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Terms of reference

1. That Portfolio Committee No. 4 – Regional NSW annually inquire into and report on the operation of the charitable organisations approved under s 34B of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, and in particular:
(a) the matters contained in the annual reports of the approved charitable organisations, including their financial statements
(b) the exercise by the approved charitable organisations of their compliance and enforcement functions under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, and
(c) any other related matters.
2. That the committee commence its annual inquiry following the publication of the annual reports of the approved charitable organisations and report by the end of the financial year.


The terms of reference for the inquiry were self-referred by the committee on 1 September 2025.
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Chair’s foreword

This inquiry presented the committee with a rare opportunity to confront uncomfortable truths about the operation of the approved charitable organisations entrusted with enforcing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
The evidence received was substantial, consistent and, in many respects, deeply concerning. Witnesses from across the animal welfare sector, farming organisations, wildlife rescue groups, former employees, volunteers and members of the public described a system under strain; a system in which private charities are expected to carry out coercive law enforcement functions while relying heavily on public donations to fund activities that are properly the responsibility of government.
The Chair's draft report reflected that evidence.
It identified serious concerns regarding the diversion of charitable donations to subsidise government enforcement functions. It identified deficiencies in transparency and accountability. It raised legitimate questions about prosecutorial decision-making, the handling of the Tracy Dods matter, and the growing influence of organisations operating adjacent to the formal enforcement framework. It also sought stronger scrutiny of organisations and practices that have thus far escaped meaningful public examination.
Unfortunately, many of those findings did not survive the committee's deliberative process.
A coalition of Government and Animal Justice Party members systematically weakened, qualified or removed a number of the report's most significant findings and recommendations. Findings that were firmly grounded in evidence received by the committee were recast into less confronting observations. Recommendations designed to improve transparency and accountability were diluted or abandoned altogether. In several instances, clear conclusions supported by evidence were replaced with language that obscured rather than illuminated the issues before the committee.
This was particularly evident in relation to findings concerning the use of charitable donations to fund law enforcement activities, concerns arising from the Tracy Dods prosecution, and the committee's examination of the role played by WIRES and other advocacy organisations in matters connected to criminal investigations and prosecutions.
The result is a final report that is considerably less robust than the evidence warranted.
Parliamentary committees perform their most important function when they are prepared to follow evidence wherever it leads, regardless of political sensitivities or institutional loyalties. In my view, this inquiry presented compelling evidence that the current enforcement model is approaching a breaking point. It also presented compelling evidence that greater scrutiny, not less, is required of organisations exercising extraordinary statutory powers on behalf of the State.
Instead of confronting these realities, a majority of the committee chose caution over candour.
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That decision may have produced a more comfortable report. It did not produce a more accurate one.
Despite those efforts, this inquiry has once again exposed a fundamental contradiction at the heart of the current system. Private charities continue to perform significant criminal enforcement functions while bearing costs that government itself is unwilling to fully fund. Donations made by members of the public for animal welfare purposes continue to be used to sustain activities that are, in substance, government responsibilities. Questions regarding transparency, accountability and public confidence remain unresolved.
These issues have not disappeared simply because they were softened in the final report.
They remain, and they will continue to demand the attention of Parliament until meaningful reform occurs.
I thank those witnesses and submitters who participated in this inquiry, particularly those who came forward despite significant personal, professional or organisational pressure. Their evidence ensured that important issues entered the public record, even where the committee ultimately declined to fully acknowledge their significance.

Hon Mark Banasiak MLC Committee Chair



Findings
Finding 1	40
That the current model of delegating criminal law enforcement powers to charitable organisations has become structurally unsustainable and is at a breaking point and needs urgent reform.
Finding 2	41
That financial stresses are being exacerbated by the timings of funding which is usually confirmed well into the financial year.
Finding 3	42
That substantial amounts of charitable donations intended by the public for animal rescue and welfare outcomes are being used to subsidise core government law enforcement activities.
Finding 4	42
That the use of charitable donations to fund law enforcement activities is an inappropriate and unsustainable funding arrangement which obscures the true cost of enforcing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
Finding 5	44
That the RSPCA NSW’s institutional focus has increasingly shifted away from traditional charitable rescue functions and toward state enforcement activities.
Finding 6	44
That there is significant community concern around the RSPCA NSW's processes and decision-making criteria when determining which cases to prosecute.
Finding 7	44
That the case of Ms Tracy Dods highlighted major concerns with respect to the RSPCA NSW's:
· investigative independence
· evidentiary handling
· prosecutorial discretion
· interactions between the RSPCA NSW and external advocacy organisations.
Finding 8	44
That the case of Ms Tracy Dods significantly damaged public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of enforcement under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
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Finding 9	45
That, as demonstrated by the Tracy Dods case, the operation of strict liability offences under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 creates a risk that individuals acting in good faith may face criminal prosecution. This must be weighed up against the need to ensure that Act does not contain loopholes that would allow genuine animal abusers to escape prosecution.
Finding 10	47
That there is insufficient external scrutiny of WIRES considering its size, public profile and influence.
Finding 11	47
That the evidence received during this inquiry warrants a dedicated parliamentary inquiry into WIRES and the broader wildlife rescue sector.
Finding 12	49
That the RSPCA NSW has failed to provide sufficient public transparency regarding:
· expenditure of government grants
· expenditure of charitable donations on enforcement activities
· euthanasia statistics
· behavioural euthanasia decision making
· enforcement outcomes
· internal accountability processes.
Finding 13	49
That the current public reporting for the RSPCA NSW is inadequate for an organisation exercising extraordinary statutory powers.
Finding 14	49
That the current system for behavioural and other assessments lacks sufficient safeguards and independent oversight.



Recommendations
Recommendation 1	41
That the NSW Government ensure that funding for the approved charitable organisations is confirmed with enough time for the approved charitable organisations to provide financial certainty and adequate planning for the relevant financial year.
Recommendation 2	42
That, as part of any future funding agreements with the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, the NSW Government ensure that charitable donations no longer need to be relied upon to subsidise state law enforcement functions.
Recommendation 3	42
That, with reference to Recommendation 2, the NSW Government fully fund the approved charitable organisations for all enforcement activities undertaken under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, including but not limited to:
· seizure costs
· veterinary treatment
· kennelling
· legal costs
· inspector safety measures.
Recommendation 4	43
That, as part of any future funding agreements with the approved charitable organisations, the NSW Government require complete financial separation of reporting between:
· charitable welfare activities
· enforcement activities
· prosecution activities.

Recommendation 5	45
That the NSW Government seek advice to ensure the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 strikes the right balance between protecting wildlife carers who take on the care of sick and injured animals in good faith, while ensuring animal cruelty laws are not weakened and do not create loopholes for abusers to escape prosecution.
Recommendation 6	45
That the NSW Government mandate an independent prosecutorial review of any decisions to charge wildlife carers or rescue organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
Recommendation 7	47
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That a separate parliamentary inquiry be established into WIRES and the broader wildlife rescue sector to examine:
· governance structures
· finances and use of charitable donations
· operational culture
· treatment and support of volunteer carers
· involvement in enforcement activities
· relationships with approved charitable organisations
· influence over prosecutions and animal seizure matters
· financial needs of wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· government support for wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· any other related matter.
Recommendation 8	49
That the NSW Government implement a standardised annual reporting framework for the approved charitable organisations, to ensure sufficient transparency and oversight, that requires the following to be publicly disclosed annually:
· all expenditure on enforcement activities
· all expenditure of government grants
· all expenditure of charitable donations on inspectorate operations
· detailed euthanasia statistics by species and reason
· behavioural euthanasia figures
· prosecution outcomes
· seizure statistics.
Recommendation 9	49
That the NSW Government require that all behavioural euthanasia decisions involving dogs deemed 'unrehabilitable' be independently reviewed by an external qualified assessor prior to euthanasia occurring.
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Conduct of inquiry

The terms of reference for the inquiry were self-referred by the committee on 1 September 2025
The committee received 57 submissions and 2 supplementary submissions. The committee held one public hearing at Parliament House in Sydney.
Inquiry related documents are available on the committee’s website, including submissions, hearing transcripts, tabled documents and answers to questions on notice.
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Chapter 1   Background
This chapter outlines the background to this inquiry, the committee's third inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979. It summarises key findings of the 2023 inquiry, before outlining relevant legislative reform that has occurred in the animal welfare space in the intervening period.

[bookmark: About this inquiry]About this inquiry
1.1 In New South Wales, animal welfare is regulated primarily under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (hereafter, POCTAA).1 Section 34B of POCTAA entrusts the power to investigate and prosecute offences under the Act to any charitable organisations approved by the portfolio minister.2 Currently, the RSPCA NSW and the Animal Welfare League NSW are the only two approved charitable organisations (hereafter, ACO) entrusted with these powers.3
1.2 The origin of this inquiry dates back to 2020 when the Select Committee on Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales recommended that the Upper House portfolio committee with primary responsibility for animal welfare be required to conduct a hearing each year with the ACOs.4 This recommendation was intended to enhance transparency and accountability of the ACOs by introducing parliamentary oversight of their operations.5
1.3 In line with this recommendation, the Legislative Council's Portfolio Committee No. 4 has conducted two inquiries into the ACOs. The first inquiry ('the 2021 inquiry') set out in detail the context for the inquiry, including the provisions under POCTAA and background into the ACOs. The 2021 inquiry also noted the peculiar position that the RSPCA NSW and the Animal Welfare League NSW, as ACOs, hold in the animal welfare system in New South Wales. The committee found that as private charities they perform an important law enforcement function, however, have historically received little funding from the NSW Government to perform this public function. It was found that they also operated without the same degree of accountability or transparency as government

[bookmark: _bookmark0]1   See Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979; Select Committee on Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, NSW Legislative Council, Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales (2020), p 3.
[bookmark: _bookmark1]2  See section 34B, Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979; Select Committee on Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, NSW Legislative Council, Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales (2020), p 3.
[bookmark: _bookmark2]3  Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2021 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2022), p 4.
[bookmark: _bookmark3]4 Select Committee on Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, Recommendation 12, p 60.
[bookmark: _bookmark4]5 Select Committee on Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, Animal Cruelty Laws in New South Wales, Recommendation 12, p 60.
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agencies, despite the public nature of their work and the range of enforcement powers they possess.6
1.4 The second inquiry ('the 2023 inquiry') built upon the 2021 inquiry by further examining key issues raised including the inadequacy of government funding for the enforcement functions of the ACOs and issues of transparency and accountability over their operations.7 A summary of the key findings of the 2023 inquiry and the government's response is below.

[bookmark: The 2023 inquiry]The 2023 inquiry
1.5 Key issues identified in the 2023 inquiry report included:
· The inadequacy of government funding for the enforcement functions of the ACOs.8
· Concerns from stakeholders about the workplace culture and governance of the RSPCA NSW inspectorate.9
· Deficiencies in annual reporting and the need for more rigorous and standardised reporting obligations.10
· Ongoing concerns from stakeholders about the level of transparency and accountability of the ACOs' enforcement operations under POCTAA.11
1.6 In examining the adequacy of funding for ACOs to perform their enforcement functions, the inquiry heard that:
· In the 2023-24 financial year the then NSW Government made significant one-off grants to both the RSPCA NSW ($20.5 million) and Animal Welfare League ($5.5 million) to support their inspectorate operations.12
· Stakeholders questioned the appropriateness of how the RSPCA NSW spent this grant and the committee expressed frustration as it sought to


[bookmark: _bookmark5]6	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p vii.
[bookmark: _bookmark6]7	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 7.
[bookmark: _bookmark7]8	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 7.
[bookmark: _bookmark8]9	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 20.
[bookmark: _bookmark9]10	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 35.
[bookmark: _bookmark10]11	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p vii.
[bookmark: _bookmark11]12	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 7.
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understand how this grant was spent and its impact on animal welfare outcomes.13
· ACOs were facing challenges with one-off grants rather than ongoing funding, with the sustainability of ACOs' operations under POCTAA a key concern.14
1.7 As noted in the 2023 inquiry, a number of anonymous witnesses questioned the appropriateness of how the RSPCA NSW had spent the $20.5 million grant:
Some described money being spent on capital works and equipment, which they felt was not best calculated to address the inspector safety issues that had been a key driver for the additional government funding. It was also suggested that the funds were being used to offset deficits, and to fund development of the new software package that RSPCA NSW had commissioned to replace the organisation's previous management software. The committee was also told that the call centre was not effectively operating 24 hours, as there is no response capability after 7 pm. The committee was unable to resolve expenditure issues raised. 15
1.8 The 2023 inquiry also noted that when asked for more detail on how this money had been spent, a detailed business case for ongoing additional funding, with costed options was provided by the RSPCA NSW, however, it did not contain a detailed acquittal of how the 2023-24 grant was spent.16
1.9 The committee recognised ACOs' need for certainty regarding long-term funding and recommended the NSW Government ensure than any recurrent government grants to ACOs are accompanied by greater rigour and oversight, including clear reporting obligations.17
1.10 Of note, the 2023 inquiry received significant confidential evidence about the safety, workplace culture and governance of the RSPCA NSW inspectorate, specifically:
· Concerns about inspector safety, particularly regarding inspectors working alone rather than the preferred 'two-out' approach.18

[bookmark: _bookmark12]13	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p vii.
[bookmark: _bookmark13]14	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 11.
[bookmark: _bookmark14]15	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 8.
[bookmark: _bookmark15]16	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 10.
[bookmark: _bookmark16]17	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p vii.
[bookmark: _bookmark17]18	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 15.
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· Allegations of bullying and harassment as well as issues with the complaints handling process.19
· Several confidential inquiry participants spoke of a 'toxic culture' at the top of the organisation and a perception of nepotism.20
· The management of conflicts of interest within the senior management of RSPCA NSW.21
1.11 The committee noted that a reduction in government funding to ACOs could lead to an enforcement-related increase in work health and safety issues in the future and recommended the NSW Government take a stronger role in the operational protocols and work health and safety standards of ACOs.22
1.12 Consistent with the committee's 2021 inquiry, inquiry participants expressed concern with a lack of transparency in the annual reports of both ACOs regarding their operations under POCTAA, including:
· A lack of information about how reports of cruelty are triaged
· How decisions on what to investigate or prosecute are made
· The limited detail of animal welfare outcomes, including euthanasia rates
· A lack of clear understanding how the ACOs are spending funds, particularly from public donations.23
1.13 In relation to the transparency and accountability of the ACOs, the 2023 inquiry noted that:
· Reports required to be produced by the ACOs under s34B of POCTAA should be publicly released to enhance accountability.24
· There were few options to make complaints about the ACOs' enforcement activities under POCTAA.25

[bookmark: _bookmark18]19  Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), pp 20-21.
[bookmark: _bookmark19]20 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), pp 23-24.
[bookmark: _bookmark20]21  Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 28.
[bookmark: _bookmark21]22 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 20.
[bookmark: _bookmark22]23 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 30.
[bookmark: _bookmark23]24 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 31.
[bookmark: _bookmark24]25 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 32.




1.14 To ensure sufficient transparency and oversight, the committee recommended that the NSW Government undertake a standardised reporting framework for ACOs, and that any recurrent government grants to ACOs be accompanied by greater rigour and oversight, including clear reporting obligations.26
1.15 Echoing evidence from the 2021 inquiry, the 2023 inquiry found that there were ongoing stakeholder concerns about the complexity and overlapping nature of the legal framework for animal protection in New South Wales as well as the role of ACOs in enforcing POCTAA.27
1.16 In particular, the committee heard that the due to the historically minimal government funding they received for enforcement activities, ACOs have needed to raise donor funding for inspectorate operations, as well as their animal shelter and other services.28 Some stakeholders suggested this created a conflict of interest, namely that ACOs decisions around what to prosecute were affected by their financial interests.29
1.17 The committee made a number of recommendations related to the ACOs exercise of compliance and enforcement functions, including that:
· As part of its review of POCTAA, the NSW Government consider ways to improve efficiency, reduce complexity and clarify responsibilities to support ACOs
· The NSW Government consider and address the findings and issues raised in the 2021 and 2023 inquiries when developing its approach to animal welfare law reform
· In reviewing POCTAA, the NSW Government consider the relationship and roles of the Independent Office of Animal Welfare – a yet-to-be-realised election commitment of the current government - and the ACOs, and how ongoing funding will be allocated.30
Amendments to POCTAA in 2024
1.18 During the course of the 2023 inquiry, two relevant Acts amending POCTAA came into effect.


[bookmark: _bookmark25]26	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 35.
[bookmark: _bookmark26]27	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 39.
[bookmark: _bookmark27]28	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 36.
[bookmark: _bookmark28]29	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 36.
[bookmark: _bookmark29]30	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p xi.
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1.19 Firstly, the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Amendment (Transparency and Fit and Proper Persons) Act 2024 was passed on 7 August 2024.31 It made a number of amendments to POCTAA to 'increase transparency and accountability of ACOs'.32 Key amendments include:
· Clarifying that the ACOs are subject to the requirements of the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009 (which sets out how members of the public can access government information) in relation to their enforcement functions.
· Subjecting ACOs to the oversight of the NSW Ombudsman with respect to their statutory enforcement functions.
· Enhancing the information required to be provided by the ACOs to the Minister in their annual reports and requiring those reports to be tabled in Parliament.33
1.20 Secondly, the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Amendment (Puppy Farming) Act 2024 was passed on 15 November 2024, strengthening puppy and dog welfare by establishing standards for dog breeding.34
1.21 Whilst these legislative changes occurred during the course of the 2023 inquiry, they were not covered in detail in that inquiry as they had yet to come into effect during the reporting period.
Government response to the 2023 inquiry
1.22 In its response to the 2023 inquiry, the NSW Government indicated that it would consider issues and opportunities related to the NSW animal welfare enforcement framework as part of the NSW Government's commitment to review POCTAA. The NSW Government also noted that it is considering the potential role and responsibilities of the future Independent Office of Animal Welfare as it relates to several of the 2023 inquiry recommendations.35

[bookmark: _bookmark30]31	Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 4.
[bookmark: _bookmark31]32	NSW  Department  of  Primary  Industries  and  Regional  Development,  Prevention  of Cruelty to Animals Amendment (Transparency and Fit and Proper Persons) Act 2024, https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/dpi/animals/animal-welfare/legislation/reform/fit-proper-persons-act-2024.
[bookmark: _bookmark32]33	NSW Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Amendment (Transparency and Fit and Proper Persons) Act 2024, https://www.dpird.nsw.gov.au/dpi/animals/animal-welfare/legislation/reform/fit-proper-persons-act-2024.
[bookmark: _bookmark33]34 Portfolio Committee no. 4, NSW Legislative Council, 2023 Inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (2024), p 5.
[bookmark: _bookmark34]35  Correspondence from Premier Chris Minns MP to the Clerk of the Parliaments, providing government response to the 2023 Inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, 28 February 2025.




1.23 In relation to several recommendations around accountability and transparency, the NSW Government referred to the above POCTAA amendments enacted during the course of the 2023 inquiry.

[bookmark: Animal welfare reform in New South Wales]Animal welfare reform in New South Wales since the 2023 inquiry
1.24 Since the 2023 inquiry, there have been further developments as part of the broader animal welfare reform in New South Wales. These include the new Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Regulation 2025 which commenced on 1 February 2025. Key amendments include:
· Provisions relating to the enforcement of POCTAA and the Regulation, including how Police are to exercise their powers and what evidence is considered to satisfy certain thresholds as set out in the Act.
· Reporting requirements for approved charitable organisations.
· The definition of the penalty notice amounts, without which penalty notices could not be issued by inspectors.36
1.25 Through the commencement of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (Puppy Farming) Amendment Act 2024, the NSW Government committed to revising the NSW Animal Welfare Code of Practice for Breeding Dogs and Cats (the Breeding Code). A review of the Breeding Code is currently underway to ensure it is fit for purpose and supports appropriate animal welfare outcomes through effective regulation of breeding standards.37

















[bookmark: _bookmark35]36	NSW Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Prevention of Cruelty	to	Animals	Regulation	2025, https://www.dpird.nsw.gov.au/dpi/animals/animal-welfare/legislation/reform/reg-2025.
[bookmark: _bookmark36]37	NSW Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Review of the Animal Welfare Code of Practice Breeding Dogs and Cats (the Breeding Code), https://www.dpi.nsw.gov.au/dpi/animals/animal-welfare/legislation/reform/review-breeding-code.
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Chapter 2  Key issues
[bookmark: Government funding arrangements for the ]This chapter sets out the key issues raised during this inquiry. First, it considers the adequacy of Government funding to the RSPCA NSW and Animal Welfare League NSW in 2024-2025, noting changes in funding and the impact of constrained resources on these organisations. Next, it considers stakeholder views on the enforcement of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (hereafter, POCTAA) and further opportunities for reform. Finally, it provides an overview of issues raised in this inquiry about transparency and accountability of the approved charitable organisations.

Government funding arrangements for the approved charitable organisations
2.1 [bookmark: Adequacy of government funding for enfor]In accordance with the terms of reference, the committee's deliberations in this report are focused, as far as practicable, on questions concerning the funding, operations and performance of the approved charitable organisations (hereafter, ACOs) in the relevant reporting period, being from 1 July 2024 to 30 June 2025. Funding arrangements from the preceding and following Financial Years were also noted in evidence before the committee, and some consideration of this evidence is necessary to discern trends over time and evaluate the adequacy and sustainability of these arrangements.

Adequacy of government funding for enforcement activities
2.2 In 2024-2025, the RSPCA NSW received $11.37 million in funding from the NSW Government. In the same period, the Animal Welfare League NSW received $1.9 million from the NSW Government.38
2.3 Evidence from the RSPCA NSW placed their 2024-2025 allocation alongside successive Financial Years, showing a fluctuation in the quantum of funding over time. 39 This is detailed in Table 1 below.
Table 1	Government funding to the RSPCA NSW 40
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	FY2023-2024
	FY2024-2025
	FY2025-2026

	RSPCA NSW
	$20.5 million
	$11.37 million
	$9.86
million



2.4 The NSW Government allocation to the Animal Welfare League NSW in 2024-2025 represented a decrease from the previous year's allocation, but with funding increasing again in Financial Year 2025-2026, as detailed in Table 2 below.
Table 2	Government funding to the Animal Welfare League NSW 41

	
	FY2023-2024
	FY2024-2025
	FY2025-2026

	Animal Welfare League NSW
	$5.5 million
	$1.9 million
	$2.94 million



2.5 The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development provided evidence that there had been a not insignificant increase in funding in the last three years in comparison to the decade prior to 2022-23, with funding contributions of $499,000 to the RSPCA NSW and Animal Welfare NSW.42
2.6 In considering the adequacy of funding arrangements, the total, actual costs of operating each charity's inspectorates were detailed in evidence before the committee.
2.7 For Financial Year 2024-2025, the total cost of operating the RSPCA NSW inspectorate was reported as $23.129 million, made up of the following expenses:
Table 3	2024-2025 breakdown of operating costs: RSPCA NSW inspectorate43

	
	FY2024-2025

	Field operations
	$12,406,000

	Animal care, sheltering and boarding
	$5,972,000

	Veterinary costs
	$771,000

	Legal and prosecution costs
	$779,000

	Contact Centre
	$1,495,000
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	FY2024-2025

	Internal support and overheads
	$1,704,000

	TOTAL
	$23.129
million



2.8 The RSPCA NSW reported that its inspectorate is staffed by a total of 37 inspectors, current at the time of the committee's hearing. This was forecast to grow to 42 inspectors.44
2.9 Total operating costs for the Aniaml Welfare League NSW inspectorate over the same period were not provided to the committee at the same level of detail. However, in response to supplementary questions, the Animal Welfare League NSW advised that the average cost per day per inspectorate animal was $116.00. This was based on an average 60-day stay for animals seized as part of an enforcement activity:
Table 4	Costs for an Inspectorate-seized animal based on an average stay: Animal Welfare League NSW45

	Average 60-day stay for animals from the Inspectorate
	Costs

	Average shelter cost per animal
	$1,775

	Average vet costs
	$890

	Inspectorate costs
	$4,332

	TOTAL
	$6,988



2.10 The Animal Welfare League NSW reported its Inspectorate employs a total of 14 inspectors, current at the time of the committee's hearing.46
2.11 Both charitable organisations reported a shortfall in funding between the NSW Government allocation and the actual cost of operating their respective Inspectorates:
· in 2024-2025, the RSPCA NSW reported a shortfall of $11.753 million
· in 2024-2025, the Animal Welfare League NSW allocated approximately
$3.224 million of independently-generated funds towards its Inspectorate-related activities and in 2025-2026, an additional $1.766 million is self-funded for enforcement work.47
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2.12 Additionally, labelling this shortfall as a 'structural deficit', the RSPCA NSW reported it consistently spends $7 million to $10 million more than it receives in to maintain its inspectorate operations.48
2.13 The committee questioned the RSPCA NSW about the formula the NSW Government uses when calculating the funding allocation from year to year, alluding to all the additional, less visible costs of running the Inspectorate and upholding POCTAA over and above salary-related expenses.
2.14 Commenting on the level of awareness within Government of these less visible costs, Mr Coleman of the RSPCA NSW told the committee they have consistently reported on the 'the full cost, over and over again'.49 While expressing his gratitude for the significant funding they receive from year to year, Mr Coleman drew the committee's attention to the consequential costs they incur as a result of their compliance work under POCTAA, describing them as 'real costs' which cannot be disconnected. He explained:
…it's like saying to the police, "We're going to fund you to exist, but if you lock anyone up, you'll have to sell a few more cupcakes to cover the cost of that." You can't disconnect the two functions. Compliance sometimes results in animal seizures, and they need caring, rehab and veterinary treatment. We struggle to understand how the two are not linked.50
2.15 In response to the same line of questioning, Mr Coleman spoke of the NSW Government's explanation for how last year's allocation to the RSPCA NSW was calculated, saying it was for salaries, vehicle maintenance and legal costs for prosecutions. However, he also emphasised that related costs such as veterinary care, agistment, and staffing shelters are inseparable from the enforcement activities and are legitimate, necessary expenses that need to be covered.51
2.16 Considerations around funding arrangements between the Government and the ACOs was determined by the number of inspectors employed and what they were able to deliver:
The consideration was really around the funding envelope we had to provide to both organisations based on the number of inspectors and what they anticipated to be able to deliver with that money based on their application.52
2.17 Alongside the discussion of funding arrangements and fluctuations from year to year, evidence before the committee presented a growing demand in both charitable organisations' Inspectorate services.
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2.18 Ms Amanda Gray, Chief Inspector, Animal Welfare League NSW, gave evidence of an uptick in animal cruelty cases and a related spike in demand for their Inspectorate services, reported to have occurred 'in the last five or six months'.53 Referring to her previous experience as an inspector, Ms Gray referred to instances of 'deliberate act of cruelty to animals causing death or serious harm' over that period, described as being different to the 'usual' POCTAA breaches involving underfed animals or animals in need of veterinary treatment. She elaborated:
I've been at Animal Welfare League now for over five years as an inspector—and I'm now chief inspector—but there have always been prosecutions running for the usual POCTAA breaches we see, which is, unfortunately, underfed animals, animals that are needing vet treatment and no shelter, no water, tethering et cetera. But in the last five or six months, I'd say, we've seen a deliberate act of cruelty to animals causing death or serious harm. There are about nine prosecutions running or have commenced in those last six months, just with deliberate violence to animals.54
2.19 Referring to a period in July 2025, following the closure of the RSPCA NSW online complaints portal, the Animal Welfare League NSW reported a 'three-time jump' in their cases:
We'll take on notice the exact numbers, but some of my staff were—the increase in jobs doubled and some of them tripled. I had one inspector do 91 jobs in 20 business days, which is massive. It's just a reflection on how dedicated they are to putting animals first. We had a lot of staff doing overtime. Not only did we have to watch out for the animals' welfare, I was also keeping an eye on morale in staff and making sure that we didn't have burnout. But there was just no question. When the online reporting stopped for RSPCA, our inspectors just put their heads down and went to work because the animals come first.55
2.20 Similarly, the RSPCA NSW gave evidence of continued growth in demand for their services, telling the committee 'community expectations continue to rapidly increase' and, as a result of the cost-of-living crisis, 'people reaching out to us for help with their pets … has grown exponentially'.56
2.21 Against this backdrop of growing demand for services, the current funding arrangements were detailed in evidence as being problematic on several counts – issues to which the committee now turns.
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[bookmark: Impact of current funding arrangements]Impact of current funding arrangements
2.22 This section examines the impacts of current funding arrangements on the approved charitable organisations, with key issues raised in evidence being: the timing of the funding deed in the context of Financial Year budgeting; financial impacts to cover the shortfall in Inspectorate operating costs; and impacts on Inspectorate staff. In many respects, these concerns echo evidence from the previous two inquiries into the approved charitable organisations.
2.23 The RSPCA NSW, for example, highlighted that Government funding levels vary significantly year to year, creating considerable uncertainty. This charitable organisation received $20.5 million one year, then $11.4 million the next.57
2.24 Questions around the sustainability of funding arrangements were a key focus of evidence from the RSPCA NSW, alluding to the need for a better alignment between the finite funding envelope and public expectations for the level of enforcement:
Demand is rising, expectations are rising, the costs of modern law enforcement are rising, and so the key question for this Committee becomes a simple one: What level of animal welfare enforcement does the Parliament and the community expect in New South Wales, and how should that work be sustainably funded where RSPCA NSW can contribute?58
2.25 In response to questioning about the future sustainability of the RSPCA NSW's finances and enforcement functions, Mr Steve Coleman, Chief Executive Officer, RSPCA NSW, told the committee that any contemplation of withdrawing from compliance and enforcement would be a 'massive decision' involving 'big questions' about the future of their finances:
That would be a massive decision. In fact, that was one of the reasons that our chair and treasurer sought to meet with the Minister last year: to get a view about where can we work in partnership with the Government so there are no surprises and so that we can plan for and create some certainty for our staff. Yes, these are big questions, Mr Barrett, that we somehow have to tackle, whether we like it or not, because the future of our finances is such that we just can't keep doing this across the spectrum. The uncertainty and the disruption are not sustainable.59
2.26 When asked whether the RSPCA NSW Board has been contemplating 'handing back' their Inspectorate to the NSW Government, Mr Coleman reported that while the Board 'have not arrived at a decision', discussions have indeed occurred.60
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2.27 Consistent with evidence from previous years, both charitable organisations raised concerns about the timing of the NSW Government funding deed, outlining the challenges they face when there are delays in confirmation and signing. As noted by Mr Steve Coleman of the RSPCA NSW, NSW Government funding to the charitable organisations is usually confirmed well after the financial year has already started.61
2.28 Mr Stephen Albin, Chief Executive Officer of the Animal Welfare League NSW, labelled the timing of the grant 'a problem', saying a lack of longer-term certainty makes it necessary to cross subsidise their operations:
The timing of the grant is a problem. It's a problem inasmuch as, normally, if it's embedded within a budget, you've got a three-year time horizon. Without that, we're having to cross-subsidise from other sources 50 per cent of our operating activities, which is around about $1.5 million, before Christmas. It would be ideal if we could get some more certainty in that funding horizon to ensure we don't have to cross-subsidise. I understand RSPCA's concerns. We have the same.62
2.29 Reflecting on the same challenges, the RSPCA NSW told the committee they must 'cashflow' their compliance function while they wait for confirmation of the final funding envelope from government, also noting the implications for recruitment of additional inspectors:
We're cashflowing a compliance function on behalf of Government until, one, either we get confirmation of what that number is actually going to be, together with trying to manage our cash flows to ensure that we can meet our commitments. We budgeted for $11.8 million. In I think it was November, the Minister wrote to us telling us that our window was $9.8 million, so $2 million short. Now we've got an immediate issue with a $2 million shortfall in our budget that somehow we've got to try and meet. In the meantime, it is not right for us to be employing new inspectors without providing any sort of certainty. That would be irresponsible.63
2.30 Commenting on the funding trajectory across a number of years, the RSPCA NSW informed the committee that it has had to draw on its own reserves and sell assets to manage funding uncertainty, shortfalls and delays in confirmation:
Over the last few years, RSPCA NSW has had to draw significantly on its reserves and divest assets to manage funding uncertainty and maintain inspectorate operations. The FY24/25 Annual Report notes that the Board endorsed the divestment of $11 million in assets to address an unanticipated funding shortfall following a reduction in NSW Government inspectorate funding from $20.5 million in FY23/24 to $11.4 million in FY24/25. In the first half of FY25/26, $7m of financial assets had to be
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liquidated to meet operating cash flow requirements due to the delay in finalising the POCTAA Funding Deed. If the current funding trajectory continues, RSPCA NSW would need to make difficult decisions about the level of inspectorate activity and broader animal welfare services it can sustain.64
2.31 As advocated in the previous inquiry reports, both charitable organisations called for increased funding and greater certainty around its provision. To ensure better long-term planning, the Animal Welfare League NSW suggested putting the grant into the budget cycle to ensure that funding is confirmed before the beginning of the financial year.65
2.32 Further, the committee heard that while funding over recent years had fluctuated considerably, the actual cost of delivering the RSPCA NSW inspectorate's core functions has remained consistently high.66 Mr Steve Coleman, Chief Executive Officer, RSPCA NSW, indicated that the organisation is projected to spend around
$10 million beyond government funding to maintain the current level of enforcement activity as well as provide proactive community outreach programs.67
2.33 A comparison of government funding and the cost to run the RSPCA NSW inspectorate is outlined in Table 5 below.
Table 5  Cost to run the RSPCA NSW inspectorate68

	
	FY2023/24
	FY2024/25
	FY2025/26

	NSW Government Funding
	$20.5 million
	$11.37 million
	$9.86 million

	Cost of delivering RSPCA inspectorate core functions
	$21.2 million
	$20.5 million
	$18.7 million
(projected)



2.34 Similarly, as noted above, the Animal Welfare League NSW indicated in evidence that 2025-26 it would fund an additional $1.766 million on top of its $2.94 million grant for enforcement functions.69
2.35 As noted in Chapter 1, the 2021 and 2023 inquiries identified stakeholder support for increased government funding for ACOs to improve their enforcement of POCTAA. This was further echoed during this inquiry.
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Operational and staffing impacts
2.36 As noted in the 2023 report, the uncertainty of funding had significant staffing and operational impacts for the RSPCA NSW.70 Similar impacts were again brought to the committee's attention throughout the present inquiry, including:
· an inability to recruit for inspector positions until funding has been secured
· potential loss of staff due to lack of job security
· lower staff morale
· the financial risk to the organisation.71
2.37 As outlined above, both charitable organisations reported an increase in caseloads and pressure on resources, some of it attributable to the cost-of-living crisis.72 In addition, it was expected that workload would also increase as a result of the recently enacted puppy farm legislation.73
2.38 At the time of the hearing, the RSPCA NSW reported that it had 37 inspectors, with staffing levels to rise to 42 total following new appointments later in April.74 Currently, the Animal Welfare League NSW has 14 inspectors.75
2.39 During the both the 2021 and 2023 inquiry, an argument for increased government funding for ACOs was to improve inspector work health and safety by increasing inspector numbers so that working in pairs, known as working ‘two-out’, could be standard practice.76 This issue was revisited during the current inquiry.
2.40 Evidence to the committee suggested that while the RSPCA NSW's default is to work two-out, in practice, this was not always the case.77 Mr Scott Meyers, Chief Inspector, RSPCA NSW, explained that where jobs are deemed 'low risk' then an inspector may go out alone, provided this is approved by management.78 For jobs where there is a history of violence or concerns, two inspectors, a council ranger and an inspector, or police and an inspector may go. While high risk cases are
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referred to NSW Police Force, Mr Meyers acknowledged that police also have limited capacity.79
2.41 However, Mr Peter Day, Executive Director, Strategy and Regulatory Policy, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, told the committee that the RSPCA NSW's application for the 2025-2026 government grant was based on 40 inspectors and using a two-out system.80
2.42 Another argument for increased funding to ACOs explored in previous inquiries was the need to increase the operation of the cruelty complaints hotline.81 In the 2023 inquiry, the committee heard that funding from the 2023-2024 grant received by the RSPCA NSW had provided a 24-hour call centre.82 However, in April 2026, when asked about the 24-hour complaints hotline, Mr Coleman reported that the amount of overnight calls it had received was 'immaterial' and it had ceased due to reduced funding:
No, that's ceased with the reduction in funding. We just couldn't afford it. To be fair, in the period of time that we did run 24/7, the amount of calls overnight was almost immaterial.83
2.43 According to Ms Amanda Gray, Chief Inspector, Animal Welfare League NSW, the League saw a 'three-time jump' in cases overnight when the RSPCA NSW shut off their portal in July 2024.84 The Animal Welfare League NSW later expanded on this increase, reporting that in mid-2024, the organisation was averaging around 400 jobs per month. Over the same period in 2025, that monthly average increased to around 1,280 jobs per month (approximately 220% increase).85
2.44 In her evidence, Ms Gray elaborated on the impact of this increased workload on Inspectorate staff, including additional pressure, working overtime, risk of burnout and low morale.86
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2.45 Similarly, Mr Scott Meyers, Chief Inspector, RSPCA NSW, told the committee that staff capacity and increased workload were also contributing to low staff morale.87
2.46 Whilst the Animal Welfare League NSW emphasised the dedication of their staff in putting animals first to ensure that the complaints were being investigated under trying circumstances, they also made it clear that the situation was not sustainable.88
2.47 Mr Stephen Albin, Chief Executive Officer, Animal Welfare League NSW, explained that their recent increase in funding had enabled them to hire more inspectors thereby stabilising case numbers. While he acknowledged the role the RSPCA NSW needs to play in managing cases, he highlighted that the Animal Welfare League NSW had 'taken up a lot of slack'. Notably he told the committee that the League's 'share of the market' had grown from 8 to 25 per cent.89
But it isn't sustainable. We have seen levels now that we can—we got funding increases. That has enabled us to get more inspectors, which has enabled us to stabilise and ensure that we are getting sustainable numbers. Depending on the funding mix—we really need RSPCA to be there. I should say that as well. They're really important in the mix. As you probably heard from Steve with his KPIs earlier, they do 10,000 jobs; we now do 5,000, so that's significantly greater. We used to have an 8 per cent share of the market, and it's growing to about 25 per cent, so we've taken up a lot of slack.90
2.48 Turning from staffing issues to kennel demand and capacity, the League expressed particular concern with the increasing workload and its capacity to house inspectorate animals.
2.49 In evidence to the committee, the Animal Welfare League NSW advised that the majority of kennels at its Kemps Creek Shelter is occupied by inspectorate animals.91 It noted that in 2025-2026, the inspectorate seizures are forecast to reach 362, requiring 95 kennels at an 80 per cent capacity rate. However, the shelter currently has only 82 operational kennels, with capacity already exceeding full utilisation.92
2.50 In addition, the Animal Welfare League NSW reported that animals received through the Inspectorate stay on average of 60 days – that is, 19 days longer than those that have been surrendered.93
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2.51 On this issue, the League advocated for more infrastructure to alleviate the current pressure on its facilities. Mr Albin highlighted that there are currently significantly long surrender wait lists – on average between 12 or 18 months. He maintained there is growing frustration in the community that people cannot access their facilities to surrender their animals.94

[bookmark: Use of charity funds for enforcement fun]Use of charity funds for enforcement functions
2.52 Directly relevant to the funding shortfall described above, there was a considerable focus in evidence on the practice of the ACOs using charitable donations to cross-subsidise their inspectorate functions, effectively covering the gap in government funding.
2.53 The Animal Welfare League NSW reported that, in 2024-2025, it allocated approximately $3.224 million of charity funds toward inspectorate related activity.95 While the RSPCA NSW confirmed a shortfall of $11.753 million in 2024-2025, it was not clear from the evidence how much of this shortfall was subsidised by funding from charitable donations.96
2.54 Some inquiry participants questioned the appropriateness of charitable donations being used to partially fund the RSPCA NSW's enforcement work.97 Some key concerns are outlined below:
· Mr Michael Donnelly, President of Animal Care Australia submitted that there is a lack of transparency of how bequests and lotteries run by the RSPCA NSW are being spent.98
· SAFE Rehoming questioned how the RSPCA NSW was spending its funds in line with the public's understanding of charitable funds that have been donated in good faith to help animals:
[I am] not alleging or concerned that there is fraud occurring in these organisations as I am aware they are independently audited as part of their end of financial year processes. My focus is on transparency on how these funds are spent and whether the spending would line up with the public’s understanding of how these organisations are spending the money that has been donated in good faith to help animals. 99
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· New South Wales Greyhound Breeders, Owners & Trainers Association reported that funds are being directed towards administrative overheads, legal costs, and advocacy campaigns, rather than frontline animal care.100
2.55 Evidence from Ms Mary Macken, former WIRES Director, added further weight to these perspectives. Ms Macken told the committee that, when giving money to charitable animal welfare and wildlife rescue organisations, donors do not expect their donations to be spent on enforcement proceedings:
Donors and testators give their money to both WIRES and the RSPCA expecting it to be spent on animal welfare—that is, caring for the animal, providing it with food and shelter. They don't expect the money that they give—and choose to not give to their grandchildren, for example—to be spent on enforcement proceedings.101
2.56 To address these issues, New South Wales Greyhound Breeders, Owners & Trainers Association suggested removing or restricting the RSPCA NSW’s charitable status, or alternatively, imposing stricter conditions to ensure that charitable concessions are not used to fund lobbying, commercial endorsement schemes, or enforcement activities that exceed the public benefit test.102
2.57 According to the funding deeds signed by the ACOs, the government grant is considered a 'contribution' towards, rather than fully funding, the full cost of enforcement. In particular, the deed states that:
the objective of the grant is to promote animal welfare and prevent animal cruelty by contributing towards the costs of the activities the ACOs undertake including investigative activities, prosecutorial activities, compliance monitoring and auditing activities, and education and advisory activities. 103
2.58 According to the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, the deeds make it clear that funding is provided within a co-contribution model. Departmental representatives specified that this approach is based on the ACOs’ ability to draw on other revenue sources.104
2.59 As mentioned above, ACOs are at times having to self-fund their inspectorates while they wait for government funding. Evidence from the Department Primary Industries and Regional Development suggested that their enforcement powers
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and responsibilities are in no way affected during the unfunded gap between successive deeds. However, during this gap, there is no funding for or obligation to carry out of these duties. This was illustrated in the following exchange between the committee and Mr Peter Day, one of the Department's Executive Directors:
PETER DAY: There will be a gap until the new deed comes into effect, but their powers and activities would continue as they have for numerous years.
The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT: Are they under any obligation to enforce POCTAA at that point?
PETER DAY: They're empowered and have responsibilities under the Act, in terms of their functions, to investigate matters if they want to retain the responsibility as an ACO under that Act.
The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT: So they do have an obligation.
PETER DAY: They're recognised as an ACO under the Act. That's their purpose, in terms of that authorisation as an officer under POCTAA, and we would expect that they would maintain that until they lost their ACO status in terms of their responsibilities under that legislation.
The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT: Even without funding from the Government to perform that role.
PETER DAY: But that goes back to the other point: They receive funding from a range of sources. The funding alone from us does not cover all of their costs in terms of enforcement or regulatory operations.105
2.60 In its submission, the RSPCA NSW highlighted the competing pressures on its charitable funds and the changing expectations of donors. The committee heard that donors now except their contributions to fund desexing, veterinary care, rehoming, and community outreach, rather than enforcement work.106
2.61 The RSPCA NSW also acknowledged that redirecting charitable funds to subsidise enforcement 'erodes donor trust, risks reputational harm, and constrains the organisation’s ability to deliver preventive and welfare-based initiatives that reduce cruelty at its root cause.'107
2.62 Lastly, the RSPCA NSW contended that the government funding shortfall forces the organisation to use donor dollars to fund law enforcement functions, contrary to donor expectations and the charitable purpose of those funds.108
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[bookmark: Exercise of compliance and enforcement f]Exercise of compliance and enforcement functions
2.63 [bookmark: Conflict of interest in charitable organ]In both the 2021 and 2023 reports, the committee heard a number of stakeholder concerns about the manner in which the ACOs exercised their functions under POCTAA.109 Throughout this inquiry there was again significant discussion about the current regulatory model, the appropriateness of ACOs' role as well as possible alternative enforcement models.

Conflict of interest in charitable organisations' role under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
2.64 In the previous inquires, many participants highlighted how unusual it is to have charities rely on fundraising to enforce the law, noting historically low government funding.110 Some suggested that this created an unacceptable conflict of interest, in that ACOs' decisions about what to prosecute were affected by financial interests.111 Similar concerns were repeated in evidence to the present inquiry, as detailed below.
2.65 Those who viewed the current system as inappropriate including the following observations:
· Doggie Rescue – a registered charity that re-homes cats, dogs and other pets – stated that '[a] significant concern with the RSPCA is its dual role… Although it receives government funding for its regulatory and enforcement responsibilities, it simultaneously competes with independent rescue organisations for donor dollars. This dual function creates an inherent conflict of interest, as the RSPCA both regulates and competes with the very sector it oversees.'112
· The New South Wales Greyhound Breeders, Owners and Trainers Association gave evidence that '[t]he RSPCA’s activities no longer align with the ordinary understanding of a charitable purpose. Its dual role as both an advocacy organisation and prosecutorial authority is inconsistent with public expectations of an impartial charity.'113
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· Referring to the current enforcement model in which ACOs serve as both law enforcement authorities and welfare advocacy bodies, NSW Farmers viewed this structure as giving rise to a clear conflict of interest. They stated: 'These organisations actively advocate to government for policy changes and funding, while simultaneously exercising statutory enforcement powers under POCTAA…Such a model undermines the integrity of the enforcement process and risks eroding trust among producers and the broader community'.114
2.66 Both Animal Care Australia and SAFE Rehoming were of the view that ACOs could no longer effectively enforce animal welfare laws while also doing advocacy work. Mr Sam Davis, Vice-President, Animal Care Australia, stated that the current system had 'run its course' pointing out that no other law required enforcement by a charity.115
2.67 Views on alternative models varied. Some suggested separating regulatory functions from fundraising activities or establishing clearer safeguards.116 Others advocated for more substantial change including removing the enforcement function from ACOs completely.117
2.68 NSW Farmers recommended that enforcement responsibilities under POCTAA, especially in commercial livestock contexts, be transferred to a government authority that has 'no conflict of interest.'118 Specifically, it suggested that the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) would be best placed for this role because of technical expertise, neutrality and stakeholder engagement capacity. 119
2.69 The Animal Defenders Office was critical of the NSW Farmer's suggestion, calling it 'absurd':
The suggestion that an agency responsible for the promotion of animal industries should also be responsible for the enforcement of animal cruelty laws in relation to animal industries is absurd. It is essential that DPIRD be stripped of any enforcement responsibilities under animal protection laws. This is due to the inherent conflict of interest in an agency responsible for supporting industries’ use of animals at ever-diminishing costs also being the chief enforcer of animal cruelty laws, compliance with which imposes additional costs and duties on animal users. This inherent conflict of interest is why the creation of an independent office of animal protection is essential.120
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2.70 Another critic of the current model, Animal Care Australia, were supportive of an independent body performing the enforcement function and called for the establishment of an Animal Welfare Commissioner and related office.121
2.71 In relation to the concerns about the ACOs' perceived conflict of interest, the RSPCA NSW observed the tension they experience as an organisation, both as a charity and an enforcement body. In their submission, the RSPCA NSW highlighted the 'impossible balance' of being asked what 'no statutory agency would ever be expected to do – enforce state law using donations from private citizens.'122
2.72 When asked about this issue at the hearing, Mr Coleman of the RSPCA NSW acknowledged the challenges with the current enforcement model, but questioned who would be better equipped to do the job:
It has been a longstanding situation for charities to be enforcing government laws. In talking to our donors and supporters, there is genuine concern—if the ACOs did not undertake this work, what would happen? What would be the unintended consequence for those animals?
You could argue that, given the two ACOs deal with these issues all day, every day, there is a serious focus on it, in terms of animal welfare compliance and animal welfare impact more broadly. If that was not to occur, who would take up that challenge? Who would have the infrastructure to support that function?123
2.73 Likewise, Mr Albin of the Animal Welfare League NSW was sceptical of whether government could deliver inspectorate services for better value for money, noting that the League does not really charge for admin or infrastructure costs:124
This is not a slight on the department, but have you ever known any government to provide a service cheaper than you could get it in an open and contestable market? I don't think so. So it would cost a lot more money, and I don't know how effective they'd be.125
2.74 Looking beyond, the committee heard that the RSPCA NSW is facing a difficult choice about the future direction of the organisation. As outlined above, Mr Coleman explained that the current situation was unsustainable and indicated the organisation would have to consider its role in the enforcement and advocacy space.126
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2.75 There was some discussion about the need for two ACOs performing such similar roles in the animal welfare enforcement space. In this regard Mr Albin was supportive of both the RSPCA NSW and the Animal Welfare League NSW contributing to the enforcement function. He noted that it was more beneficial for government to have multiple players in the space to provide competition and value for money.127
2.76 When asked about the benefits of competition between the two ACOs, Mr Peter Day, Executive Director Strategy and Regulatory Policy, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, clarified that the Department did not see it as a benefit but acknowledged that it allowed for a larger number of inspectors, more geographical coverage and confirmed that the Department was satisfied that both agencies are fulfilling their needs as ACOs under POCTAA.128
2.77 During the 2023 inquiry the responsible Minister, Hon Tara Moriarty MLC, indicated to the Legislative Council that government was proceeding with its election commitment to establish an office for animal welfare.129 On 6 August 2024, she indicated that she looked forward to outline plans for that office ‘soon’.130
2.78 [bookmark: Operation of enforcement function]On the question of the establishment of an independent office of animal welfare during this inquiry, Ms Rachel Connell, Deputy Secretary, Agriculture and Biosecurity, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development confirmed that the Department has provided the Government with 'different options and scenarios and provided advice on potential models'131

Operation of enforcement function
2.79 Consistent with the terms of reference, the manner in which animal welfare cases were being investigated and prosecuted by ACOs in New South Wales formed a considerable focus of the committee's deliberations. The committee received significant evidence outlining concerns about the RSPCA NSW's relationship with WIRES, including allegations of targeted prosecution of wildlife carers. These are examined in detail below along with opportunities for legislative reform.
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Nature of investigations and prosecution of animal welfare cases
2.80 As outlined above, some stakeholders suggested that ACOs' decisions around whether to pursue prosecutions may be influenced by financial considerations, and that enforcement outcomes were also used to support advocacy campaigns and fundraising efforts.
2.81 In particular, inquiry participants raised a variety of concerns in relation to the RSPCA NSW's approach to prosecuting cases and its approach to enforcement. These concerns are highlighted below:
· Animal Care Australia reported community sentiment as being disheartened and angry with the RSPCA NSW's move from sheltering animals to enforcing the most 'winnable' enforcement cases.132
· Animal Defenders Office highlighted that there is a perceived reluctance to take on cases that may reform the law, i.e. cases that test the boundaries of welfare laws.133
· Mr Sam Davis, Vice-President, Animal Care Australia told the committee that people 'fall on their sword' and plead guilty to animal cruelty charges because it is too expensive to contest in court.134
2.82 The committee heard that as prosecuting cases can be a lengthy and expensive exercise, the RSPCA NSW may be reluctant to undertake certain cases and instead pursue cases viewed as 'easy pickings'.135
2.83 Ms Tara Ward, Volunteer Managing Solicitor, Animal Defenders Office, was particularly concerned with the 'extremely questionable decisions' to prosecute vulnerable members of the public such as wildlife carers, while ignoring activities such as rodeos.136
2.84 Responding to questions about the RSPCA NSW's investigative and prosecutorial priorities, Ms Ward referred to the high level of discretion they can exercise in deciding which cases to pursue:
I think the facts speak for themselves, yes. That you can have an experienced, dedicated wildlife carer prosecuted over five years is appalling. Then again, this is the problem: It's a private entity and they can exercise that discretion in whatever way they want. For members of the public such as ourselves to see an experienced wildlife carer, a local hero—or a national hero, she should be, dedicating her life and finances to the care and rehabilitation of the forgotten animals, the wildlife existing
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beyond what we see—and to have that person prosecuted, and yet many activities occur where all they've got to do is inspect. They've just got to have someone out there to inspect, for example, rodeos. … Here is an activity that is inherently cruel, yet where are the routine inspections? We need to have some kind of accountability as to the exercise of that discretion as to where they're going to exercise their compliance and enforcement powers.137
2.85 According to Ms Ward, this discretion is being exercised for cases that are clearly not in the public interest and cases that do not speak to more systemic animal welfare issues:
But it is a constant source of concern and disappointment that this discretion to enforce the laws, or where to enforce the laws, is exercised in cases where it is clearly not in the public interest and clearly not going to any systemic reform or highlighting systemic issues and instead going after the vulnerable members of our community, where the "working with" approach would be far more appropriate. 138
2.86 Mr Michael Donnelly of Animal Care Australia shared similar views saying that 'there are prosecutions that are progressing that shouldn't have and there are prosecutions that aren't progressing that should have, and somewhere in between all of that is the actual real answer to your question'. 139
2.87 The issue of perceived 'targeted prosecutions' is explored in further detail below in relation to a high-profile case involving a WIRES carer.
2.88 Ms Ward further advised that, as private charities, ACOs are not required to follow Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions’ Guidelines which set out current prosecution standards.140 She recommended that as ACOs are entities that institute or conduct prosecutions for offences, consideration could be given to requiring ACOs to comply with the ODPP Guidelines.141
RSPCA NSW relationship with WIRES and allegations of targeted investigations
2.89 As mentioned above, the inquiry received a significant volume of evidence relating to allegations of targeted prosecutions by the RSPCA NSW in collaboration with WIRES.
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2.90 WIRES itself is not an approved charitable organisation under POCTAA. It is a wildlife rescue and coordination organisation.142 Its mission is to 'actively rehabilitate and preserve Australian wildlife – and inspire others to do the same'. To this end, WIRES manages a community of over 4,000 volunteer wildlife carers involved in the rescue and rehabilitation of native wildlife.143
2.91 With reference to recent cases involving the prosecution of wildlife carers, a number of inquiry participants expressed the view that they involved heavy-handed enforcement action by the RSPCA NSW and were not considered in the public interest.144
2.92 The committee heard suggestions that the RSPCA NSW, in collaboration with WIRES, has been targeting vulnerable wildlife carers.145
2.93 In this context, a broad range of issues regarding the RSPCA NSW investigating and prosecuting cases against those within the wildlife rescue community were outlined in evidence by community members and organisations. Common issues and allegations conveyed to the committee are outlined below:
· Mr Donnelly, President, Animal Care Australia was of the view that there is an inappropriate relationship and 'cross contamination' between the RSPCA NSW and WIRES'146
· One submission author suggested that WIRES is getting preference and priority by the RSPCA NSW over other agencies who report cases of suspected animal cruelty147
· Another submission author reported that WIRES volunteers who question the governance and operation of the organisation were being targeted.148
· Ms Simone Clarke, a former WIRES volunteer, expressed concern that WIRES is hiring ex RSPCA inspectors to compile evidence against volunteers.149
· One submission author observed that former RSPCA staff are being appointed to the WIRES Welfare team.150
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· Ms Sarah Hart, a wildlife carer advocate, expressed grave concerns about the treatment of carers, volunteers and recue community, noting they feel unsupported and threatened in their role.151
· In its submission, Badgerys Creek Wildlife Sanctuary Inc, reported that the RSPCA NSW has become an enforcement arm of WIRES, and is being used to intimidate and harass members and former members they consider difficult, or are exposing possibly fraudulent activities at WIRES with management and the board.152
2.94 Inquiry evidence included a number of first-hand accounts from members of the wildlife carer community, a snapshot of which is provided below.

'Using the RSPCA as a tool of WIRES management is not only inappropriate, unethical, and wasting RSPCA time and resources but it is highly damaging to the wildlife caring sector. Many wildlife carers are now very worried about who might “have it in for them” and whether that might lead to them being reported. The threat of being dragged through the courts, as happened to Tracey Dodds [sic], is a deciding factor for some to leave wildlife caring - a personal cost too great for many.'153
'Because of current and historical relationships between RSPCA officers and WIRES officers, there is an unhealthy interface and reliance by RSPCA on material supplied by WIRES.'154
'I have been very concerned for some time that the RSPCA in NSW …they appear to relish the opportunity to raid, remove animals and prosecute others who absolutely do not deserve such appalling treatment. Aggressive behaviour and punitive action seems to have become their default setting.'155
'I ultimately resigned from [WIRES] as I did not feel safe from vexatious prosecution... Should the RSPCA be being used a the 'stick' by WIRES in their monitoring of their volunteers? Why is the RSPCA becoming involved in these matters?'156
'In all my 20 years of experience with WIRES I have never heard of them targeting individuals as they have done in the recent past, since their office staff have become largely comprised of x RSPCA employees, which have resulted in carers being subjected to inspections by persons who seem to have little or no knowledge of wildlife, thereby making decisions based on hearsay, rather than proof.'157
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'Not only does it seem that WIRES has made vexatious complaints to the RSPCA but that the RSPCA appears to be prioritising WIRES referrals.'158
'We personally left WIRES after 10+ years of caring …Many others we know have left or are just holding on for the sake of the animals and are unwilling to speak up about concerns, issues and suggestions lest they be the next targeted by RSPCA. A parliamentary inquiry is truly warranted to help expose the issues in the wildlife sector.'159

2.95 In their submission, the Animal Defenders Office was critical of the 'harsh' enforcement action against volunteer wildlife carers, noting that such cases can have consequences for not only the individuals but also the sector as a whole and ultimately for injured and orphaned wildlife.160
2.96 The Animal Defenders Office explained that serious enforcement action against carers can cause volunteers 'unimaginable distress and can have a significant impact on their mental health', as well as discourage other volunteer carers from continuing with their roles from fear of prosecution.161
2.97 A common theme in the accounts above was the perceived targeting of WIRES carers by RSPCA NSW inspectors. Many referenced the cases of Ms Coral Johnson, an 81 year old wildlife carer who was fined for alleged cruelty to a possum and Ms Tracy Dods, a former WIRES carer who was charged with aggravated animal cruelty.162
Case study: The Tracy Dods Case163
In 2021, Ms Tracy Dods, a long-term WIRES wildlife carer in the Blue Mountains, was prosecuted by the RSPCA NSW over her care of Dolores, an injured eastern grey kangaroo. Dolores had severe leg injuries from a barbed wire fence and was later euthanised after a joint WIRES-RSPCA intervention at Ms Dods' property.
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In March 2025, Ms Dods was found guilty of aggravated animal cruelty in Katoomba Local Court for not taking Dolores to a veterinarian between 20 February and 8 March 2021. The RSPCA NSW needed to prove that Dolores required veterinary care, that failing to obtain it was cruel, and that Ms Dods did not have an honestly held and reasonable belief that her care of the animal was appropriate. The lower court found Ms Dods was not intentionally cruel but held her belief was unreasonable as she overestimated her abilities to care for the animal. The sentence included a recorded conviction, a 6-month community correction order, an animal ownership ban for 5 years, and substantial costs to cover the RSPCA NSW's legal costs. The case caused significant concern within the wildlife rescue sector, raising fears about legal risks for volunteer carers making treatment decisions.

In March 2026, Ms Dods' conviction was overturned on appeal, with the court finding that she had a reasonable good-faith belief that her care was appropriate based on her training and available advice. In the judgment, Judge Nanette Williams criticised the 'at times aggressive' behaviour of the RSPCA NSW and WIRES officers during the 2021 visit at Ms Dods' property.

The committee heard allegations that Ms Dods was targeted as she was critical of WIRES and how $100 million in donations from the bushfires was being spent.

In evidence before the committee, Mr Steve Coleman, Chief Executive Officer of the RSPCA NSW objected to claims that his organisation had acted in concert with WIRES during the investigation and insisted that any complaint received is dealt with in a manner consistent with their Standard Operating Procedures. He confirmed that he intended to do a review into the RSPCA NSW's investigation and evidence-gathering process in relation to the case.

2.98 The case of Tracy Dods raised broader concerns about the way WIRES operates. These included:
· the treatment of its volunteer workforce, including allegations of bullying and harassment164
· alleged expulsion of WIRES members who did not accept proposed changes to the organisation's constitution165
· lack of transparency of financial reporting and management of publicly donated resources166
· various concerns regarding governance.167
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2.99 Ms Mary Macken, a wildlife rescuer and former director at WIRES, outlined to the committee that investigations or briefs are put together by WIRES and then given to the RSPCA NSW. Ms Macken gave evidence that these briefs can be 'infected by bias' and 'lack neutrality' and underpin the RSPCA NSW's 'unhealthy' reliance on material supplied by WIRES. Ms Macken argued that as with other animal cruelty complaints, WIRES should only make a referral and then let the RSPCA NSW do its own investigations.168
2.100 Representatives of WIRES were not called as witnesses to the inquiry to respond to this evidence. However, the committee did receive a submission from Protect WIRES, a collaboration of senior carers and supporters 'established independently to document, manage, and respond to sustained harassment and misinformation directed at WIRES.'169
2.101 Referring specifically to several submissions to the committee that were highly critical of WIRES, Protect WIRES sought to characterise this evidence as part of a 'long-running, coordinated activist campaign led by a very small group of individuals'.170 They maintained that these submissions were not independent, and did not reflect the broader views of the wildlife rescue sector or registered carers.171

[bookmark: Opportunities for legislative changes to]Opportunities for legislative changes to POCTAA
2.102 The case of Tracy Dods generated significant discussion about the legal elements required for the offence of cruelty and aggravated cruelty to animals under POCTAA. As outlined above, the case largely turned on with whether Ms Dods honestly held a reasonable belief that her care of Dolores was appropriate, not that she intended to hurt the animal.
2.103 In seeking to identify potential areas for reform, the committee questioned witnesses on the merits of establishing a mental element, such as intentionality or recklessness, for offences under POCTAA.
2.104 The committee heard that in New South Wales, no mental element is required for either charge of cruelty or aggravated cruelty to animals. By contrast, in the Australian Capital Territory, cruelty does not have a mental element while aggravated cruelty does.172
2.105 On this issue, Mr Sam Davis, Vice-President, Animal Care Australia, questioned the criminality of Ms Dods' care if there was no intention to cause harm. To prevent such cases reoccurring, he suggested that POCTAA be amended to
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include a mental element of intention or recklessness on the part of the accused, to be charged with animal cruelty offences.173
2.106 On the other hand, the Animal Defenders Office was of the view that introducing a mental element in animal cruelty offences would make animal cruelty charges harder to prove and therefore would not increase animal protection or prevent cruelty to animals.174 They argued that the current approach has sufficient checks and balances as the physical elements of an offence must be established beyond reasonable doubt, a very high standard of proof.175
2.107 Another issue with POCTAA identified during the inquiry was the lack of safeguards for animals born after being seized.
2.108 The RSPCA NSW reported that it regularly seizes pregnant animals that give birth while in their care and, under POCTAA, currently has no legal basis to retain possession of them.176 The committee heard of a case where a pregnant dog was seized and once the puppies were born and weaned, they were then returned to the owner – that is, the person subject to the animal cruelty case.177 The RSPCA NSW acknowledged that while it is a perverse outcome, they are required to return the animals as there are no offence against that specific animal:
It is a perverse outcome. There's no getting around it. The challenge we have is, as Scott said, unless there's an offence in relation to that specific animal—and it might be a pup, or it might be a kitten—we just have no grounds to hold it. If the person of interest hasn't or is not willing to surrender it, there are no grounds for us to keep it. If it's sought by that owner, the obligation is to give those animals back. It is a perverse outcome, though.178
2.109 The RSPCA NSW confirmed that it brought this issue to the attention of the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development in February 2026, during consultation for the government's current review of POCTAA. To rectify the gap in the legislation, the RSPCA NSW recommended amendments to:
· enable the retention of offspring under s 4J, the inclusion of offspring in disposal applications under s 31(1) and (4), and the recovery of animal care costs for offspring under s 30A, and
· give ACOs the 'authority to sell or otherwise dispose of progeny that is born in their care to seized animals.'179
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[bookmark: Transparency and accountability of the a]Transparency and accountability of the approved charitable organisations
2.110 Consistent with this committee's 2023 inquiry, several inquiry participants reiterated previous concerns regarding a lack of transparency in the annual reports of both ACOs regarding their operations under POCTAA.
2.111 It was noted that since the last inquiry, some improvements had been made to address concerns about transparency and oversight of ACOs enforcement operations.180 As outlined in Chapter 1, these include amendments to POCTAA in 2024 subjecting ACOs to oversight by the NSW Ombudsman and requiring ACOs' annual reports to be tabled in Parliament.181
2.112 Furthermore, the Cat Protection Society of NSW acknowledged improvements across the following areas of reporting:
· breakdown of cruelty complaints/reports by animal type (RSPCA NSW only) and complaint/report type
· number of inspectors
· details of prosecutions
· details of complaints against the ACOs
· details of applications to the ACOs under the Government Information (Public Access) Act 2009. 182
2.113 Notwithstanding these improvements, the Cat Protection Society of NSW advocated for standardised data collection and reporting requirements to ensure all key information from both ACOs can be easily combined to create a broader picture of animal welfare in New South Wales and to enable like-for-like comparisons. These reporting requirements were proposed to be based on 'an accurate and useful understanding of enforcement activities and outcomes that can contribute to evidence-based policy development and law reform'. 183
2.114 Similar calls for standardised ACO reporting were repeated in evidence from SAFE Rehoming and Animal Care Australia.184
2.115 Animal Defenders Office voiced their concern that the annual reports and inspectorate reports of both ACOs do not include data regarding animals. In their
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submission, the ADO suggested that information about animals, including a breakdown of animal types and species, animal numbers and their fate, be included in reporting.185 Ms Ward explained to the committee that this information is essential as it highlights enforcement gaps.186
2.116 SAFE Rehoming and Animal Care Australia were also supportive of more 'broken-down' data including species-specific outcomes in ACO reports.187
2.117 In addition to the above, inquiry participants reiterated previous calls for ACOs annual reporting to provide information on:
· key principles and criteria used in POCTAA power decisions188
· enforcement outcomes189
· further details of prosecutions190
2.118 There have been improvements made by the NSW Government in requiring transparency of the approved charitable organisations as outlined in Ms Rachel Connell's opening remarks:
Improvements to governance, oversight and accountability were made to POCTAA in 2024. These changes strengthened mandatory annual reporting requirements for the ACOs, improving transparency and enforcement outcomes. Changes were also made to enable complaints about the RSPCA and Animal Welfare League to be raised with the NSW Ombudsman, as well as requiring the agencies to comply with GIPAA requests. The reforms enhanced information sharing arrangements, enabling the Government to maintain better oversight of how the framework operates in practice. The Government has also strengthened the way public funding is administered.191

[bookmark: Euthanasia rates and reporting]Euthanasia rates and reporting
2.119 Several inquiry participants raised concerns about the purportedly high rates of euthanasia of animals by the RSPCA NSW and the level of transparency around reporting.192
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2.120 As previously expressed in the 2023 inquiry, Mr Steve Courtney, President, Professional Dog Trainers of Australia, again voiced concern about the lack of transparency around euthanasia rates.193 He noted that in 2025, the RSPCA NSW euthanised 900 out of 2,575 dogs that were in their care, highlighting what he called a 35 per cent 'kill rate'.194
2.121 In evidence before the committee, Mr Courtney maintained that dogs that do not respond to the RSPCA NSW's behaviour modification programs are euthanised and called for more information to be published that details the behavioural reasons for euthanasia.195 He suggested that many dogs euthanised for behavioural reasons could be rehabilitated with the right methods.196
2.122 By contrast, RSPCA NSW gave evidence in support of their training and behaviour assessments, stating that they avoid aversive training methods which it says are not evidence based and risk causing harm to animal welfare:
Evidence led at the Inquiry suggesting that “behaviour problems” are simply training problems completely fails to engage with a contemporary understanding of behaviour as a reflection of the animal’s emotional state. In the RSPCA context, particularly, the animals are not infrequently impacted by complex interactions of traumatic events, chronic deprivation of needs and medical considerations (such as the presence of pain). Asserting that these issues can be “trained” away, particularly through the use of aversive training methods, is irresponsible and antiquated. 197
2.123 Mr Courtney called for external oversight of the RSPCA NSW's approach to behavioural training and euthanasia:
External oversight is essential. The RSPCA currently has the freedom to assess the dog, attempt training or not, declare the dog untrainable and kill the dog, all without any external review. This should stop. This is a judge, jury and executioner situation, and this is not what the Australian public wants their tax dollars funding. 198
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2.124 In response to suggestions the RSPCA NSW has changed the way it reports in order hide aspects of their operations, Mr Courtney informed the committee of a publicly available link to pie graphs and explanations on their euthanasia rates which previously appeared on their website but has since been deleted.199 Furthermore, Mr Courtney acknowledged that while the reports now make it clear how many dogs are being euthanised for behavioural reasons, they do not tell you 'how many were saved with behaviour reasons'.200
2.125 Adding to these concerns, Animal Care Australia levelled several criticisms at the euthanasia reporting in the RSPCA NSW's 2024-2025 Annual Report, focussing in particular on the reported reasons for euthanasia. According to this inquiry participant:
· citing 'behavioural' as a reason is misleading as the testing that the RSPCA NSW uses has been called into question by qualified sources
· the category of 'infectious' is also misleading where an illness such as cat flu can be managed with infection-control measures like isolation
· in relation to the way 'medical' euthanasia is reported, the lack of 'sufficient extra data' raises questions about how so many medical issues were deemed severe enough to euthanise the number of animals reported.201
2.126 Evidence from SAFE Rehoming – a registered animal welfare not-for-profit charity that rehomes animals – provided a perspective on reporting obligations for smaller animal welfare charities, presented to the committee as enabling greater public accountability than those of the approved charitable organisations. 202
2.127 Like Animal Care Australia, SAFE Rehoming expressed concerns about the use of designations such as 'organisational reasons' and 'fractious feline' in the context of euthanasia reporting, while calling out an RSPCA NSW report of 800 cats euthanised for behavioural reasons as 'concerningly high'.203
2.128 Drawing comparisons with their own reporting obligations to the Office of Local Government, SAFE Rehoming implied there may be less stringent requirements and standards of accountability for the ACOs, and that there is a tendency to report their figures in ways that 'look good' on their annual reports:
SAFE, as a recognised rehoming organisation, we are required to report our animal numbers at the end of each financial year to the [Office of Local Government]. We are also required to explain every single animal that is euthanased for medical, behavioural and other reasons. Are these
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organisations also required to do this? Once again, these organisations need to meet community standards, but unless these organisations are releasing what they are doing out in the public, they cannot be held to account. SAFE would also take the stance that we would not have a problem with all these figures that are reported to the [Office of Local Government] being made entirely public, in fact SAFE puts these figures directly into our annual reports. While these organisations are reporting more figures and being slightly more concise, they are still reporting their figures in ways that look good on their annual reports and for the general public is likely confusing to understand.204
2.129 In the hearing, the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development was asked about a standardised annual reporting framework for ACOs to address issues around transparency of inspectorate activities and euthanasia rates. In response, Mr Peter Day, Executive Director, Strategy and Regulatory Policy, outlined that the Department had three levels of reporting with ACOs, these include:
· monthly reporting that provides operational data, complaints received and investigation numbers
· quarterly reporting around the financials for the enforcement expenditure
· 34 B report under POCTAA which outlines seizures and actions taken.205
2.130 Mr Day noted that concerns about data around euthanasia rates in pounds or shelters would refer to requirements or information under the Companion Animal Act 1998 to the Office of Local Government.206

[bookmark: Committee comment]Committee comment
2.131 In conducting this inquiry, the third of its kind, the committee is well aware of the challenging but important position the RSPCA NSW and the Animal Welfare League NSW hold under the Prevention of Cruelty of Animals Act 1979. Both of the approved charitable organisations are in the unique position where they have to rely predominately on charitable donations to enforce government law enforcement activities.
2.132 Whilst the committee recognises that some progress has been made with the 2024 amendments to the Prevention of Cruelty of Animals Act 1979, we have heard, again, the same issues raised in previous inquiries that continue to plague the animal welfare enforcement space. These issues regarding funding, transparency and accountability, are at odds with community expectations around animal welfare.
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2.133 While so many of the issues are familiar territory from previous inquiries, it is evident there are newer pressures weighing on the ongoing sustainability of the current enforcement model and funding arrangements, again rationalised by NSW Government witnesses as a 'co-contribution' or 'animal welfare grant'.
2.134 Evidence to the committee identified the cost-of-living crisis, the concerning spike in deliberate acts of cruelty, increases in the cost of service-provision and the enactment of new animal welfare legislation as relevant factors affecting the approved charitable organisations' workloads and placing further strain on finite resources. And yet none of this appears to be considered when calculating the funding envelope for the approved charitable organisations, nor does it account for the less visible costs of operating the Inspectorates. The current enforcement model and funding arrangements are clearly unsustainable.
2.135 The committee was troubled to hear of discussions afoot within the RSPCA NSW Board about the future feasibility of continuing with the compliance and enforcement functions. The fact that a complete withdrawal from the compliance and enforcement space is something that could be entertained in the not too distant future, is an undeniable sign that things are at breaking point.
2.136 The committee has raised concerns about these issues over many years. It is apparent that the current enforcement model is not sustainable and is failing. It is also clear from the evidence before the committee that we will continue to report on these same concerns year after year unless the current model changes.

Finding 1
That the current model of delegating criminal law enforcement powers to charitable organisations has become structurally unsustainable and is at a breaking point and needs urgent reform.

2.137 The committee was concerned to hear that the approved charitable organisations continue to face significant funding challenges, including the impact this has on their ability to enforce animal welfare laws. In particular, we note with concern the fluctuating funding from year to year and the lack of funding certainty beyond a one-year horizon – both of which makes it difficult for the organisations to plan and budget, including determining their workforce establishment and providing job security for staff. Noting the evidence about morale and burnout, we are particularly concerned about the serious impacts on staff.
2.138 Issues associated with funding shortfalls are further exacerbated by the timing of the funding which is usually confirmed well into the financial year, causing problems with financial and operational planning including staffing decisions.





	Finding 2
That financial stresses are being exacerbated by the timings of funding which is usually confirmed well into the financial year.

	Recommendation 1
That the NSW Government ensure that funding for the approved charitable organisations is confirmed with enough time for the approved charitable organisations to provide financial certainty and adequate planning for the relevant financial year.



2.139 We note the 2024-2025 funding for the RSPCA NSW was $11.37 million, being significantly less than the RSPCA NSW indicated it required to fully fund its enforcement operations. We are alarmed by reports that the RSPCA NSW needs to consistently subsidise the shortfall in funding by selling off assets and relying upon charitable donations. We find that the use of charitable funds to subsidise activities that should be fully funded by the NSW Government is not only inappropriate – contrary to the spirit in which those charitable donations were made – but also unsustainable.
2.140 In the committee's view, the NSW Government has an inherent responsibility to fully fund the approved charitable organisations' compliance and enforcement operations as they are charged with upholding criminal animal welfare laws that, like all other laws on the New South Wales statute book, were passed into law by Parliament for the public good and in the public interest.
2.141 However, we heard from both charitable organisations that there are less visible costs, such as veterinary treatment and sheltering costs of seized animals, that are incurred as a result of enforcement activities which are not accounted for by government funding. The committee believes that the charitable organisations should be fully compensated for all costs relating to this important law enforcement function.
2.142 As such, we recommend that as part of any future funding agreements with approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, the NSW Government ensure that charitable donations no longer need to be relied upon to subsidise state law enforcement functions. To that end, we also call on the NSW Government to fully fund the approved charitable organisations for all enforcement activities undertaken under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, including but not limited to:
· seizure costs
· veterinary treatment
· kennelling
· legal costs
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· inspector safety measures. Finding 3
That substantial amounts of charitable donations intended by the public for animal rescue and welfare outcomes are being used to subsidise core government law enforcement activities.
Finding 4
That the use of charitable donations to fund law enforcement activities is an inappropriate and unsustainable funding arrangement which obscures the true cost of enforcing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
Recommendation 2
That, as part of any future funding agreements with the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, the NSW Government ensure that charitable donations no longer need to be relied upon to subsidise state law enforcement functions.
Recommendation 3
That, with reference to Recommendation 2, the NSW Government fully fund the approved charitable organisations for all enforcement activities undertaken under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, including but not limited to:
· seizure costs
· veterinary treatment
· kennelling
· legal costs
· inspector safety measures.

2.143 In common with past inquiries, the dual role of the charitable organisations, both as advocates and law enforcers, was strongly criticised by some stakeholders. The committee acknowledges these concerns and sees that limited funding may have created a perceived conflict of interest in their law enforcement role and – in the case of the RSPCA NSW – in determining their investigative and prosecutorial priorities.
2.144 The committee acknowledges concerns from stakeholders, including the RSPCA NSW, that subsidising enforcement activities with charitable funds is at odds with community and donor expectations. Whilst we recognise that limited government funding has put the charitable organisations in an untenable position, it is important that there is transparency, particularly with fundraising materials, around how charitable funds are used. More broadly, the committee believes that financially separating charitable and enforcement activities will go some way towards alleviating some of the issues above.
2.145 Therefore, we recommend that the NSW Government require complete financial separation of reporting between:
· charitable welfare activities




· enforcement activities
· prosecution activities.

Recommendation 4
That, as part of any future funding agreements with the approved charitable organisations, the NSW Government require complete financial separation of reporting between:
· charitable welfare activities
· enforcement activities
· prosecution activities.

2.146 During the inquiry, the committee was presented with concerning evidence regarding the processes and decision-making criteria applied by the RSPCA NSW in determining which cases to prosecute, and which cases not to prosecute.
2.147 The evidence has exposed serious questions about the RSPCA NSW's investigative and prosecutorial priorities, especially in exercising its discretion to pursue cases with strong prospects of winning and prosecutions of wildlife rescuers and volunteers. In particular we were troubled by evidence surrounding the Tracy Dods case, a former WIRES wildlife carer who was harshly investigated and charged by the RSPCA NSW for aggravated cruelty in relation to a kangaroo in her care. In the committee's view, such harsh enforcement action is inappropriate, heavy-handed and not in the public interest.
2.148 The committee acknowledges the hard work and dedication of volunteer wildlife carers and rescuers who put their time, resources, money and care into protecting the most vulnerable. It is unacceptable that the RSPCA NSW, an organisation tasked with upholding the law, is instead targeting the very people who are critical to the protection and care of animals.
2.149 Understandably, this case has sent shockwaves throughout the animal welfare space and has significantly damaged public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of enforcement under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.
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Finding 5
That the RSPCA NSW’s institutional focus has increasingly shifted away from traditional charitable rescue functions and toward state enforcement activities.
Finding 6
That there is significant community concern around the RSPCA NSW's processes and decision-making criteria when determining which cases to prosecute.
Finding 7
That the case of Ms Tracy Dods highlighted major concerns with respect to the RSPCA NSW's:
· investigative independence
· evidentiary handling
· prosecutorial discretion
· interactions between the RSPCA NSW and external advocacy organisations. Finding 8
That the case of Ms Tracy Dods significantly damaged public confidence in the integrity and impartiality of enforcement under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.

2.150 The Tracy Dods case has also highlighted major shortcomings. At the time of writing, Ms Dods's conviction was successfully overturned at the District Court. However, it is a travesty that Ms Dods was able to be charged in the first place.
2.151 The committee notes the conflicting views on the merits of introducing an element of intention or recklessness into the offence provisions of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979. However, the committee strongly believes there is a need to find a way to ensure individuals such as wildlife carers and volunteers – who have nothing but the animal's best interests at heart and spend their own money caring for injured wildlife – are not at risk of facing criminal prosecution under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 where they have acted in good faith, without watering down laws or making it more difficult to prosecute genuine cases of animal cruelty. We therefore recommend that the NSW Government seek advice to ensure the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 strikes the right balance between protecting wildlife carers who take on the care of sick and injured animals in good faith, while ensuring animal cruelty laws are not weakened and do not create loopholes for abusers to escape prosecution.






Finding 9
That, as demonstrated by the Tracy Dods case, the operation of strict liability offences under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 creates a risk that individuals acting in good faith may face criminal prosecution. This must be weighed up against the need to ensure that Act does not contain loopholes that would allow genuine animal abusers to escape prosecution.
Recommendation 5
That the NSW Government seek advice to ensure the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 strikes the right balance between protecting wildlife carers who take on the care of sick and injured animals in good faith, while ensuring animal cruelty laws are not weakened and do not create loopholes for abusers to escape prosecution.

2.152 While WIRES is not vested with statutory enforcement powers, the committee heard evidence suggesting WIRES exercised substantial operational influence in matters involving criminal investigation and prosecution under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979. There were some stakeholders who claimed that the RSPCA NSW and WIRES have an overlapping and inappropriate relationship when it comes to enforcement activities. We are disturbed by suggestions that WIRES may be 'targeting' its volunteers who are critical or speak up against WIRES leadership.
2.153 We recommend that the NSW Government mandate an independent prosecutorial review of any decisions to charge wildlife carers or rescue organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.

Recommendation 6
That the NSW Government mandate an independent prosecutorial review of any decisions to charge wildlife carers or rescue organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979.

2.154 The case of Ms Dods and the significant amount of evidence received during this inquiry was of concern to the committee. The committee was troubled by the number and nature of concerns raised about WIRES. Throughout the inquiry, we heard substantial concerns regarding:
· governance practices within WIRES
· use of charitable donations
· transparency of operational decision-making
· treatment of volunteer carers
· influence exerted over wildlife rehabilitation and enforcement matters.
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2.155 The committee believes the issues raised regarding WIRES warrant closer inspection. At the same time, the committee notes that WIRES was not invited to attend and give evidence at this inquiry about these matters. Further, as this inquiry's terms of reference are focused specifically on the operation of the charitable organisations approved under POCTAA, the committee was unable to examine the above issues with the thoroughness and forensic attention they clearly warrant. Hence, given the seriousness of the concerns and issues raised regarding WIRES, we recommend that a separate parliamentary inquiry be established into WIRES and the broader wildlife rescue sector to examine:
· governance structures
· finances and use of charitable donations
· operational culture
· treatment and support of volunteer carers
· involvement in enforcement activities
· relationships with approved charitable organisations
· influence over prosecutions and animal seizure matters
· financial needs of wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· government support for wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· any other related matter.






Finding 10
That there is insufficient external scrutiny of WIRES considering its size, public profile and influence.
Finding 11
That	the	evidence	received	during	this	inquiry	warrants	a	dedicated parliamentary inquiry into WIRES and the broader wildlife rescue sector.
Recommendation 7
That a separate parliamentary inquiry be established into WIRES and the broader wildlife rescue sector to examine:
· governance structures
· finances and use of charitable donations
· operational culture
· treatment and support of volunteer carers
· involvement in enforcement activities
· relationships with approved charitable organisations
· influence over prosecutions and animal seizure matters
· financial needs of wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· government support for wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations
· any other related matter.


2.156 It is clear that work still remains on improving transparency and accountability in the area of reporting and enforcement for the approved charitable organisations. Whilst we acknowledge there has been some progress in this space, we are disappointed by evidence of ongoing concerns from the animal welfare sector about the level of reporting from the charitable organisations that were expressed in the 2021 and 2023 reports respectively.
2.157 We have again heard that stakeholders are frustrated by the lack of detail provided in the their annual reports. In particular, we heard that the RSPCA NSW has failed to provide sufficient public transparency regarding:
· expenditure of government grants
· expenditure of charitable donations on enforcement activities
· euthanasia statistics
· behavioural euthanasia decision-making
· enforcement outcomes
· internal accountability processes.
2.158 We believe that for an organisation exercising such important statutory powers, the current public reporting for the RSPCA NSW is inadequate.
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2.159 As highlighted above, stakeholders remain concerned about the level of reporting around euthanasia rates by the RSPCA NSW. As raised in previous inquiries, the purportedly high rates of euthanasia of animals by the RSPCA NSW is of ongoing concern to the committee.
2.160 We heard that euthanising for 'behavioural' and 'medical' reasons is misleading, and that it is still unclear why exactly some animals are being euthanised and whether any alternative options have been considered. In addition, the committee heard credible evidence raising serious concerns regarding:
· the scale of behavioural euthanasia
· the methodologies used in behavioural assessments
· the absence of independent review mechanisms
· potential institutional incentives favouring euthanasia over rehabilitation.
2.161 The committee finds that the current system for behavioural and other assessments lacks sufficient safeguards and independent oversight. In cases where dogs are deemed 'unrehabilitable', it is disturbing to the committee that there is essentially no external oversight of this process, especially given the high rates of euthanasia in New Soth Wales.
2.162 Unfortunately, there also seems to have been little progress on issues regarding the RSPCA NSW's euthanasia rates. The committee heard conflicting evidence about training methods for dogs. Further, the committee agrees with stakeholders that more consideration is needed towards rehabilitation over euthanasia in some cases.
2.163 To improve transparency and oversight in the sector and address the concerns above, we recommend that the NSW Government implement a standardised annual reporting framework for approved charitable organisations, that requires the following to be publicly disclosed annually:
· all expenditure on enforcement activities
· all expenditure of government grants
· all expenditure of charitable donations on inspectorate operations
· detailed euthanasia statistics by species and reason
· behavioural euthanasia figures
· prosecution outcomes
· seizure statistics.
2.164 Finally, we urge the NSW Government to require that all behavioural euthanasia decisions involving dogs deemed 'unrehabilitable' to be independently reviewed by an external qualified assessor prior to euthanasia occurring.






Finding 12
That the RSPCA NSW has failed to provide sufficient public transparency regarding:
· expenditure of government grants
· expenditure of charitable donations on enforcement activities
· euthanasia statistics
· behavioural euthanasia decision making
· enforcement outcomes
· internal accountability processes. Finding 13
That the current public reporting for the RSPCA NSW is inadequate for an organisation exercising extraordinary statutory powers.
Finding 14
That the current system for behavioural and other assessments lacks sufficient safeguards and independent oversight.
Recommendation 8
That the NSW Government implement a standardised annual reporting framework for the approved charitable organisations, to ensure sufficient transparency and oversight, that requires the following to be publicly disclosed annually:
· all expenditure on enforcement activities
· all expenditure of government grants
· all expenditure of charitable donations on inspectorate operations
· detailed euthanasia statistics by species and reason
· behavioural euthanasia figures
· prosecution outcomes
· seizure statistics. Recommendation 9
That the NSW Government require that all behavioural euthanasia decisions involving dogs deemed 'unrehabilitable' be independently reviewed by an external qualified assessor prior to euthanasia occurring.
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	26
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	29
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	Confidential
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	Confidential
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	Confidential
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	Animal Care Australia Inc
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	49
	Professional Dog Trainers Australia

	50
	Protect WIRES

	51
	Confidential
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	Confidential
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Minutes no. 53
Thursday, 2 April 2026
Portfolio Committee 4 – Regional NSW
Macquarie Room, Parliament House, Sydney, 9.01am
1. Members present Mr Banasiak, Chair
Ms Hurst, Deputy Chair
Ms Boyd (participating) (via videoconference) Mr Donnelly
Mr Barrett Mrs Mitchell Mr Murphy
Mr Primrose (via videoconference)
2. Correspondence
The committee noted the following items of correspondence:
Received
· 22 October 2025 – Email from Mr Michael Donnelly, President, Animal Care Australia Inc, to the committee, raising concerns about the submission timeframe for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
· 27 October 2025 – Email from Ms Lisa Ryan, Regional Campaigns Manager, Animal Liberation, to the secretariat, raising concerns about the submission timeframe for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
· 18 November 2025 – Email from Mr Stephen Albin, CEO, Animal Welfare League, to the secretariat, enclosing a copy of the Animal Welfare League's 2025 Annual Report
· 22 December 2025 – Email from Ms Tracey Burgess, WIRES member, and Mr Derek Knox, Animal Rescue Cooperative, to the Chair, raising concerns about the publication status of submissions made to the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
· 16 February 2026 – Email from an individual to the committee, concerning the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 and enclosing a paper, media articles and social media posts for the committee's consideration
· 9 March 2026 – Email from Ms Emily Owens, Head of Content, Toffee Collective, to the secretariat, requesting to film the committee's proceedings on 2 April 2026 for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 for a documentary regarding WIRES and RSPCA
· 16 March 2026 – Email from Ms Fiona Geary, New South Wales Greyhound Breeders, Owners and Trainers Association, to the secretariat, declining the committee's invitation to appear at the public hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 on 2 April 2026
· 17 March 2026 – Email from Ms Kristina Vesk, Chief Executive Officer, The Cat Protection Society of NSW, to the secretariat, declining the committee's invitation to appear at the






public hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under
the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 on 2 April 2026
· 31 March 2026 – Email from Ms Lucy Margeit, Policy Advisor, Office of the Hon Tara Moriarty MLC, to the secretariat, advising that Minister Moriarty is unable to attend the public hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 on 2 April 2026
Sent
· 30 January 2026 – Letter from the Chair to Ms Tracey Burgess, WIRES member, and Mr Derek Knox, Animal Rescue Cooperative, addressing their concerns about the publication status of submissions made to the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
· 26 March 2026 – Email from the secretariat to Ms Emily Owens, Head of Content, Toffee Collective, advising that the committee agreed to authorise the Toffee Collective to film the hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 on 2 April 2026 for a documentary regarding WIRES and RSPCA
· 2 April 2026 – Letter from Chair to Ms Mary Josephine Esther Macken, providing notice of requirement to attend and give evidence before Portfolio Committee No. 4 on 2 April 2026 for the 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
3. 2025 inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
3.1 Submission extension
The committee noted that it agreed via email on 31 October 2025 to extend the submission period to 19 December 2025 to allow authors sufficient time to consider the RSPCA NSW and Animal Welfare League NSW annual reports before finalising their submissions.
3.2 Public submissions
The committee noted that the following submissions were published by the committee clerk under the authorisation of the resolution appointing the committee: submission nos. 1, 3-3a, 5, 6, 13, 16-19, 25, 27, 28, 32, 42, 48-50, 54, 56 and 57.
3.3 Partially confidential submissions
Name suppressed at the request of the author
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Donnelly, that the committee keep the following information confidential, as per the request of the author: names and/or identifying information in submission nos. 2, 8, 20, 22, 30, 34, 37, 39-41 and 43a.
Partially confidential at the suggestion of the secretariat
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Barrett, that the committee authorise the publication of submission nos. 10-10a, 12, 14, 23, 26, 31, 33, 38, 43, 47 and 53 with the exception of identifying and/or sensitive information which are to remain confidential, as per the recommendation of the secretariat
3.4 Confidential submissions
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Murphy: That the committee keep submission nos. 4, 7, 9, 11, 15, 21, 24, 29, 35-36, 44-45, 51-52 and 55 confidential, as per the request of the author, as they contain identifying and/or sensitive information.





3.5 Summons for Ms Mary Macken
The committee noted that it agreed via email on 19 March 2026 that, under the authority of s 4(2) of the Parliamentary Evidence Act 1901, the committee issue a summons to Ms Mary Macken to attend and give evidence before the committee on Thursday 2 April 2026, at 3.30 pm.
3.6 In camera evidence from Witness A
The committee noted that it agreed via email on 19 March 2026 to a request from Witness A to appear before the committee and give evidence in camera on Thursday 2 April 2026.
3.7 Authorisation of the Toffee Group to film
The committee noted that it agreed via email on 24 March 2026 to authorise the Toffee Group and its contracted personnel to film, broadcast and photograph public proceedings (including members and witnesses) at the committee’s 2 April 2026 hearing for the 2025 inquiry into approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, including from around the committee meeting table, subject to all relevant terms and conditions set out in the Broadcast of Proceedings Resolution agreed to by the House on 19 October 2022.
3.8 Public hearing Sequence of questions
Resolved, on the motion of Mrs Mitchell: That the allocation of questions to be asked
at the hearing be left in the hands of the Chair. Witnesses, the public and the media were admitted.
The Chair made an opening statement regarding the broadcasting of the proceedings and other matters.
The committee proceeded to take evidence.
The following witnesses were sworn and examined:
· Mr Steve Coleman, Chief Executive Officer, RSPCA NSW
· Mr Scott Meyers, Chief Inspector, RSPCA NSW The evidence concluded and the witnesses withdrew.
The following witnesses were sworn and examined:
· Mr Stephen Albin, Chief Executive Officer, Animal Welfare League NSW
· Ms Linda Geddes, Board of Directors President, Animal Welfare League NSW (via videoconference)
· Ms Amanda Gray, Chief Inspector, Animal Welfare League NSW The evidence concluded and the witnesses withdrew.
The following witnesses were sworn and examined:
· Mr Michael Donnelly, President, Animal Care Australia
· Mr Sam Davies, Vice President, Animal Care Australia
· Ms Tara Ward, Volunteer Managing Solicitor, Animal Defenders Office
· Mr Timothy, Crossman President, SAFE Rehoming
Mr Donnelly tendered the following documents:
· 'Animal welfare commission', Document version 3 – March 2025, Animal Care Australia
· '2025 Inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations, Opening Statement and Appendix 1', Document by Animal Care Australia.





The evidence concluded and the witnesses withdrew. The following witnesses were sworn and examined:
· Mr Rob McIntosh, Chair, NSW Farmers
· Mrs Lizzie Sarks, Policy Director – Plant Industries, NSW Farmers The evidence concluded and the witnesses withdrew.
The following witness was sworn and examined:
· Mr Steve Courtney, President, Professional Dog Trainers Australia
Mr Courtney tendered the following document:
· Professional Dog Trainers of Australia - Opening statement and additional information.
The evidence concluded and the witness withdrew. The following witnesses were sworn and examined:
· Ms Rachel Connell, Deputy Secretary Agriculture and Biosecurity, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development
· Mr Peter Day, Executive Director Strategy & Regulatory Policy, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development
The evidence concluded and the witnesses withdrew. The following witness was sworn and examined:
· Ms Mary Macken, Private Individual
The evidence concluded and the witness withdrew. The public and the media withdrew.
3.9 In camera hearing
The committee proceeded to take evidence in camera.
Persons present other than the committee: committee secretariat, audio-visual broadcast operators and Hansard reporters.
The Chair made a statement regarding the proceedings and other matters. The following witness was sworn and examined:
· Witness A
Witness A tendered confidential documents.
The evidence concluded and the witness withdrew. The in camera hearing concluded at 4.45 pm.
3.10 Tendered documents
Resolved, on the motion of Mrs Mitchell: That the committee accept and publish the following documents tendered during the public hearing:
· 'Animal welfare commission', Document version 3 – March 2025, Animal Care Australia, tendered by Mr Michael Donnelly
· '2025 Inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations, Opening Statement and Appendix 1', Document by Animal Care Australia - tendered by Mr Michael Donnelly
· Professional Dog Trainers of Australia - Opening statement and additional information - tendered by Mr Steve Courtney





Resolved, on the motion of Ms Hurst: That the committee accept documents tendered by Witness A during the in camera session and keep them confidential.
4. Adjournment
The committee adjourned at 4.46 pm.

Janelle Taouk Committee Clerk




Draft minutes no. 54
Monday 15 June 2026
Portfolio Committee No. 4 - Regional NSW Room 1043, Parliament House, Sydney, 10.32 am
1. Members present Mr Banasiak, Chair
Ms Hurst, Deputy Chair
Mr Barrett (via videoconference)
Mr D'Adam (via videoconference) (substituting for Mr Murphy) Mr Donnelly
Mrs Mitchell (via videoconference) Mr Primrose
2. Apologies
Ms Boyd (participating)
3. Previous minutes
Resolved, on the motion of Ms Hurst: That draft minutes no. 53 be confirmed.
4. Correspondence
The committee noted the following items of correspondence:
Received
· 16 February 2026 – Email from an individual, to the committee, concerning the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 and enclosing a paper, media articles and social media posts for the committee's consideration
· 26 April 2026 - Email from Mr Troy Wilkie, Senior Government Relations Manager, RSPCA NSW, to the secretariat requesting an extension for post-hearing responses from the 2 April 2026 hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under POCTAA
· 4 May 2026 - Email from Ms Mary Macken to the committee, requesting an extension for post-hearing responses from the 2 April 2026 hearing for the 2025 inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under POCTAA






· 14 May 2026 - Email from Mr Ben Gingold, Head of Surgery and Anaesthesia, Veterinary Specialists of Sydney, to the committee, requesting a meeting to discuss veterinary complaints reform and workforce sustainability in New South Wales
· 16 May 2026 – Email from an individual, to the secretariat, concerning evidence given to the 2025 inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under POCTAA
· 3 June 2026 – Email from an individual, to the committee, concerning a submission made to the 2025 inquiry into the approved charitable organisations under POCTAA.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Donnelly: That the committee keep the multiple correspondences from an individual, dated 16 February 2026, 16 May 2026 and 3 June 2026 confidential, as per the request of the author.
5. Invitation to meet with Veterinary Specialists of Sydney
The committee considered the invitation from Mr Ben Gingold, Head of Surgery and Anaesthesia, Veterinary Specialists of Sydney, to the committee, to discuss reform of the veterinary complaints process in New South Wales.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Primrose: That the committee discuss the correspondence from Mr Gingold at a later date.
6. 2025 Inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the
Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979
6.1 Answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions
Public
The committee noted that the following post-hearing responses were published by the secretariat under the authorisation of the resolution appointing the committee:
· answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions from the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, received 5 May 2026
· answers to questions on notice from NSW Farmers, received 5 May 2026
· answers to supplementary questions from Animal Care Australia, received 5 May 2026
· answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions from the Animal Defenders Office, received 11 May 2026
· answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions from the Animal Welfare League NSW, received 11 May 2026
· answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions from the RSPCA NSW, received 15 May 2026.
Confidential
Resolved, on the motion of Ms Hurst: That the committee keep the following attachments confidential, as per the request of the authors:
· Attachment A to answers to questions on notice from the Animal Welfare League NSW
· Attachment to questions on notice from the RSPCA NSW.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Donnelly: That the committee keep the following post-hearing responses confidential, as per the request of the authors:
· answers to questions on notice from Animal Care Australia
· answers to questions on notice and supplementary questions from Ms Mary Macken.
6.2 Consideration of Chair's draft report





The Chair submitted his draft report entitled '2025 Inquiry into the operation of the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979', which having been previously circulated, was taken as being read.
Chapter 1
Mr Primrose moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 1.6: 'As noted in the 2024 Report, a number of witnesses questioned the appropriateness of how the
RSPCA NSW had spent the $20.5 million grant.'
'Some described money being spent on capital works and equipment, which they felt was not best calculated to address the inspector safety issues that had been a key driver for the additional government funding. It was also suggested that the funds were being used to offset deficits, and to fund development of the new software package that RSPCA NSW had commissioned to replace the organisation's previous management software. The committee was also told that the call centre was not effectively operating 24 hours, as there is no response capability after 7 pm.'
Ms Hurst moved: That the motion of Mr Primrose be amended by:
a. omitting '2024 Report' and inserting instead '2023 Inquiry'
b. inserting 'anonymous' before 'witnesses questioned'
c. inserting at the end 'The committee was unable to resolve expenditure issues raised'. Amendment of Ms Hurst put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr Banasiak, Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Amendment of Ms Hurst resolved in the affirmative. Original question of Mr Primrose, as amended, put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr Banasiak, Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Original question of Mr Primrose, as amended, resolved in the affirmative.
Mr Primrose moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted before paragraph 1.7: 'The 2023 Inquiry also noted that when asked for more detail on how this money had been spent, a detailed business case for ongoing additional funding, with costed options was provided by the RSPCA, however, it did not contain a detailed acquittal of how the 2023-24 grant was spent.'
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr Banasiak, Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative. Chapter 2






Mr Primrose moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after Table 2:
'The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development provided evidence that there had been a not insignificant increase in funding in the last three years in comparison to the decade prior to 2022-23, with funding contributions of $499,000 to the RSPCA and AWL.' [FOOTNOTE: Evidence, Ms Rachel Connell, Deputy Secretary Agriculture and Biosecurity, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 2 April 2026, p 50.]
Question put and passed.
Mr Primrose moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 2.14:
Considerations around funding arrangements between the Government and ACOs was determined by the number of inspectors employed and what they were able to deliver.
'The consideration was really around the funding envelope we had to provide to both organisations based on the number of inspectors and what they anticipated to be able to deliver with that money based on their application.' [FOOTNOTE: Evidence, Mr Peter Day, Executive Director Strategy and Regulatory Policy, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 2 April 2026, p 53]
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.52 be amended by:
a. omitting 'whether the RSPCA NSW was' and inserting instead 'how the RSPCA NSW was spending'
b. inserting at the end:
'I am not alleging or concerned that there is fraud occurring in these organisations as I am aware they are independently audited as part of their end of financial year processes. My focus is on transparency on how these funds are spent and whether the spending would line up with the public’s understanding of how these organisations are spending the money that has been donated in good faith to help animals. [FOOTNOTE: Submission 27, SAFE Rehoming, p 2.]
Question put and passed.
Mr Barrett moved: That paragraph 2.57 be amended by:
a. omitting 'confirmed' and inserting instead 'suggested' before 'that their enforcement powers'
b. omitting ', as' and inserting instead 'However, during this gap, there is no funding for or obligation to carry out of these duties. This was' before 'illustrated in the following'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.10 be amended by omitting 'It argued there would be an inherent conflict of interest if the agency responsible for the promotion of animal industries was also responsible for enforcement of animal welfare laws. For this reason, the Animal Defenders Office declared the creation of an independent office of animal protection essential', and inserting instead:
'The suggestion that an agency responsible for the promotion of animal industries should also be responsible for the enforcement of animal cruelty laws in relation to animal industries is absurd. It is essential that DPIRD be stripped of any enforcement responsibilities under animal protection laws. This is due to the inherent conflict of interest in an agency responsible for supporting industries’ use of animals at ever-diminishing costs also being the chief enforcer of animal cruelty laws, compliance with which imposes additional costs and duties on





animal users. This inherent conflict of interest is why the creation of an independent office of animal protection is essential.' [FOOTNOTE: Answers to Questions on Notice, Animal Defenders Office, 11 May 2026, p 4.]
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.39 be amended by:
a. omitting 'profiled WIRES and the way it operates’
b. omitting 'raising' and inserting instead 'raised' before 'broader concerns'
c. omitting 'organisation' and inserting instead 'the way WIRES operates'. Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.39 be amended by omitting 'the perception that WIRES is shifting its business model towards enforcement and intending to become an ACO.'
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Mr Primrose moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 2.58:
'There have been improvements made by the NSW Government in requiring transparency of ACOs as outlined in Rachel Connells opening remarks:
Improvements to governance, oversight and accountability were made to POCTAA in 2024. These changes strengthened mandatory annual reporting requirements for the ACOs, improving transparency and enforcement outcomes. Changes were also made to enable complaints about the RSPCA and Animal Welfare League to be raised with the NSW Ombudsman, as well as requiring the agencies to comply with GIPAA requests. The reforms enhanced information sharing arrangements, enabling the Government to maintain better oversight of how the framework operates in practice. The Government has also strengthened the way public funding is administered.' [FOOTNOTE: Evidence, Ms Rachel Connell, Deputy Secretary Agriculture and Biosecurity, Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 2 April 2026, p 48].
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 2.61: 'By contrast, RSPCA NSW gave evidence in support of their training and behaviour
assessments, stating that they avoid aversive training methods which it says are not evidence based and risk causing harm to animal welfare:
Evidence led at the Inquiry suggesting that “behaviour problems” are simply training problems completely fails to engage with a contemporary understanding






of behaviour as a reflection of the animal’s emotional state. In the RSPCA context, particularly, the animals are not infrequently impacted by complex interactions of traumatic events, chronic deprivation of needs and medical considerations (such as the presence of pain). Asserting that these issues can be “trained” away, particularly through the use of aversive training methods, is irresponsible and antiquated.' [FOOTNOTE: Answers to supplementary questions, RSPCA NSW, 15 May 2026, p 14]
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.71 be amended by omitting 'and how charitable organisations should operate' after 'expectations around animal welfare.'
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.75 be amended by omitting ', nor is it adequately supervised, and as such it is failing' and inserting instead 'and is failing' after 'model is not sustainable'.
Question put and passed.
Mr Primrose moved: That Finding 1 be omitted: 'That the current model of delegating coercive law enforcement powers to charitable organisations has become structurally unsustainable, inadequately supervised and inconsistent with modern expectations of transparency and accountability' and the following new finding be inserted instead:
'Finding X
That the funding of enforcement powers to Approved Charitable Organisations has never met the full cost of inspectorate expenses including veterinary care, legal expenses and housing. However, has substantially increased over the last 3 financial years.'
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Mr Primrose.
Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Question resolved in the negative.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 1 be amended by:
a. omitting 'coercive' and inserting instead 'criminal'
b. omitting 'inadequately supervised and inconsistent with modern expectations of transparency and accountability' and inserting instead ‘and is at a breaking point and needs urgent reform’
Mr Primrose moved: That the motion of Ms Hurst be amended by omitting 'and inserting instead 'and is at a breaking point and needs urgent reform'.
Amendment of Mr Primrose put. The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Mr Primrose.
Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Amendment of Mr Primrose resolved in the negative. Original question of Ms Hurst put and passed.
Mr Barrett moved: That the following new paragraph be inserted after paragraph 2.76:





'Issues associated with funding shortfalls are further exacerbated by the timing of the funding which is usually confirmed well into the financial year, causing problems with financial and operational planning including staffing decisions.'
Question put and passed.
Mr Barrett moved: That the following new finding be inserted before paragraph 2.77: 'Finding X
Financial stresses are being exacerbated by the timings of funding which is usually confirmed well into the financial year.'
Question put and passed.
Mr Barrett moved: That the following new recommendation be inserted before paragraph 2.77:
'Recommendation X
Government ensure that funding for ACOs is confirmed with enough time for ACOs to provide financial certainty and adequate planning for the relevant financial year.'
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.80 be amended by:
a. inserting 'need to' after 'charitable donations no longer'
b. inserting 'but not limited to' after 'under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, including'
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Noes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly Mr Primrose.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Mr Primrose moved: That Finding 2 be omitted: 'That substantial amounts of charitable donations intended by the public for animal rescue and welfare outcomes are being diverted to subsidise core government law enforcement activities' and the following new finding be inserted instead:
'Finding X
That charitable donations are being used by RSPCA to fulfill their duties under POCTAA.' Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Mr Primrose.
Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Question resolved in the negative.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 2 be amended by omitting 'diverted' and inserting instead 'used'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 2 be amended by omitting 'intended by public for animal rescue and welfare outcomes are being.'
Question put and negatived.






Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 3 be amended by omitting 'diversion' and inserting instead 'use'.
Question put and passed.
Mr Primrose moved: That Finding 3 be omitted: 'That the diversion of charitable donations to fund law enforcement activities is an inappropriate and unsustainable funding arrangement which obscures the true cost of enforcing the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Mr Primrose.
Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Question resolved in the negative.
Ms Hurst moved:
a. that Recommendation 1 be amended by inserting 'need to' after 'no longer'
b. that Recommendation 2 be amended by inserting 'but not limited to' after 'including'. Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Ms Hurst, Mrs Mitchell. Noes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Mr Primrose.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.81 be amended by:
a. inserting 'some' before 'stakeholders'
b. omitting 'agrees' and inserting instead 'sees'
c. omitting 'has' and inserting instead 'may have'. Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.83 be amended by:
a. omitting 'We therefore call on the NSW Government to prohibit approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 from using charitable fundraising materials that imply donations are exclusively supporting rescue and welfare activities where those funds are materially used to subsidise law enforcement operations'
b. omitting 'In addition' and inserting instead 'Therefore'
c. inserting 'of reporting' after 'separation'. Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 3 be omitted: 'That the NSW Government prohibit the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, from using charitable fundraising materials that imply donations are exclusively supporting rescue and welfare activities where those funds are materially used to subsidise law enforcement operations'.
Question put and passed.





Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 4 be amended by inserting 'of reporting' after 'separation'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.84 be amended by:
a. omitting 'that the' and inserting instead 'regarding the processes and decision-making criteria applied by'
b. omitting 'has become operationally dependent on coercive enforcement activity, with the organisation's focus shifting from its traditional charitable rescue functions to primarily law enforcement' and inserting instead 'in determining which cases to prosecute, and which cases not to prosecute'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hust moved: That paragraph 2.86 be omitted: 'This case exposed serious deficiencies in the RSPCA NSW's approach to enforcement including its investigative independence, evidence handling, prosecutorial discretion and its questionable interactions with external advocacy organisations. We are of the view that such actions are inconsistent with community expectations of a charitable animal welfare organisation'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Bansiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 5 be omitted: 'That the RSPCA NSW's shift from traditional rescue functions to state enforcement activities is inconsistent with community expectations of a charitable animal welfare organisation' and the following new finding be inserted instead:
'Finding X
That there is significant community concern around RSPCA NSW's processes and decision-making criteria when determining which cases to prosecute.'
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 6 be amended by omitting 'exposed significant deficiencies in' and inserting instead 'highlighted major concerns with respect to.'
Question put and passed. Ms Hurst moved:
a. that paragraph 2.89 be amended by omitting 'of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979'
b. that paragraph 2.90 be omitted: 'One element that played a part in Ms Dods' original conviction is that, as it currently stands, the animal cruelty offences under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 do not require there to be intention or recklessness to cause harm. As we have seen, this creates a significant risk that individuals acting in good faith, such as wildlife carers, may nevertheless face criminal prosecution, regardless of intention or recklessness'
c. that paragraph 2.91 be amended by omitting all words: 'While the committee notes the conflicting views on the merits of introducing an element of intention or recklessness into the offence provisions, the perverse outcomes of the Tracy Dods matter present a compelling case for reforming the Section 5 offences. This is to






ensure individuals such as wildlife carers and volunteers – who have nothing but the animal's best interests at heart and spend their own money caring for injured wildlife – are not at risk of facing criminal prosecution under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 where they have acted in good faith. We therefore recommend that the NSW Government seek to amend Section 5 and 6 of the Act to include elements of recklessness, intentionality or gross negligence' and inserting instead:
'The committee notes the conflicting views on the merits of introducing an element of intention or recklessness into the offence provisions of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979. However, the committee strongly believes there is a need to find a way to ensure individuals such as wildlife carers and volunteers – who have nothing but the animal's best interests at heart and spend their own money caring for injured wildlife – are not at risk of facing criminal prosecution under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 where they have acted in good faith, without watering down laws or making it more difficult to prosecute genuine cases of animal cruelty. We therefore recommend that the NSW Government seek advice to ensure the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 strikes the right balance between protecting wildlife carers who take on the care of sick and injured animals in good faith, while ensuring animal cruelty laws are not weakened and do not create loopholes for abusers to escape prosecution.'
d. that Finding 8 be amended by:
i. omitting 'clearly' before 'demonstrated'
ii. omitting 'significant' before 'risk'
iii. omitting 'nevertheless' before 'face'
iv. omitting 'absent intentional cruelty or recklessness'
v. inserting at the end 'This must be weighed up against the need to ensure that Act does not contain loopholes that would allow genuine animal abusers to escape prosecution.'
e. that Recommendation 5 be amended by omitting 'to amend Section 5 and 6 of the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 to include elements of recklessness, intentionality or gross negligence' and inserting instead 'advice to ensure the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 strikes the right balance between protecting wildlife carers who take on the care of sick and injured animals in good faith, while ensuring animal cruelty laws are not weakened and do not create loopholes for abusers to escape prosecution'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved:
a. that paragraph 2.93 be omitted: 'Another issue raised by the Tracy Dods case that was of particular interest to the committee was the apparent influence and involvement of WIRES in the RSPCA NSW's investigation and prosecution of Ms Dods'
b. that paragraph 2.94 be omitted: 'The committee heard concerns from stakeholders that WIRES is trying to move into the enforcement space by providing investigative briefs to the RSPCA NSW and working in concert to prosecute its carers by attending raids. We find this evidence deeply concerning'.
Question put.





The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: that paragraph 2.95 be amended by:
a. omitting 'there was general consensus' and inserting instead 'there were some stakeholders who claimed
a. omitting 'WIRES is' and inserting instead 'WIRES may be'
b. omitting, after 'WIRES leadership', all remaining words: 'and that the RSPCA NSW is wilfully leading the charge. This has created a serious perception that activist organisations may improperly influence criminal enforcement decisions. This is incompatible with public confidence in impartial law enforcement'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.96 be omitted: 'In this context, we recommend that the NSW Government use all levers at its disposal, including funding deeds with the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, to prohibit WIRES from operational participation in investigations under the Act unless formally authorised under legislation and subject to statutory accountability obligations'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.97 be omitted: 'In addition, we also urge the NSW Government to examine whether legislative safeguards are required to prevent non-authorised advocacy organisations from exercising undue influence over criminal enforcement actions'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.98 be amended by omitting 'Finally'. Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 9 be omitted: 'That WIRES inappropriately exercised substantial operational influence in matters involving criminal investigation and prosecution under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 10 be omitted: 'That the apparent operational overlap between WIRES and the RSPCA NSW has created a serious perception that activist organisations may improperly influence criminal enforcement decisions'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.





Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 11 be omitted: 'That the operational overlap between WIRES and the RSPCA NSW, including the perceptions of improper influence, is incompatible with public confidence in impartial law enforcement'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 6 be omitted: 'That the NSW Government use all levers at its disposal, including funding deeds with the approved charitable organisations under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979, to prohibit WIRES from operational participation in investigations under the Act unless formally authorised under legislation and subject to statutory accountability obligations'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 7 be omitted: 'That the NSW Government examine whether legislative safeguards are required to prevent non-authorised advocacy organisations from exercising undue influence over criminal enforcement actions under the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979'.
Question put.
The committee divided.
Ayes: Mr D'Adam, Mr Donnelly, Ms Hurst, Mr Primrose. Noes: Mr Banasiak, Mr Barrett, Mrs Mitchell.
Question resolved in the affirmative.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.99 be amended by omitting 'has put a spotlight on WIRES, its operations and governance' and inserting instead 'was of concern to the committee'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.100 be omitted: 'It is clear that there are internal issues within WIRES that are threatening to undermine the organisation's very mission and we agree with stakeholders that there is insufficient external scrutiny of WIRES considering its size, public profile and influence'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.101 be amended by:
a. inserting after 'closer inspection': 'At the same time, the committee notes that WIRES was not invited to attend and give evidence at this inquiry about these matters'
b. omitting 'However' and inserting instead 'Further'. Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.101 be amended by:
a. inserting 'and the broader wildlife rescue sector' after 'into WIRES'
b. inserting 'and support' after 'treatment' in the fourth bullet point
c. inserting the following new bullet point: 'Financial needs of wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations'
d. inserting the following new bullet point: 'Government support for wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations'.
Question put and passed.





Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.102 be omitted: 'Further, noting the concerns above and WIRES' status as a registered charity, we recommend that the NSW Government make representations to the Australian Government that the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission investigate WIRES regarding concerns of compliance and breach of public trust, including its governance, expenditure and operational practices'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Finding 13 be amended by inserting at the end 'and the broader wildlife rescue sector'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 9 be amended by:
a. inserting 'and the broader wildlife rescue sector' after 'into WIRES'
b. inserting 'and support' after 'treatment' in the fourth bullet point
c. inserting the following new bullet point: 'Financial needs of wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations'
d. inserting the following new bullet point: 'Government support for wildlife carers and wildlife rescue organisations'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That Recommendation 10 be omitted: 'That the NSW Government make representations to the Australian Government that the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission investigate WIRES regarding concerns of compliance and breach of public trust, including its governance, expenditure and operational practices'.
Question put and passed.
Ms Hurst moved: That paragraph 2.109 be amended by:
a. omitting 'approach to rehabilitation and training of rescued dogs in its care' and inserting instead 'euthanasia rates'
b. omitting 'As we have heard previously, there are alternative training methods for dogs that may be more effective than the RSPCA NSW's method' and inserting instead 'The committee heard conflicting evidence about training methods for dogs'.
Question put and passed.
Resolved, on the motion of Mr Donnelly: That:
The draft report as amended be the report of the committee and that the committee present the report to the House
The transcripts of evidence, tabled documents, submissions, correspondence and answers to questions taken on notice and supplementary questions relating to the inquiry be tabled in the House with the report
Upon tabling, all unpublished attachments to submissions be kept confidential by the committee
Upon tabling, all unpublished transcripts of evidence, tabled documents, submissions, correspondence and answers to questions taken on notice and supplementary questions related to the inquiry be published by the committee, except for those documents kept confidential by resolution of the committee





The committee secretariat correct any typographical, grammatical and formatting errors prior to tabling
The committee secretariat be authorised to update any committee comments where necessary to reflect changes to recommendations or new recommendations resolved by the committee
Dissenting statements be provided to the secretariat within 24 hours after receipt of the draft minutes of the meeting
The secretariat is tabling the report on 24 June 2026.
The Chair to advise the secretariat and members if they intend to hold a press conference, and if so, the date and time.
7. Adjournment
The committee adjourned at 12.13 pm.

Holly Rivas Committee Clerk
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