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About Humane World for Animals

For over 70 years, Humane World for Animals (formerly Humane Society International)
has been a leader in the animal protection movement working to create a better world
for animals. We envision an ecologically sustainable and humane world where people

treat animals and nature with respect and compassion.

In Australia, Humane World for Animals has extensive experience in wildlife
conservation policy, threatened species protection, and biodiversity law reform at both
the national and state level. We have been responsible for many of the scientific
nominations underpinning listings of threatened species, threatened ecological
communities, and key threatening processes under the NSW Biodiversity
Conservation Act 2016 (BC Act) and the Commonwealth Environmental Protection
and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act), as well as contributing to state-

based conservation and wildlife management processes.

Alongside our policy and advocacy work, Humane World for Animals coordinates the
Wildlife Land Trust (WLT), a national network of nearly a thousand privately owned
wildlife sanctuaries committed to the protection and restoration of native species and
habitats. In New South Wales (NSW), more than 400 private landholders participate
in the WLT, many of them also wildlife carers, who provide valuable insight into the
practical challenges and opportunities associated with wildlife protection on private

land.

Humane World for Animal’s work promotes coexistence between people and wildlife,
including the development and evaluation of non-lethal approaches to managing
human-wildlife conflict. We advocate for wildlife governance systems that prioritise
animal welfare, ecological sustainability and transparency, and reduced reliance on

lethal control as a default management response.

This submission draws on our long-standing expertise in wildlife protection,
conservation science, and humane management to address the operation of licences
to harm native animals in NSW. It also aims to identify opportunities for reform that
better align the licencing framework with contemporary conservation and animal

welfare expectations.



Introduction and context

Humane World for Animals welcomes the opportunity to make a submission to the
NSW Parliamentary inquiry into licences to harm native animals. This inquiry provides
a timely and important opportunity to examine how the licencing framework operates
in practice, and whether it is delivering outcomes that are consistent with
contemporary standards of animal welfare, biodiversity conservation, transparency,

and public accountability.

Under the BC Act, most native animals are afforded legal protection. However, that
protection is routinely set aside through the granting of licences that authorise killing,
often for the purpose of mitigating property damage or perceived risks to safety. Each
year, large numbers of native animals are authorised to be killed under these
arrangements, yet the cumulative ecological and welfare impacts of this activity are

poorly understood and insufficiently scrutinised.

At present, there is limited publicly available information about how licencing decisions
are assessed, what evidence is required to justify lethal control, whether non-lethal
alternatives are adequately considered, or how compliance and welfare outcomes are
monitored. In addition, the current framework places a significant reliance on self-
reporting and discretionary decision-making, with minimal independent verification or

systematic review.

This inquiry is occurring against a broader backdrop of biodiversity decline across
NSW and Australia more generally, alongside growing community expectations that
wildlife management should be both effective and humane. Advances in conservation
science and wildlife management increasingly demonstrate that non-lethal
approaches can reduce conflict while avoiding many of the welfare and ecological risks

associated with lethal control.

The purpose of this submission is not to dismiss the challenges faced by landholders
or managers responding to human-wildlife interactions. Rather, it is to highlight areas
where the existing licencing system lacks sufficient safeguards, transparency, and
accountability, and where reform could better ensure that harm to native animals is

minimised, justified, and genuinely an exceptional measure of last resort.

This submission addresses the inquiry’s Terms of Reference by examining the scale
and impacts of licenced harm, the adequacy of assessment and oversight



mechanisms, and the extent to which current arrangements support or impede the
adoption of more humane and sustainable wildlife management practices in NSW. We
would welcome the opportunity to give evidence at the inquiry hearings to support our

recommendations.

a) The species and number of animals affected by licences to harm native

animals

Licences to harm native animals in NSW authorise the killing of a substantial number
of protected species each year. Available data indicates that this activity occurs at a
scale that warrants scrutiny, particularly given the limited transparency and verification

associated with reporting outcomes.

In 2023, NSW Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) authorised the killing of 243,078
native animals. In 2024, this number grew to 301,811 — a rise of more than 20% in one
year. (These figures do not include the number of native waterbirds authorised to be
killed under the NSW Game Bird Management Program, which add a further 427,842
animals in 2023 and 186,801 in 2024 to the overall mortality of native animals

authorised to be killed on private land).

A range of native bird species are commonly authorised for lethal control in NSW by
NPWS, including emus, rainbow lorikeets, welcome swallows, little corellas, sulphur-
crested cockatoos, and galahs. For example, authorisations to kill little corellas totaled
17,075 in 2023, and 18,117 in 2024. Similarly, several native mammal species are
routinely authorised for lethal control, including brush-tailed possums, bare-nosed
wombats, red-necked wallabies, western-grey kangaroos, and eastern-grey
kangaroos. For example, authorisations to kill eastern-grey kangaroos increased
markedly from 157,246 individuals in 2023 to 210,822 in 2024.

Each Australian native animal plays an important ecological role. Being ground
feeders, little corellas are responsible for soil aeration and seed dispersal, thus
supporting native plant communities. Meanwhile, eastern-grey kangaroos influence
vegetation structure, promote plant regeneration, and contribute to fuel load
management. These examples illustrate that licenced lethal control frequently targets

species of recognised ecological importance.



While these authorisations provide some indication of scale, they do not equate to
verified mortality. At present, there are no independent systems in place to confirm
whether reported kills accurately reflect the number of animals killed, whether killing
was carried out in accordance with licence conditions, or whether humane outcomes
were achieved. Reporting relies largely on self-disclosure by licence holders, and
there is limited capacity for audit of compliance verification. The actual numbers killed

could exceed the numbers authorised.

Furthermore, existing data does not adequately capture cumulative or regional
impacts. Licences may be issued repeatedly for the same properties or regions over
successive years, yet there is no systematic assessment of population-level effects
for many affected species, particularly those not subject to formal population

management plans.

These limitations constrain the ability of regulators to assess whether licenced harm
to native animals in NSW is proportionate, necessary, or ecologically sustainable.
Improved data collection, independent verification, and integration of on-ground
observations would significantly strengthen the evidentiary basis for licencing

decisions.

Recommendation: The committee should recommend that the NSW Government
introduce enforceable limits, independent verification, and transparent public reporting
on the number and species of native animals harmed under licences. This should
include mandatory reporting of actual Kills (not just authorisations), routine auditing of
licence compliance, and the development of population-level assessments for
commonly targeted species to ensure that licenced harm is ecologically sustainable,
proportionate, and consistent with biodiversity conservation objectives. Taken
together, the reform recommendations set out in this submission are intended to

significantly reduce the number of native animals killed under the licencing framework.

b) The welfare impacts of lethal control methods prescribed under licences
to harm native animals, including consideration of whether current
requirements adequately safeguard animal welfare and species

identification



Licences to harm native animals in NSW predominantly authorise shooting as the
method of lethal control, with trapping permitted less frequently. These methods both
present inherent risks to animal welfare, particularly where their use occurs without

consistent standards, monitoring, or independent oversight.

While shooting may result in rapid death when carried out accurately and under
controlled conditions, the current licencing framework does not require licence holders
to demonstrate competency in humane shooting techniques beyond compliance with
general firearms legislation. In practice, achieving consistently humane outcomes
through shooting requires a high level of skill, training, and species-specific
knowledge. Accurate shot placement is critical to ensure instantaneous loss of
consciousness and death. For many species, this presents inherent challenges. For
example, anatomical differences, body size, and patterns of movement create inherent
challenges for reliable shot placement in field conditions. These risks are exacerbated
where animals are moving, partially obscured, or located in complex environments
such as dense vegetation, crops, trees, or uneven terrain. In such circumstances,
there is an increased likelihood of non-fatal wounding, delayed death, and avoidable
suffering. Taken together, these challenges mean that even trained professionals may
struggle to consistently achieve humane outcomes, raising serious concerns about
the welfare implications of allowing untested or minimally trained individuals to

undertake lethal control.

Trapping involves capture and is eventually followed by death. While sometimes
viewed as a more controlled alternative to shooting, trapping presents distinct welfare
risks, particularly in the absence of clear standards and oversight. Animals may
experience significant stress, fear, and injury while confined, including abrasions,
fractures, or soft-tissue damage from attempts to escape. Welfare impacts may be
exacerbated by exposure to heat, cold, dehydration, or predation risk, especially
where traps are not checked frequently. Humane outcomes depend heavily on trap
design, placement, monitoring frequency, handling, and kill methods. However, the
current licensing framework does not prescribe consistent, species-specific standards
or require licence holders to demonstrate competency in humane trapping or animal
handling. Traps may also capture non-target species, yet there are no mandatory
requirements for reporting or monitoring such incidents. Limited post-licence oversight



constrains confidence that trapping is conducted in a manner that minimises distress

and injury.

Across all authorised lethal control methods, accurate species identification is critical
to ensuring compliance with licence conditions and avoiding harm to non-target
animals. However, many species commonly authorised for control are morphologically
similar, making reliable identification difficult in field conditions. Distinguishing between
closely related mammal or bird species can be challenging, particularly at distance, in
low light, or where animals are moving in groups. These challenges are compounded
where lethal control occurs without mandatory training or assessment in species
identification. The current licensing framework does not require licence holders to
demonstrate competency in distinguishing target species from protected or non-

authorised species, increasing the risk of unintended harm and non-compliance.

Although the NSW Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1979 (POCTA) technically
applies to activities carried out under licences to harm native animals, its capacity to
safeguard animal welfare in this context is limited. POCTA provides a broad defence
to cruelty offences where harm occurs in the course of hunting, shooting, trapping,
catching, or capturing an animal, provided the person did not inflict “unnecessary
pain”. This threshold is highly subjective and places a significant evidentiary burden
on enforcement agencies. In practice, it creates a substantial barrier to accountability,
particularly in circumstances where lethal control occurs without independent
observation, mandatory competency standards, or systematic post-event verification.
As a result, even where animals experience prolonged suffering or non-fatal
wounding, it may be difficult to establish that licence conditions or animal welfare laws
have been breached.

Taken together, the lethal control methods authorised under licences to harm native
animals present inherent and well-documented welfare risks that are not adequately
mitigated by current licencing requirements or animal welfare laws. These risks are
exacerbated by the absence of mandatory competency requirements, species-specific
welfare standards, and systematic monitoring or verification of outcomes. Without
stronger safeguards, there is limited assurance that authorised lethal control is
consistently carried out in a manner that minimises suffering, avoids harm to non-

target species, or meets contemporary expectations for humane wildlife management.



Recommendation: The committee should recommend that the NSW Government
strengthen animal welfare protections for licenced lethal control by requiring
mandatory competency standards for shooting, trapping, and species identification,
removing or narrowing the cruelty defence under POCTA as it applies to licenced
wildlife harm, and introducing enforceable, species-specific welfare standards
supported by independent monitoring and compliance auditing. These measures are
necessary to ensure that authorised lethal control is carried out in a manner that
genuinely minimises suffering and meets contemporary expectations for humane

wildlife management.

c) The extent to which orphaned young are affected by licences to harm

native animals and how these impacts are tracked or mitigated

Licenced lethal control of native animals in NSW frequently results in dependent young
being orphaned, particularly for species with prolonged parental care such as emus,
who stay with their parents for up to two years after hatching, or wallabies, who’s
young remain dependent on their mothers for many months as pouch young and later
as young-at-foot. These impacts are an inherent and foreseeable consequence of
killing adult animals, yet they are not systematically addressed within the current

licencing framework.

At present, licence holders are generally not required to assess the presence of
dependent young prior to lethal control, nor are they required to implement measures
to avoid or mitigate orphaning. There is also no consistent requirement to report the
number of dependent young affected because of licenced killing. As a result, the scale
of orphaning associated with licenced harm remains largely undocumented.

In practice, the killing of an animal with dependent young can result in the death of
more than one animal. For species such as kangaroos and wallabies, dependent joeys
may be pouch young or at foot and may die from starvation, exposure, or predation if
not located and rescued. These secondary welfare impacts are not captured within

current licencing or reporting systems.

Wildlife carers and rescue organisations routinely care for orphaned animals resulting
from lethal control activities. Raising dependent young is labour-intensive and requires
specialised knowledge, extended rehabilitation periods, and significant financial and



physical resources. Carers typically receive limited to no government support despite
bearing the responsibility for mitigating the downstream welfare impacts of licenced

killing.

The absence of mandatory assessment, reporting, and mitigation measures means
that the welfare impacts associated with orphaned young are effectively transferred
from licence holders to volunteer carers and the broader community. Incorporating
requirements to assess the presence of dependent young, report orphaning
outcomes, and prioritise non-lethal alternatives would significantly reduce avoidable

suffering and improve accountability within the licencing framework.

Recommendation: The Committee should recommend that the NSW Government
introduce mandatory safeguards to address the welfare impacts of orphaned young
resulting from licences to harm native animals. This should include requirements for
licence holders to assess and document the presence of dependent young prior to
lethal control, prohibit lethal control where dependent young are present (and for
species with clearly defined breeding or nesting seasons, restrict or prohibit lethal
control during periods when dependent young are present), mandate reporting of all
dependent young affected by licenced killing, and require clear, enforceable protocols
for the rescue, euthanasia, or care of orphaned animals. These measures should be
supported by independent monitoring and increased resourcing for wildlife rescue and
rehabilitation services to ensure that the true scale and welfare impact of licenced

killing are transparently recorded and mitigated.

d) The adequacy of current assessment processes used when granting

licences to harm native animals

The processes used to assess applications for licences to harm native animals in NSW
rely heavily on discretionary judgment and lack consistent, transparent thresholds.
While licences are intended to authorise harm only where necessary, available
information indicates that assessment practices vary and are not underpinned by

systematic verification or mandatory evidentiary requirements.

NPWS has advised that claims of threats to safety, economic damage, or hardship are
assessed on a case-by-case basis. Information considered may include interviews

with applicants, local knowledge, and site inspections where undertaken. However,



site inspections are not conducted for every application, with NPWS confirming that
decisions to inspect are discretionary and informed by perceived risk and available
resources. In 2024, only 112 site inspections were conducted in relation to the granting

of 2,254 licences.

Applicants are not required to provide independent evidence of damage, nor to
demonstrate that non-lethal alternatives have been trialed or exhausted prior to
licence approval. Assessment of non-lethal options similarly relies on interviews, local
knowledge, and inspections where undertaken, rather than on documented trials or

verification.

The limited use of mandatory site verification, combined with reliance on self-reported
information constrains the ability of decision-makers to consistently assess the
necessity, proportionality, and potential welfare impacts of lethal control. Assessment
processes also do not routinely consider cumulative impacts of repeated licences,

impacts on dependent young, or regional population trends for affected species.

Strengthening assessment processes through clearer evidentiary requirements,
routine site verification for all, if not at least high-risk applications, and mandatory
consideration of non-lethal alternatives would significantly improve the rigour and

consistency of licencing decisions.

Recommendation: The Committee should recommend that the NSW Government
strengthen and standardise assessment processes for licences to harm native animals
by introducing mandatory evidentiary requirements and decision-making criteria. This
should include requiring applicants to provide documented, independent evidence of
damage or risk, demonstrate that non-lethal alternatives have been genuinely trialed
and exhausted, and trigger mandatory site inspections for all high-risk or repeat
applications. Assessment processes should also require consideration of cumulative
impacts, dependent young, and relevant population trends. These reforms are
necessary to reduce reliance on discretionary judgment, improve consistency and
transparency, and ensure that licences are granted only where lethal control is

demonstrably necessary, last resort, and proportionate.
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e) The level of public transparency and accountability associated with
licencing decisions, including data availability and reasons for approval

and rejection of applications

Transparency and accountability are fundamental to public confidence in a system
that authorises harm to protected native animals. At present, the licencing framework
in NSW provides limited visibility over how decisions are implemented, monitored, or

enforced.

While some aggregate data on authorisations is published, there is no comprehensive
public register of licences to harm native animals. Information such as licence
conditions, approved methods, compliance actions, enforcement outcomes, or

reasons for approval or refusal is not routinely made publicly available.

Information provided by NPWS indicates that compliance and enforcement activities
are limited relative to the scale of licenced harm. In 2024, NPWS undertook six
investigations into potential non-compliance and received 17 complaints. Actions
taken included investigations, referrals to NSW Police or the RSPCA, provision of
advice, and in some cases, strengthened licence conditions or inspection
requirements prior to renewal. In the same year, 2,254 licences were granted, three

applications were refused, and no licences were suspended.

Compliance monitoring is largely reactive, relying on complaints or identified issues
rather than systematic auditing or proactive inspection. There is no mechanism for

third-party review or appeal of licencing decisions, further limiting external oversight.

The absence of accessible, disaggregated data, and routine reporting on compliance
outcomes makes it difficult to assess whether licences are issued and enforced
consistently or effectively. Improving public reporting, establishing a comprehensive
licence register, and disclosing enforcement outcomes would significantly strengthen

accountability and public confidence in the licencing system.

Recommendation: The Committee should recommend that the NSW Government
significantly strengthen transparency and accountability within the wildlife licencing
framework. This should include the establishment of a comprehensive, publicly
accessible register of licences to harm native animals that discloses licence
conditions, authorised methods, species and numbers approved, actual nhumbers

killed, compliance inspections, enforcement actions, and reasons for approval or

11



refusal. The Government should also introduce routine public reporting on compliance
and enforcement activity, and provide clear avenues for third-party review of licencing
decisions. These measures are necessary to enable meaningful public scrutiny and
ensure that licencing decisions are applied consistently, lawfully, and in the public

interest.

f) The extent of NSW Government support for research trials, and adoption

of alternative wildlife management strategies

The extent to which non-lethal wildlife management strategies are supported, trialed,
and adopted in NSW remains limited, despite growing evidence that such approaches

can be more effective, humane, and ecologically sustainable than lethal control.

While NPWS has advised that non-lethal alternatives are considered on a case-by-
case basis during licence assessment, this consideration is largely informal. Decisions
rely on interviews with applicants, local knowledge, and site inspections where
undertaken, rather than on clear guidelines, documented trials, or independent
verification. There are no publicly available policies outlining how non-lethal options
should be assessed, what constitutes sufficient effort to implement them, or the

circumstances in which they may be deemed unsuitable.

Applicants are not required to demonstrate that deterrents or other non-lethal
measures have been trialed prior to the granting of a licence to harm, nor is there
independent verification that such measures have been implemented or evaluated. As
a result, the extent to which non-lethal options are meaningfully considered varies

between applications and is difficult to assess.

In practice, lethal control continues to function as the default response to human-
wildlife conflict, reflecting longstanding cultural and institutional norms within wildlife
management systems. This reliance persists despite increasing scientific evidence
that non-lethal approaches can reduce conflict more effectively over the long term,
while avoiding the welfare impacts and ecological disruption associated with repeated
killing. Lethal control may provide short-term relief, but it often fails to address
underlying drivers of conflict such as habitat loss, landscape modification, or

attractants created by human land use.
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A wide range of non-lethal coexistence tools are now well documented, including
exclusion fencing, wildlife-friendly netting, deterrents, guardian animals, and targeted
infrastructure solutions. These approaches can improve animal welfare outcomes,
maintain ecosystem function, and support more stable and predictable interactions
between people and wildlife. One example is the use of wombat gates, which allow
wombats to pass through fences without causing damage, reducing conflict between
landholders and wildlife while maintaining connectivity and preventing injury.
Research and field trials have demonstrated that such infrastructure-based solutions
can be effective, low-cost, and durable when appropriately designed and
implemented. However, their uptake in NSW remains constrained by limited
government investment, lack of formal guidance, and the absence of coordinated

research and demonstration programs.

At present, there is little evidence of dedicated NSW Government funding for large-
scale research trials, pilot programs, or financial incentives to support landholders in
transitioning to non-lethal management strategies. Without proactive investment and
leadership, the burden of developing and trialing coexistence approaches falls largely

on individual landholders, researchers, and non-government organisations.

A shift away from lethal control as the default management response will require more
than discretionary consideration of alternatives. It will require deliberate policy
direction, sustained funding for research and trials, clear assessment frameworks, and
practical support for adoption. Strengthening government investment in non-lethal
wildlife management would align licencing decisions with contemporary evidence,
improve welfare and conservation outcomes, and support a broader cultural transition

toward coexistence-based wildlife governance in NSW.

Recommendation: The Committee should recommend that the NSW Government
provide dedicated leadership, funding, and policy direction to support research, trials,
and adoption of non-lethal wildlife management strategies. This should include
investment in large-scale pilot programs and demonstration ftrials, clear guidelines
requiring non-lethal methods to be trialed and verified prior to the approval of lethal
control, financial and technical support for landholders to implement coexistence tools,
and formal integration of non-lethal outcomes into licence assessment processes.

Without proactive government investment and clear frameworks, lethal control will

13



continue to operate as the default response, contrary to contemporary evidence on

effective and humane wildlife management.

d) The extent to which First Nations communities and Traditional Owners
are consulted prior to the issuing of licences to harm native wildlife, and
how cultural values and responsibilities are incorporated into decision-

making

First Nations peoples hold enduring cultural, spiritual, and custodial responsibilities for
native wildlife and Country. These responsibilities are grounded in thousands of years
of knowledge, practice, and relationship with Australia’s landscapes and species.
Effective wildlife governance should therefore recognise and incorporate First Nations
perspectives and cultural values in decision-making processes that authorise harm to

native animals.

At present, there is limited evidence that consultation with First Nations communities
or Traditional Owners is undertaken consistently prior to the issuing of licences to harm
native wildlife in NSW. Licencing decisions appear to be made largely through
administrative processes, without formal requirements to identify relevant Traditional
Owners, seek their input, or consider cultural impacts associated with harming native

species on Country.

The absence of structured consultation mechanisms means that culturally significant
species may be harmed without consideration of their importance to local Aboriginal
communities, and without recognising customary responsibilities to care for and
protect wildlife. It also represents a missed opportunity to draw on Indigenous
knowledge systems that can inform more effective, place-based, and non-lethal

approaches to wildlife management.

While broader NSW Government policies increasingly acknowledge the importance of
First Nations leadership in land and natural resource management, these principles
are not clearly embedded within the wildlife licencing framework. There are no
standard requirements for cultural impact assessment, nor clear pathways for

Aboriginal-led input into licensing decisions affecting wildlife.

Embedding meaningful consultation with Traditional Owners, and incorporating

cultural values into wildlife licencing decisions, would strengthen the legitimacy,
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effectiveness, and ethical foundations of the system. Such an approach would be
consistent with contemporary commitments to shared decision-making, respect for

Country, and improved biodiversity outcomes through Indigenous leadership.

Recommendation: The Committee should recommend that the NSW Government
embed meaningful consultation with First Nations communities and Traditional
Owners into the wildlife licencing framework. This should include requirements to
identify relevant Traditional Owners prior to the issuing of licences to harm native
animals, establish culturally appropriate consultation processes, and incorporate
cultural values, responsibilities, and Indigenous knowledge into licencing decisions.
The framework should also provide pathways for Aboriginal-led input into wildlife
management and prioritise culturally informed, non-lethal approaches where possible.
Embedding these measures would strengthen ethical governance, improve decision-
making outcomes, and align wildlife licencing with broader commitments to shared

decision-making and respect for Country.

Conclusion

This submission has outlined a number of significant issues for the Committee’s
consideration in its inquiry into licences to harm native animals in NSW. Taken
together, the evidence presented raises serious questions about whether the current
licencing framework is adequately protecting animal welfare, conserving biodiversity,
or meeting contemporary expectations for transparency and accountability in wildlife

governance.

As detailed above, licences to harm native animals are being issued at a substantial
and increasing scale, affecting large numbers of protected species that perform
important ecological functions. Yet the systems used to authorise, monitor, and review
these licences provide limited assurance that lethal control is necessary,
proportionate, or ecologically sustainable. The absence of independent verification of
kill numbers, cumulative impact assessment, and systematic population monitoring

significantly constrains informed decision-making.

This submission has also highlighted the inherent welfare risks associated with the
lethal control methods commonly authorised under harm licences, including shooting
and trapping. Current requirements do not mandate competency in humane killing
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techniques or species identification, nor do they ensure consistent monitoring of
welfare outcomes. Predictable secondary impacts, particularly the orphaning of
dependent young, are not adequately assessed, tracked, or mitigated, with the

resulting burden often falling on wildlife carers who receive limited formal support.

Further, the assessment processes used when granting licences rely heavily on
discretionary judgement and self-reported information, with limited use of site
inspections or evidentiary thresholds. Transparency and accountability are similarly
constrained, with no comprehensive public register of licences, limited reporting on
compliance and enforcement outcomes, and few mechanisms for independent

oversight or review.

Despite these shortcomings, lethal control continues to function as the default
response to human-—wildlife conflict. This submission has demonstrated that this
reliance persists even as evidence for non-lethal, coexistence-based approaches
continues to grow. Non-lethal strategies have been shown to improve animal welfare
outcomes, maintain ecosystem function, and provide more durable solutions to
conflict, yet government investment in research, trials, guidance, and incentives

remains limited.

Finally, this submission has identified a lack of consistent consultation with First
Nations communities and Traditional Owners prior to the issuing of licences to harm
native wildlife. The current framework does not systematically incorporate cultural
values, custodial responsibilities, or Indigenous knowledge into decision-making,
representing a missed opportunity to strengthen wildlife governance and support more

effective, place-based management.

In light of these findings, this submission encourages the Committee to consider
reforms that strengthen assessment processes, improve transparency and
accountability, embed animal welfare considerations throughout licencing decisions,
prioritise non-lethal alternatives, and ensure meaningful consultation with First Nations
peoples. Humane World for Animals welcomes the opportunity to continue engaging
with the Committee throughout the inquiry process and to contribute further expertise
in support of a more humane, transparent, and effective approach to managing

human—wildlife interactions in NSW.
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About us

Together, we tackle the root causes of animal cruelty
and suffering to create permanent change.

With millions of supporters and work happening in
over 50 countries, Humane World for Animals—formerly called
Humane Society International—addresses the most deeply
entrenched forms of animal cruelty and suffering. As the leading
voice in the animal protection space, we work to end the cruelest
practices, care for animals in crisis and build a stronger animal
protection movement.

Driving toward the greatest global impact, we aim to achieve
the vision behind our name: a more humane world.
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