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(1) RSPCA NSW'’s submission highlights the fact that there is no requirement for licence
holders to undergo competency testing or formal training. As veterinarians, can you
explain in layman’s terms what a lack of training or competency might mean for an animal
— what adverse animal welfare outcomes could be occurring?

Interfering with wildlife will impact their welfare. This is the case for both lethal and non-

lethal interference.

Destroying an animal requires skill to avoid causing pain, fear and stress to the animal. A lack
of training or competency in the use of firearms or other means of humane destruction, can
result in significant pain, distress, and prolonged suffering for animals.

Ballistic methods rely heavily on accuracy and precision, as well as knowledge of appropriate
firearms and ammunition. The ability to place a shot correctly is one of the most important
factors affecting animal welfare [1, 2]. If a shot is poorly placed, the animal may be injured
rather than killed immediately, resulting in preventable pain, distress and prolonged

suffering. Some examples include:

e [Inaccurate shot placement can result in broken wings or limbs, leaving animals unable
to move or fly. If a follow-up shot is not delivered to ensure death, the animal may
experience starvation, dehydration, or predation due to their inability to move or
escape. This may result in prolonged suffering and death.

e Animals may sustain severe internal injuries if a bullet strikes internal organs but does
not cause immediate death. Damage to internal organs can lead to internal bleeding
or rupture of organs such as the gastrointestinal tract or bladder. This can result in
peritonitis, an extremely painful condition that results in death [3].

e Inaccurate head shots can result in broken jaws [4], leaving animals unable to eat or
drink. This leads to ongoing pain and can result in starvation.

A lack of training may also mean individuals do not know how to check for dependent young,
or do not know how to humanely euthanase them if they are present. As a result, dependent
animals may be left to die from starvation, dehydration, or predation [5].



Inexperienced operators may also require multiple shots to kill an animal, meaning the
animal experiences repeated painful stimuli rather than a single shot that causes immediate
unconsciousness and death. Even confirming that an injured animal is dead requires training
and competency to prevent recovery and prolonged suffering.

Adverse welfare outcomes can also occur when people lack training or competency in non-
lethal management methods. For example, relocation undertaken without sufficient
ecological or behavioural understanding can lead to poor welfare outcomes such as animals
unable to access food, water, shelter, or suitable territory in the new environment [6, 7]. In
some cases, this can lead to high mortality. For instance, suboptimal management decisions
during the translocation of western grey kangaroos (Macropus fuliginosus) resulted in the
death of the majority of the relocated animals [8, 9].

These examples highlight why competency testing and appropriate training are critical, as
they help reduce the risk of avoidable pain, distress, and suffering for animals [1, 10].

(2) RSPCA NSW's submission highlights that individual removal of animals, particularly when
carried out in isolation, is not an effective long term management approach. Can you
expand on this — what are some more effective, non-lethal management strategies you'd
like to see NPWS prioritising?

Individual removal of animals, particularly when carried out in isolation, is widely recognised
as an ineffective long-term management strategy [11, 12]. Removing individual animals does
not address the underlying drivers of human- animal conflict, such as habitat availability, food
resources, or access to crops. Following the removal of individual animals, it is common for
other animals to move into the same area or for the remaining population to quickly recover,
meaning the original problem often persists [13].

More effective management approaches typically focus on preventing the conflict from
occurring in the first place, rather than removing animals after the fact. The most appropriate
strategy, lethal or non-lethal, will depend on the species involved and the specific
circumstances, such as the environment, type of conflict, and scale of the issue.

At present, there is limited research funded by the New South Wales Government into
alternative wildlife management approaches or the impacts of the licences to harm native
animals. Increased investment in research and trials of non-lethal strategies would help
identify the most effective and humane management methods and allow evidence-based
decisions to be made. A clear example highlighting the importance of research into non-lethal
management strategies is that in 2021, the New South Wales Government withdrew licences
permitting the shooting of flying foxes to protect crops after evidence showed that lethal
control did not effectively reduce crop damage and raised significant animal welfare concerns
[14]. As an example, a licence that permitted 110 flying foxes to be shot, 164 animals were



shot or injured, with 44 still alive and suffering several hours after shooting had ceased,
resulting in an unacceptable degree of animal suffering. In contrast, full-exclusion netting was
shown to be highly effective, preventing flying fox access to crops entirely, while shooting
achieved only about 60% reduction in crop damage [15]. This example demonstrates that
well-designed non-lethal approaches can be both more effective while also reducing animal
suffering. To be able to answer this question appropriately, further research and trials of non-
lethal management strategies need to be conducted.

(a) Why do you think non-lethal alternatives aren’t being prioritised now, and how do we
change that? Do we need more research into non-lethal alternatives, or do we need
to focus on educating landholders on these alternatives — or do we need to be doing
both?

A dual approach is required.

Non-lethal alternatives are not prioritised due to a lack of research and limited awareness of
effective options. Without evidence from research trials, there is often an assumption that
lethal control is the most practical or effective approach, even when this may not be
supported by evidence. The Government website hosting the application for licenses to harm
provides no guidance on alternatives only stating “Contact your local NPWS office before
lodging an application to discuss the nature and severity of the issue and any non-lethal
measures that may reduce or solve the problem.”

Within the published literature there are discussions about alternative management actions
that do require greater discussion and promotion with landholders. For example, improved
livestock grazing management can achieve improvements in land condition that reduces the
impact of kangaroos. Rotational grazing, that results in a large proportion of a property being
rested at one time may ‘dilute’ the tendency of kangaroos to concentrate in destocked
paddocks and reduce the concern that pastures cannot be rested due to kangaroo activity
[16].

To improve outcomes, both research and education are needed. Greater investment in
research would help identify which non-lethal strategies are most effective for particular
species and situations. Once this evidence exists, it is equally important that landholders are
supported through education and practical resources to implement these alternatives
effectively.

(3) Does the RSPCA often receive referrals from NPWS in relation to suspected
contraventions of animal cruelty laws, in relation to licences to harm?



No, RSPCA NSW has not received recent or frequent referrals from NPWS in relation to
licenses to harm.
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