscapes. Some recent reviews and studies have argued that 
evidence for dingo suppression of foxes and feral cats is inconsistent or limited by 
study design. 

This debate should not be interpreted as evidence that dingoes are ecologically 
unimportant. Rather, it demonstrates that dingo conservation and management 
should be guided by strong ecological monitoring, local conditions and adaptive 
management. Where dingoes may provide biodiversity benefits, their routine removal 
from National Parks would be inconsistent with a precautionary conservation 
approach. 

Dingoes and Threatened Native Mammals 

Small and medium-sized mammals are among the most vulnerable components of 
Australia’s fauna. Many species are highly susceptible to fox and cat predation. 
Where dingoes reduce the abundance, movement or hunting behaviour of these 
introduced predators, threatened mammals may benefit indirectly. 

Dingo effects may support native mammals through: 

• reduced fox activity; 

• altered feral cat behaviour; 
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• reduced grazing pressure from herbivores; 

• improved ground cover and vegetation structure; 

• maintenance of more natural predator-prey relationships. 

Research has identified dingoes as potential biodiversity regulators and has argued 
that their conservation value should be considered within broader threatened 
species management. 

Animal Care Australia does not submit that dingoes alone can reverse mammal 
decline. Biodiversity conservation requires integrated management, including habitat 
protection, fox and cat control, appropriate fire management, biosecurity, climate 
adaptation and protection of ecological corridors. However, removing or suppressing 
the apex predator may undermine these other conservation efforts. 

Dingoes, Herbivores and Vegetation Recovery 

Dingoes may also contribute to biodiversity conservation by regulating herbivore 
abundance and behaviour. In some landscapes, dingoes prey on kangaroos, 
wallabies, rabbits, goats, pigs and deer. By influencing herbivore numbers or 
movement, dingoes may help reduce grazing pressure and support vegetation 
recovery. 

Healthy vegetation is essential for biodiversity. It provides shelter, nesting sites, food 
resources, soil stability and microhabitats for insects, reptiles, birds and mammals. 

Where herbivore pressure is excessive, ecosystems can experience: 

• reduced regeneration of native plants; 

• loss of ground cover; 

• increased erosion; 

• decline in habitat complexity; 

• reduced food and shelter for smaller species. 

Research from arid and south-eastern Australia has reported that dingoes can have 
beneficial effects for small mammals and vegetation, although the strength of these 
effects varies by landscape. 

National Parks should seek to maintain the ecological processes that support 
vegetation resilience. Dingoes may form part of that process. 

Dingoes and Invasive Species Management 

Invasive species management is one of the largest challenges facing Australian 
conservation. Foxes, cats, rabbits, goats, deer and pigs all affect native ecosystems. 

Dingoes interact with several of these species. They may prey on or compete with 
invasive animals, alter their movements, or reduce access to carcasses and other 
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resources. The feral cat evidence is complex, but national threatened species 
research has recognised that larger predators, including dingoes, can suppress or 
influence feral cat behaviour in some contexts. 

Animal Care Australia submits that dingo management should be integrated into 
invasive species policy. Treating dingoes as equivalent to invasive predators ignores 
their ecological function and may remove a native predator that contributes to 
landscape-scale regulation. 

Biodiversity Conservation within National Parks 

National Parks are established to conserve biodiversity and protect ecological 
integrity. This purpose should guide dingo management. 

The management of dingoes within National Parks should not be primarily driven by 
livestock-production objectives. Agricultural lands may require specific conflict 
mitigation strategies, but protected areas should prioritise conservation outcomes. 

Within National Parks, dingoes should be recognised as: 

• native wildlife; 

• apex predators; 

• contributors to ecological processes; 

• potential regulators of invasive species; 

• part of natural predator-prey systems; 

• culturally significant animals. 

The routine removal of dingoes from National Parks risks weakening ecological 
resilience and undermining conservation objectives. 

The Precautionary Principle 

Where scientific evidence indicates that a native apex predator may contribute to 
biodiversity conservation, the precautionary principle should apply. 

This means that where there is uncertainty, management should avoid actions likely 
to cause ecological harm unless those actions are clearly justified. Broadscale lethal 
control within National Parks should not occur merely because dingoes have 
historically been classified as pests or wild dogs. 

A precautionary approach would require: 

• ecological assessment before lethal control; 

• evidence that intervention is necessary; 

• consideration of non-lethal alternatives; 

• monitoring of biodiversity impacts; 
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• public transparency; 

• independent scientific review; 

• protection of stable dingo populations wherever possible. 

Animal Care Australia submits that this approach is consistent with contemporary 
conservation policy and community expectations. 

Dingo Removal May Undermine Conservation Goals 

The removal of dingoes can produce unintended consequences. These may include 
increased fox activity, altered cat behaviour, increased herbivore pressure, 
destabilised dingo social groups and reduced ecological regulation. 

Even where lethal control is intended to reduce perceived risk, it may create 
ecological instability. This is particularly concerning inside National Parks, where 
conservation should be the overriding objective. 

Animal Care Australia submits that before any control program is undertaken within 
National Parks, government agencies should be required to demonstrate that the 
proposed intervention will not compromise biodiversity outcomes. 

Dingoes have an important and legitimate role in biodiversity conservation. Their 
presence may support ecosystem health by influencing invasive predators, 
herbivores, vegetation structure and ecological processes. 

The evidence is complex and varies across landscapes, but complexity should not 
justify routine removal. Instead, it supports careful, evidence-based conservation 
management. 

Animal Care Australia submits that dingoes should be recognised as part of the 
biodiversity value of New South Wales National Parks. Their protection is not merely a 
species-specific issue; it is a question of ecological integrity. 

Protecting dingoes within National Parks may assist in protecting the broader 
ecosystems that those parks were created to conserve. 

Genetic Status and Hybridisation 

The taxonomy and genetic status of the Australian dingo has been the subject of 
scientific research and debate for many decades. Questions regarding the origin of 
dingoes, their classification, and the extent of hybridisation with domestic dogs have 
often influenced public policy and wildlife management. 

Animal Care Australia acknowledges that hybridisation between dingoes and 
domestic dogs occurs in some regions of Australia and that maintaining genetically 
significant dingo populations is an important conservation objective. However, the 
organisation submits that uncertainty surrounding genetics should not diminish the 
ecological, cultural or conservation significance of dingoes, nor be used as 
justification for broad-scale lethal control within National Parks. 
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The primary question for this Inquiry is not simply whether individual animals exhibit 
varying degrees of genetic admixture, but whether dingoes continue to fulfil the 
ecological role of Australia's apex terrestrial predator and whether existing legislative 
frameworks appropriately recognise and protect that role. 

The Taxonomic Status of the Dingo 

The scientific classification of the dingo has evolved over time. 

Historically, dingoes have been classified as: 

• Canis dingo (a distinct species); 

• Canis lupus dingo (a subspecies of the grey wolf); and 

• in some literature, as a feral form of the domestic dog (Canis familiaris). 

While taxonomic nomenclature continues to be debated internationally, there is 
broad scientific agreement that Australian dingoes possess distinct behavioural, 
ecological, morphological and genetic characteristics that differentiate them from 
recently introduced domestic dogs. 

Importantly, taxonomy alone should not determine conservation value. 

Many wildlife species contain genetically distinct regional populations, subspecies or 
varying levels of introgression, yet continue to receive legal protection because of 
their ecological function and conservation importance. 

Animal Care Australia submits that management should focus on conserving 
functioning wild dingo populations rather than relying solely on narrow taxonomic 
definitions. 

The Origin of Australian Dingoes 

Genetic and archaeological evidence indicates that dingoes arrived in Australia 
thousands of years before European settlement, most likely through human-assisted 
movement from Southeast Asia. 

Although the exact timing continues to be refined through ongoing research, dingoes 
have now occupied mainland Australia long enough to become ecologically 
integrated within Australian ecosystems. 

Recent ancient DNA research has demonstrated that contemporary dingoes are 
descended from populations already established throughout Australia many 
centuries before European colonisation. This work also found relatively limited 
evidence of genetic contribution from post-European domestic dogs within many 
wild dingo populations. These findings reinforce the view that dingoes are not simply 
escaped domestic dogs, but a long-established component of Australia's native 
fauna. 

Their ecological role has developed over thousands of years through interactions with 
native prey species, Aboriginal land management and Australia's unique 
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environments. 

Understanding Hybridisation 

Hybridisation refers to breeding between dingoes and domestic dogs. 

Like many closely related canids worldwide, dingoes remain capable of interbreeding 
with domestic dogs because they share a recent evolutionary ancestry. 

Hybridisation is not unique to dingoes. 

Comparable examples occur internationally, including: 

• wolves and domestic dogs; 

• wolves and coyotes; 

• Ethiopian wolves and village dogs; 

• European wildcats and domestic cats. 

The existence of hybridisation does not automatically remove the conservation 
importance of the parent species. 

Instead, it highlights the importance of protecting remaining wild populations and 
reducing opportunities for further genetic introgression. 

Animal Care Australia supports continued scientific monitoring of hybridisation and 
the implementation of evidence-based strategies that minimise future domestic dog 
introgression into wild dingo populations. 

Genetic Diversity and Conservation 

Genetic diversity underpins the long-term health and resilience of wildlife 
populations. 

Healthy genetic diversity improves the capacity of populations to adapt to disease, 
environmental change and climate pressures. 

The conservation objective for dingoes should therefore be to: 

• protect genetically significant populations; 

• maintain population connectivity; 

• reduce fragmentation; 

• minimise unnecessary removal of breeding adults; 

• reduce opportunities for hybridisation with free-roaming domestic dogs. 

Broad-scale lethal control may unintentionally reduce genetic diversity by removing 
breeding individuals and fragmenting otherwise stable populations. 

Repeated population reduction may also increase opportunities for dispersing 
domestic dogs to interbreed with surviving wild animals. 
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Paradoxically, management strategies designed to control dingoes may increase the 
very hybridisation they seek to prevent. 

Hybridisation Should Not Determine Conservation Status 

One of the most significant policy issues addressed by this Inquiry is whether the 
presence of hybridisation should influence the legal protection afforded to dingoes. 

Animal Care Australia submits that it should not. 

Conservation biology provides numerous examples where species continue to 
receive protection despite varying degrees of genetic introgression. 

Examples include: 

• European wildcats; 

• Scottish wildcats; 

• Ethiopian wolves; 

• North American wolves; 

• Red wolves; 

• several Australian fish and bird populations. 

In each case, conservation agencies recognise that hybridisation presents a 
management challenge rather than a reason to abandon protection altogether. 

The same principle should apply to dingoes. 

Where genetically significant populations remain, they should receive the highest 
level of protection. 

Where hybridisation has occurred, management should focus on preventing further 
introgression while recognising the continuing ecological function performed by wild-
living dingo populations. 

The Importance of Stable Wild Populations 

The long-term conservation of dingoes depends upon maintaining stable wild 
populations. 

Stable populations: 

• preserve ecological function; 

• maintain social structure; 

• support natural breeding systems; 

• improve opportunities for genetic monitoring; 

• reduce fragmentation; 
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• provide source populations for future conservation. 

Conversely, repeated broad-scale control programs may destabilise populations and 
reduce opportunities to conserve genetically significant animals. 

Animal Care Australia therefore considers population stability to be a fundamental 
conservation objective. 

Distinguishing Dingoes from Feral Domestic Dogs 

As previously stated, Animal Care Australia recognises the importance of 
distinguishing genuine dingo populations from free-roaming or feral domestic dogs. 

Management should therefore include: 

• robust genetic assessment where appropriate; 

• standardised identification methods; 

• nationally consistent terminology; 

• improved scientific monitoring; 

• transparent reporting of genetic studies. 

At the same time, management frameworks MUST move away from oversimplifying 
all free-ranging canids as "wild dogs." 

The term "wild dog" is a management descriptor rather than a biological classification 
and currently incorrectly encompass dingoes, (the few and far-between) dingo-
domestic dog hybrids, feral domestic dogs and foxes. 

Using the term indiscriminately risks obscuring important ecological and 
conservation distinctions. 

Implications for National Parks 

National Parks provide some of the most important opportunities to conserve 
genetically significant dingo populations. 

Protected areas often contain relatively intact ecosystems and reduced 
opportunities for domestic dog interaction. 

Consequently, National Parks should become priority areas for: 

• long-term genetic monitoring; 

• conservation of genetically significant populations; 

• scientific research; 

• ecological monitoring; 

• prevention of hybridisation; 
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• community education. 

Routine lethal control within these areas has the potential to undermine these 
conservation objectives. 

Instead, National Parks should function as refuges where dingo populations can 
persist with minimal human disturbance, allowing both ecological function and 
genetic integrity to be maintained wherever possible. 

To this end, Animal Care Australia recommends that the NSW Government: 

• recognise genetically significant dingo populations as a conservation priority; 

• implement statewide genetic monitoring programs using contemporary 
genomic techniques; 

• develop nationally consistent standards for dingo identification and reporting; 

• prioritise the protection of stable wild populations within National Parks; 

• reduce opportunities for hybridisation through responsible domestic dog 
management near protected areas; 

• avoid using hybridisation as a sole justification for lethal control within 
National Parks; 

• support collaborative research between government, universities, Traditional 
Owners and conservation organisations to improve understanding of dingo 
genetics and population structure. 

Scientific understanding of dingo genetics continues to evolve. While hybridisation 
presents genuine conservation challenges, it should not diminish the ecological 
importance or conservation value of Australia's apex terrestrial predator. 

Animal Care Australia submits that contemporary wildlife management should 
recognise that conservation is not solely about genetic purity. It is equally about 
maintaining ecological function, protecting biodiversity, preserving evolutionary 
processes and ensuring that future generations inherit healthy, resilient ecosystems. 

Within National Parks, genetically significant dingo populations should be regarded 
as an important component of Australia's natural heritage. Legislative and 
management frameworks should therefore support their protection through 
evidence-based conservation, adaptive management and ongoing scientific research 
rather than relying on historical pest-control approaches. 
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