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1.0 Executive Summary 
 
This submission addresses the NSW Legislative Council Animal Welfare Committee’s 
inquiry into licences to harm native animals. Drawing on the Australian Veterinary 
Association’s (AVA) established policies on wildlife management and animal welfare, as well 
as best practice in other Australian states and territories, this submission emphasises that 
any system permitting harm to native animals must be grounded in rigorous scientific 
evidence, humane treatment principles, and effective regulatory oversight. 
 
Key recommendations include: 
- Strengthen the scientific basis for licensing decisions 
- Ensure humane treatment in all circumstances 
- Improve monitoring and accountability mechanisms 
- Consider non-lethal alternatives where feasible 
- Address welfare concerns in existing licensing frameworks 
 
2.0 Introduction 
 
I am writing to express my deep concern about the current system of issuing licences to 
harm native wildlife in New South Wales. This inquiry represents a crucial opportunity to 
reform a system that currently lacks transparency, adequate welfare safeguards, and 
meaningful accountability. The current framework permits the killing of hundreds of 
thousands of native animals annually without proper verification, mandatory consideration 
of non-lethal alternatives, or adequate animal welfare protections. 
 
This year, my family and I had the opportunity to travel through outback Australia. On that 
trip, we learned about native species we hadn’t heard of previously, and saw how traditional 
owners are being included in management of some national parks. This increased our 
awareness of some of the challenges in spaces where humans co-exist with native animals. 
We also saw firsthand how drought in South Australia was impacting kangaroo populations, 
whereas over the border in Northern Territory, abundant rains saw both flora and fauna 
flourishing.   
 
Australia’s native fauna represents a unique and valuable natural resource requiring careful 
stewardship. While circumstances exist where management of native animal populations 
becomes necessary, the frameworks governing such activities must balance ecological, 
economic, social, and welfare considerations. Both the AVA’s comprehensive policies 
addressing wildlife management, and best practices introduced in other Australian states 
and territories should inform revisions to the licensing systems in NSW. 
 
3.0 Impact of the Current Licensing Regime  
 
This section outlines the impacts arising from the current licensing regime. This covers 
impact to targeted species, unintended impact to orphaned young and non-target species, 
as well as the burden resulting for wildlife carers.   
 
3.1 The Species and Numbers of Animals Affected 
 



Either the NSW Department of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment & Water 
(DCCEEW) or National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) currently issue licenses to cull 
the following species:  
Mammals: Kangaroos, Wallabies, Wombats, Possums, Flying-foxes 
Birds: Emus, Magpies, Cockatoos, Crows & Ravens, Galahs, Purple Swans, Swallows, 
Corellas, Black ducks 

3.1.1 Scale of Authorised Killing 
The scale of lethal control under NSW’s current licensing system is staggering and poorly 
monitored: 
 
- 243,078 native animals were authorised to be killed under harm licences in 2024 alone 
(excluding waterbirds under the Native Game Bird Management Program) 
- In 2024, key species include: 
 - 210,822 eastern grey kangaroos 
 - 18,117 little corellas 
 - 16,130 red kangaroos 
 - 3,774 sulphur-crested cockatoos 
 - 2,440 welcome swallows 
 - 1,457 emus 
 
Note that in 2023, NSW authorised the killing of 657,203 animals, across both licences for 
killing native animals and the NSW Native Game Bird Management Program. This was more 
than Queensland, Victoria, South Australia, Tasmania, Northern Territory, and Australian 
Capital Territory combined (Note WA did not provide numbers, and Tasmania’s actual killed 
total vastly exceeds the number of licensed kills).  

3.1.2 Critical Data Gaps: Population Monitoring and Ecological Impacts 
Critical data gaps undermine the ability to fully assess the ecological impacts of the current 
licensing regime. These include:  
• No requirement exists to monitor population trends following repeated lethal control in 

specific areas. 
• Regional ecological impacts are not assessed. 
• Recovery rates are not tracked. 
• Cumulative effects of licensing over time are unknown. 
 
3.2 Welfare Impacts of Lethal Control Methods 
 
The current system fails to adequately safeguard animal welfare through several critical 
gaps. Licensed activities may employ methods that cause unnecessary pain, suffering, or 
distress to native animals. 

3.2.1 Inadequate Welfare Standards 
Common control methods include shooting, trapping, and poisoning with substances like 
1080 and strychnine, which cause prolonged suffering. 
 
Licence holders are not required to demonstrate: 
•  Shooting accuracy or competency. 
•  Ability to achieve humane dispatch 
•  Capacity to correctly identify target species 



 
No welfare codes of practice exist specifically for non-commercial killing, leading to 
inconsistent and often poor standards. 
 
AVA Position: Killing methods must be rapid and humane, carried out by trained, skilled 
operators. The Model for Assessing the Relative Humaneness of Pest Animal Control 
Methods should guide decisions about control methods. 
 

3.2.2 Comparison with Victoria’s Stricter Requirements 
 
Victoria’s Authority to Control Wildlife (ATCW) system demonstrates that stronger welfare 
protections are achievable: 
 
• ATCWs include strict conditions to ensure animals are controlled humanely. 
• Applications may be inspected by officers to verify damage claims. 
• The system emphasises that “lethal control is a last resort”. 
• Non-compliance with ATCW conditions can result in penalties under both the Wildlife Act 

and Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act. 
 
3.2.3 Recommended Reforms 
 
Recommendations to address the inadequacy of welfare outcomes from the current regime 
include:   
 
1. Recognise animal sentience in wildlife licensing laws.  
 
2. Mandate that all licensed operators demonstrate competency in humane techniques 

before licenses are granted. 
 
3. Require adherence to Codes of Practice for the Humane Control of Vertebrate Pests and 
associated Standard Operating Procedures. 
 
4. Prohibit methods known to cause prolonged suffering (leg traps and 1080 poison). 
 
5. Require immediate follow-up if an animal remains alive after a killing procedure. 
 
6. Establish mandatory training and competency assessment programs for license holders. 
 
7. Regular review of approved methods against current scientific knowledge on animal 
welfare. 
 
3.3 Impacts on Orphaned Young 
 
The orphaning of dependent young represents one of the most distressing consequences 
of the current licensing system. Licensed activities during breeding seasons may cause 
suffering to dependent offspring. 
 
AVA Position: Where possible, programs should be planned around seasonal breeding to 
minimise welfare impacts on unweaned offspring. 
 



3.3.1 Systemic Failures for Orphaned Young 
 
Inadequacies of the current licensing that contribute to under-detection and care for 
orphaned young include:  
• No tracking or reporting system exists to record orphaning incidents. 
• No requirements exist to check for dependent young before killing adult animals. 
• No survival outcome data is collected for orphaned wildlife. 
 
3.3.2 Recommended Reforms 
 
Recommendations to reduce the instances of, and improve outcomes for orphaned young 
include:  
1. Mandatory welfare assessments before issuing lethal control licences. 
 
2. Mandate training on species-specific breeding ecology and requirements to identify and 

check for dependent young. 
 
3. Prioritisation of non-lethal strategies to reduce orphaning risk. 
 
4. Establishment of a reporting system to track orphaning incidents. 
 
5. Restrict licensed activities during critical breeding periods where feasible. 
 
6. Require assessment of breeding status before actions are taken. 
 
7. Establish protocols for handling dependent offspring. 
 
8. Consider seasonal license restrictions for species with extended parental care periods. 
 
3.4 Protection of Non-Target Species 
 
Licensed activities may inadvertently harm non-target native species, including threatened 
species. 
 
AVA Position: Programs must be designed and regulated to have minimal effect on non-
target species. Capture and transport techniques must cause minimal injury and avoid pain 
and stress. 
 
3.4.1 Recommended Reforms 
 
Recommendations to better manage unintended impacts to non-target species include:  
1. Require comprehensive assessment of risks to non-target species before licence 

issuance. 
 
2. Mandate use of selective methods that minimise non-target impacts. 
 
3. Establish monitoring protocols for non-target species impacts. 
 
4. Require immediate reporting of non-target species harm. 
 
5. Include provisions for suspension or revocation of licenses if significant non-target 
impacts occur. 



 
6. Strengthen protections for threatened and endangered species in licensing frameworks. 
 
3.5 Impact on Wildlife Carers and Community Groups 
 
Carers and rescue organisations face significant financial and emotional strain responding 
to outcomes of licensed killing. There is no recognition, consultation, or support within the 
licensing framework despite their frontline role. Valuable knowledge from carers about local 
wildlife populations and welfare issues is not being incorporated into decision-making. 
 
Wildlife carers frequently report caring for dependent joeys and fledglings orphaned when 
parents are shot or trapped under licence. These orphaned animals impose significant 
financial and emotional burdens on carers and rescue groups. Carers receive no support, 
recognition, or consultation within the licensing framework. 
 
4.0 Adequacy of Current Assessment Processes 
 
This section outlines areas for improvement in the current assessment process. These 
include: 
- 
• - strengthening the scientific basis for decisions, 
• -  
• - more thorough consideration of and support for alternatives 
• - 
• - Improving transparency, monitoring and accountability 
• -  
• - Consultation with Indigenous communities 
• - 
• - Operator Competency & training 
• - 
• - Disease management and biosecurity 
• - 
• - One Health considerations.  
 
4.1 Scientific Basis for Licensing Decisions 
 
The current assessment process for granting harm licences lacks rigour and accountability. 
Licensing systems may approve harm to native animals without adequate scientific 
assessment of population dynamics, ecosystem impacts, or necessity. 
 
• NPWS does not require proof of damage before issuing a licence to kill native animals. 
• Applicants are not legally required to demonstrate that non-lethal methods have been 

trialled or exhausted. 
• No site inspections or independent verification occur. 
• Licences can be renewed by phone without field review. 
• Assessment relies entirely on unverified self-reporting by applicants. 

4.1.1 AVA Policy Position 
Management decisions must be based on current scientific data on population dynamics 
and habitat to ensure the maintenance of viable ecosystems and population numbers. 
 



Harvesting and Culling of Native fauna 
 
The AVA’s policy establishes that both harvesting and culling of overabundant native fauna 
populations are acceptable only when: 
- 
• - Based on rigorous population assessment methods using current scientific data on 

population dynamics and habitat 
• - 
• - Employing humane techniques in accordance with current scientific knowledge 
• - 
• - Operating within legislative frameworks and agreed management plans 
• - 
• - Not adversely affecting threatened or endangered species 
• - 
• - Designed to maintain viable ecosystems and population numbers 
 
The policy explicitly opposes harvesting of non-abundant species and supports vigorous 
conservation of threatened and endangered species. 
 
Control of Native and Introduced Animals 
 
The AVA’s policy on control programs emphasises that: 
• Programs should aim to identify and minimise the unwanted impact of pest species rather 

than simply controlling species numbers. 
• The number of animals culled is not an indication of program success. 
• Programs must be subject to monitoring and assessment of outcomes, including 

unintended consequences. 
• Planning should occur around seasonal breeding to minimise welfare impacts on 

unweaned offspring. 
• Methods must be rapid and humane, executed by adequately trained operators 

demonstrating competency. 
• Control methods should have minimal effect on non-target species. 
 
Importantly, the scientific literature indicates that recreational hunting and commercial 
harvesting alone have generally not been effective in limiting populations of pest animals or 
overabundant wildlife in Australia. 

4.1.1 Best Practice from Other States 
 
Victoria’s ATCW System provides a model for more rigorous assessment: 
 
• Applicants must demonstrate they have exhausted non-lethal options before applying 

for lethal control. 
• Assessment officers may inspect properties to confirm wildlife damage claims. 
• Applications must detail: 
 - What non-lethal methods have been tried. 
 - How long these methods were implemented. 
 - Why they were ineffective. 
• The system explicitly states: “All practical non-lethal control methods must be considered 

before you apply for an ATCW for lethal control.” 
• Officers assess what is “practical” on a case-by-case basis, considering individual 

landholder circumstances. 



• Processing takes up to six weeks to ensure thorough assessment. 
• Incomplete applications are not assessed; applications may be refused. 
 
Queensland’s Damage Mitigation Permits also demonstrate stronger requirements: 
 
• Applicants must demonstrate “real need” to take wildlife. 
• Evidence required includes: 
 - Estimated income lost or repair costs. 
 - Documentation of specific threats to health or safety. 
• Applicants must detail **at least two prevention methods** they have used. 
• For harvest macropod species, permits are assessed using specific guidelines to ensure 

sustainability. 
• Return of operations must be submitted quarterly and within 10 days of permit expiry. 
 
4.1.2 Climate Change Considerations 
 
Climate Change is expected to result in more frequent adverse weather events and natural 
disasters. Licensing, particularly on the grounds of overpopulation, will need to consider 
other impacts that can reduce population.  
 
For example, in 2023, The Canberra Times reported that on the NSW western plains alone, 
there were an estimated 2.9 million red kangaroos overall in 2020, down from 6.4 million 
four years earlier (down 54%). In the same year, the grey kangaroo population was about 
6.3 million on the western plains but dropped to 3.1 million in 2020 (down 51%). These 
impacts were attributed to drought.  
 
Licensing should explicitly consider the stability of a species population over time and reduce 
or pause licensing approvals when populations of a species are under pressure from other 
environmental factors. This may need to look at numbers across larger regions, especially 
near state and territory borders, as populations may migrate in search of food.  
 
Further, there is insufficient understanding of the population impact of recent zoonotic 
diseases that may have been transmitted to native animal populations.  
 
As climate change impacts wildlife populations and distributions, the licensing system needs 
adaptive management frameworks. The current system does not consider climate stress on 
populations when authorising lethal control. 

4.1.3 Recommended Reforms 
The following recommendations would boost the scientific basis for licensing decisions:  
1. Require comprehensive population assessments using scientifically validated 

methodologies before licenses are issued. Near borders, this should consider 
populations in broader cross-border regions and whether other states/territories have 
already granted similar licenses for the region.  

 
2. Mandate regular review of population data to ensure licensing decisions remain 

appropriate. 
 
3. Consider if a license requestor holds licenses under other regulatory programs, their 

history of prior licenses and associated compliance.  
 
4. Establish independent scientific review panels to assess license applications. 



 
5. Require applicants to demonstrate that the proposed action is necessary and that non-

lethal alternatives have been considered. 
 
6. Ensure licensing frameworks do not permit activities affecting threatened or endangered 

species. 
 
7. Licenses requested on the basis of property protection:  
• Should require demonstration of actual damage or imminent threat. 
• Must mandate consideration and implementation of non-lethal deterrents first. 
• Need time-limited approvals subject to review. 
• Should include requirements for damage documentation. 
 
4.2 Consideration & Government Support of Alternatives 
 
Better support and promotion of non-lethal alternatives could reduce the number of license 
requests. This section overviews non-lethal alternatives, and looks to other states for 
examples where stronger government support for non-lethal alternatives could be 
incorporated into NSW’s framework.  

4.2.1 Consideration of Non-Lethal Alternatives  
Licenses may be granted without adequate consideration of non-lethal management 
alternatives. The Humane Society International Australia outlines the following non-lethal 
tools and solutions: 
• Visual deterrents: involves using flashing lights to mimic human presence or strips of 

brightly coloured material on fencing to deter wildlife 
• Audio deterrents: involves the use of sounds to discourage wildlife (e.g. music, sirens, 

horns or sounds of predators) 
• Olfactory deterrents: involves the distribution of synthetic odours to deter animals from 

eating crops or other plants, and predators from other animals 
• Enclosures: involve the use of “wildlife-friendly” permanent fencing or movable barriers 

such as night pens to provide protection. Many types of fencing currently used can trap 
wildlife, causing injury, distress and even death from starvation, thirst or exposure. They 
can also disrupt natural wildlife movement patterns and separate animals from their 
mates. Removing the top strand of barbed wire can be enough to make fencing wildlife-
friendly and reduce both the threat to wildlife and potential damage to the fence. 

• Husbandry practices: these are particularly important for reducing carnivores preying 
on livestock. Some practices include the use of guardian animals (e.g. dogs, donkeys, 
llamas) and the removal of elements that attract predators (e.g. desexing working dogs, 
treating ill or injured farm animals, and removing animal carcasses). 

• Capturing, relocating and releasing an animal is an alternative to killing. 
 
AVA Position: Control programs should aim to identify and minimise unwanted impacts 
rather than simply controlling species numbers. Evidence suggests that recreational hunting 
and commercial harvesting alone have not been effective for population control. 

4.2.2 Government Support for Alternative Wildlife Management 
NSW currently provides inadequate support for research and implementation of non-lethal 
alternatives: 
• No dedicated funding for research trials of humane wildlife management 
• Proven tools remain underutilised, including: 



 - Wildlife-friendly netting systems 
 - Exclusion fencing appropriate for different species 
 - Guardian animals (e.g., maremma dogs, alpacas) 
 - Wombat gates and other species-specific innovations 
 - Habitat modification techniques 
 - Behavioural deterrents 
 
Victorian Government Support Model 
 
Victoria demonstrates proactive government support for non-lethal methods: 
• Provides detailed fact sheets on wildlife management methods for common species 
• Offers guidance on exclusion techniques, behaviour modification, and agricultural practice 

changes 
• Acknowledges that “often a combination of methods is required.” 
• Emphasises planning ahead and persistence with non-lethal approaches. 
• Makes clear that many effective non-lethal controls (e.g., fencing, netting) do not require 

permits, reducing regulatory burden. 
• Developed specific guidance documents like wildlife management plans. 

4.2.3 Recommended Reforms 
The following reforms would ensure non-lethal alternatives are thoroughly considered and 
promoted, reducing the number of licenses that are required to be considered:  
1. Require applicants to demonstrate consideration of non-lethal alternatives. 
 
2. Give preference to non-lethal methods where practicable and effective. 
 
3. Recognise that recreational hunting is generally ineffective for population management. 
 
4. Support research into innovative non-lethal management strategies. 
 
5. Encourage integrated management approaches combining multiple strategies. 
 
6. Consider habitat modification and exclusion methods as alternatives. 
 
7. Establish dedicated funding for research into humane coexistence methods. 
 
8. Partner with universities, landholders, and NGOs to trial and evaluate alternatives.  
 
9. Create subsidy programs for proven non-lethal methods. 
 
10. Develop comprehensive guidance materials and fact sheets. 
 
11. Establish demonstration sites showcasing successful coexistence approaches. 
 
12. Reduce regulatory barriers to implementing non-lethal methods. 
 
4.3 Public Transparency, Monitoring and Accountability 
 
NSW’s current system operates with insufficient public transparency. Insufficient monitoring 
of licensed activities may allow non-compliance with license conditions or poor welfare 



outcomes to go undetected. There are significant data gaps in what information is collected 
and publicly reported as part of the existing licensing framework:  
• No independent verification system exists to confirm whether reported kills reflect actual 

numbers. 
• No monitoring of orphaned animals or unintended impact to other species.  
• No monitoring of humane outcomes or species identification accuracy. 
• No tracking of population-level impacts from repeated lethal control in specific regions. 

This could include border regions that would be subject to different licensing regimes from 
different states.  

4.3.1 Limited Transparency of Outcomes 
 
While NSW publishes total numbers of animals authorised for killing, there is no detail on: 
 - Individual licence conditions 
 - Compliance monitoring outcomes 
 - Enforcement actions taken 
 - Reasons for approval or rejection of applications 
 
• No public register of licences exists. 
• No right of third-party appeal. 
• Impossible for researchers or the public to assess whether killing is necessary or effective. 
 
4.3.2 AVA Position 
 
Programs must be subject to monitoring and assessment of outcomes, including any 
unintended consequences, with reassessment and updating of controls accordingly. 

4.3.3 Victorian Transparency Model 
 
Victoria publishes annual summaries of ATCWs that include: 
• Maximum numbers authorised for control by species 
• Breakdown between lethal and non-lethal control methods 
• Explanation of assessment criteria and policy requirements 
• Public acknowledgment that actual numbers controlled may be lower than authorised 
• Clear statement that threatened species receive additional protections 

4.3.4 Transparency of Outcomes across multiple programs that result in loss of 
Native fauna 
 
This licensing scheme also interacts with other regulations such as: 
- native game bird management program  
- Commercial harvesting licenses 
- Research and Scientific licenses 
- Recreational Hunting 
- Land Clearing 
 
Impacts to population stability should consider the total impact across regulations. Licenses 
to harm native animals cannot be assessed in isolation of the other human interventions that 



may be impacting a given region. Reporting of outcomes needs to be aligned across all 
programs, to provide an accurate view of the total impact for native animals.  
 
4.3.5 Recommended Reforms 
 
The following reforms would improve accountability of the licensing process and give 
transparency of the impacts to native animals for all regulated human interventions:  
 
1. Establish a public register of licences to increase transparency (excluding specific 

location data if necessary for privacy).  
 
2. Publish annual reports with species-specific data, approval rates, and reasons for 

refusals. These should be consistent across all regulations listed in 4.3.4 that impact 
native animals.  

 
3. Create mechanisms for public comment on applications where appropriate. 
 
4. Enable third-party appeals or review processes. 
 
5. Require regular audits of the licensing system. 
 
6. Establish robust reporting requirements for all license holders. 
 
7. Implement regular auditing of licensed activities. 
 
8. Monitor impacts on non-target species. 
 
9. Establish clear penalties for non-compliance with license conditions. 
 
10. Mandate assessment of program effectiveness in achieving stated objectives. 
 
 
4.4 Consultation with First Nations Communities 
 
Licences are issued without consistent consultation with Traditional Owners. Cultural values 
and responsibilities regarding native species are not incorporated into decision-making. 
Indigenous knowledge about sustainable wildlife management is not sought or integrated. 
 
The nations within the borders of modern-day New South Wales are:  
 

• Wiradjuri: central-western inland of NSW, encompassing the Lachlan and 
Murrumbidgee rivers and towns like Bathurst, Orange, Dubbo, and Griffith. 

• Gamilaray (Gomeroi): northern NSW, around areas like Moree and Narrabri. 

• Yuin: coastal area between Jervis Bay and Twofold Bay on the south coast of 
NSW. 

• Dharug (Darug): Sydney metropolitan area, stretching west to the Blue Mountains. 

• Eora: coastal Sydney area, made up of around 29 clan groups, including the 
Gadigal people who are the traditional custodians of the central Sydney area. 



• Bundjalung: northern coastal areas, near the border with Queensland. 

• Wonnarua: upper reaches of the Hunter River. 

• Gundungurra: Blue Mountains through to the Burragorang and Megalong Valleys. 

• Darkinjung:central coast and Hunter region, their land stretches from the 
Hawkesbury River to the Hunter River.  

AVA Position: The AVA recognises legislative provisions for legal harvest of native fauna 
by Indigenous communities and individuals with native title rights. 
 
4.4.1 Recommended Reforms 
 
NSW legislation could greatly benefit from Indigenous knowledge of sustainable wildlife 
management:  
1. Embed co-management principles in licensing decisions.  
 
2. Ensure licensing frameworks respect Indigenous rights and cultural practices. 
 
3. Require cultural consultation before licences are issued for culturally significant species. 
 
4. Recognise Traditional Owners ’custodial responsibilities and ecological knowledge in 
management decisions. 
 
5. Partner with Indigenous communities in developing alternative management approaches. 
 
6. Establish streamlined processes for Indigenous cultural activities. 
 
7. Support Indigenous-led wildlife management programs. 
 
 
4.5 Operator Competency and Training 
 
Licensing systems may not adequately ensure that operators possess necessary knowledge 
and skills to minimise animal suffering. 
 
AVA Position: Participants in harvesting and culling operations must be adequately trained 
and demonstrate competency. Operators should be aware of diseases transmissible from 
animals to humans or domestic animals. 

4.5.1 Best Practices from Other States/Territories 
 
The Australian Capital Territory requires a person to pass a species identification or shooter 
proficiency test. 

4.5.2 Recommended Reforms: 
Introducing standards for operator competency will reduce poor welfare outcomes:  
1. Develop mandatory competency standards for all license categories, including species 

identification & shooter proficiency.  
 



2. Require demonstrated proficiency before license issuance. 
 
3. Implement continuing education requirements for license renewal. 
 
4. Include training on animal behaviour, welfare, species identification, and disease risks. 
 
5. Establish consequences for operators who demonstrate incompetence or disregard for 
animal welfare. 
 
6. Ensure veterinary involvement in the development of training curricula. 
 
4.6 Disease Management and Biosecurity 
 
Licensed activities may facilitate disease transmission between wildlife, domestic animals, 
and humans. 
 
AVA Position: Free-living fauna may harbour diseases transmissible to humans or other 
animals. Harvesting and culling protocols must be designed to prevent disease 
transmission. Operators should take precautions against zoonotic diseases. 

4.6.1 Recommended Reforms 
Reforms to improve biosecurity include:  
1. Require biosecurity training for all license holders. 
 
2. Mandate appropriate hygiene and handling protocols. 
 
3. Establish disease surveillance and reporting requirements. 
 
4. Ensure veterinary involvement in disease risk assessment. 
 
5. Develop specific protocols for species known to carry significant diseases. 
 
6. Coordinate with wildlife health surveillance systems 
 
4.7 One Health Considerations 
 
Licensing frameworks may not adequately consider the interconnections between wildlife 
health, human health, livestock health, and environmental health.  
 
With biodiversity in decline, the number of threatened species increasing, and ecosystems 
experiencing collapse, the broader ecological impacts of this licensing program cannot be 
ignored. Over the past two centuries, Australia has been responsible for more mammal 
extinctions than any other continent and continues to have one of the highest rates of 
species decline among developed nations. 
 
AVA Position: The health of Australia’s wildlife, human health, livestock, and the 
environment are fundamentally linked through the One Health concept. 
 
4.7.1 Recommended Reforms 
The following reforms would introduce consideration of the big picture impact for license 
decisions:  



1. Integrate One Health principles into licensing decision-making. 
 
2. Require consideration of ecosystem health impacts. 
 
3. Coordinate with Wildlife Health Australia and other relevant bodies. 
 
4. Assess potential impacts on disease ecology. 
 
5. Consider cumulative effects of multiple licenses on ecosystem function, including cross-
border regions where licenses may have been approved by multiple states/territories. 
 
6. Ensure veterinary expertise is available in licensing assessment processes. 
 
5.0 Opportunities for Improving Regulatory Framework 
 
This section outlines recommendations for strengthening legislation, improving 
administration, and enhancing transparency.  
 
5.1 Recommendations for Strengthening Legislation 
 
1. Ensure animal welfare legislation explicitly covers native animals in all contexts. 
 
2. Remove exemptions that allow harm to native animals without accountability. 
 
3. Establish clear duty of care requirements for license holders. 
 
4. Provide adequate penalties for non-compliance that act as effective deterrents. 
 
5. Ensure consistency with national animal welfare standards. 
 
5.2 Recommendations for Improving Administration 
 
1. Ensure adequate resourcing for licensing authorities. Ensure the license fee charged is 

commensurate to support the monitoring of license conditions and outcomes.  
 
2. Provide training for licensing officers in animal welfare and conservation biology. 
 
3. Establish clear assessment criteria and decision-making frameworks. 
 
4. Implement electronic systems for efficient monitoring and reporting. 
 
5. Ensure coordination between licensing authorities and conservation agencies. 
 
5.3 Recommendations for Enhancing Transparency 
 
1. Publish licensing criteria and decision-making processes. 
 
2. Make aggregated licensing data publicly available. 
 
3. Establish mechanisms for public input on licensing policies. 
 



4. Report on compliance monitoring and enforcement actions. 
 
5. Enable public reporting of suspected violations. 
 
 
5.4 Recommendation for Integrating Veterinary Expertise into 
Licensing 
 
The veterinary profession, represented by the AVA, plays critical roles in wildlife 
management: 
• Providing expertise on animal welfare, health, and behaviour. 
• Serving on animal ethics committees concerning wildlife. 
• Contributing to wildlife advisory groups. 
• Supporting One Health approaches to wildlife management. 
• Developing and implementing humane control methods. 
• Participating in wildlife health surveillance. 
• Training and educating operators and the public. 
 
Integrating veterinary expertise would require the following reforms:  
1. Ensure veterinary expertise is formally integrated into licensing frameworks through: 
• Mandatory veterinary representation on advisory committees. 
• Veterinary involvement in license assessment for categories with high welfare risk. 
• Veterinary input into training and competency standards. 
• Veterinary participation in compliance monitoring and investigation. 
 
6.0 Other Licensing Categories Requiring Reform 
 
If granting NSW licenses for culling native animals is to consider the stability of population, 
potentially the population impacts of other license programs should also be considered. 
Some of these are out of the scope of this inquiry, but also require urgent reforms and/or 
alignment. 
 
Commercial Harvesting Licenses 
• Must be based on rigorous population monitoring demonstrating species abundance. 
• Should require compliance with relevant Australian Standards (e.g., AS4464:2007 for wild 

game meat). 
• Need regular review against population sustainability indicators. 
• Should prohibit harvest of non-abundant species. 
 
Research and Scientific Licenses 
• Must demonstrate clear scientific merit and necessity. 
• Should require ethics committee approval. 
• Need strict adherence to animal ethics principles. 
• Must include provisions for minimising numbers used and refining methods. 
 
Recreational Hunting Licenses 
• Evidence indicates recreational hunting is generally ineffective for population 

management. 
• Should be distinguished from strategic pest management programs. 
• Require heightened competency standards given lack of professional oversight. 
• Need robust monitoring to assess welfare and conservation impacts. 



 
7.0 Recommendations Summary 
 
To improve the NSW licensing framework for harming native animals, it is essential to adopt 
a holistic, science-based, and humane approach. The following recommendations aim to 
address the deficiencies in the current system and align practices with contemporary animal 
welfare standards: 
 
1. Strengthen Scientific Foundations: 

• Mandate comprehensive, evidence-based population assessments before issuing 
licences. 

• Establish independent scientific review panels to evaluate applications. 
• Regularly review and update population data, considering cross-border ecological 

impacts. 
2. Prioritise Humane Treatment: 

• Introduce mandatory competency and welfare training for all licence holders. 
• Prohibit methods causing prolonged suffering (e.g., leg traps, 1080 poison). 
• Require adherence to national animal welfare codes and best practices. 

3. Promote Non-Lethal Alternatives: 
• Make non-lethal methods a prerequisite before lethal control is considered. 
• Fund research into innovative, humane wildlife management strategies. 
• Provide subsidies for implementing proven non-lethal techniques. 

4. Enhance Monitoring and Accountability: 
• Create a public register of licences with detailed reporting on species, numbers, and 

compliance outcomes. 
• Implement robust auditing processes and enforce penalties for non-compliance. 
• Track population-level impacts, orphaned wildlife, and non-target species effects. 

5. Respect Cultural and Ecological Knowledge: 
• Embed co-management with Traditional Owners in licensing decisions. 
• Consult Indigenous communities on culturally significant species and management 

practices. 
• Support Indigenous-led wildlife management programs. 

6. Integrate One Health and Ecosystem Considerations: 
• Incorporate One Health principles, considering wildlife, human, and environmental 

health interconnections. 
• Evaluate cumulative ecological impacts, especially in the context of climate change 

and zoonotic disease risks. 
7. Improve Regulatory Framework and Transparency: 

• Align legislation with national animal welfare standards, removing harmful exemptions. 
• Ensure transparent decision-making processes with opportunities for public input and 

third-party appeals. 
• Regularly publish data on licence approvals, compliance monitoring, and enforcement 

actions. 
8. Ensure Adequate Resources and Expertise: 

• Provide sufficient funding and training for regulatory bodies overseeing the licensing 
system. 

• Integrate veterinary expertise into licence assessments, training programs, and 
compliance monitoring. 

9. Address Impacts Beyond Licensing: 
• Consider the combined effects of other programs (e.g., commercial harvesting, land 

clearing) on native wildlife populations. 



• Implement comprehensive reforms across all licensing categories affecting native 
fauna. 

 
By adopting these recommendations, NSW can create a more ethical, sustainable, and 
scientifically rigorous framework that protects native wildlife while addressing legitimate 
management needs. 
 
8.0 Conclusion 
 
Licensing systems that permit harm to native animals serve important functions when 
properly designed and implemented. However, they carry significant responsibilities to 
ensure actions are justified, humane, effective, and sustainable. The AVA’s policies provide 
a strong foundation for evaluating and improving NSW’s licensing frameworks. 
 
This submission urges the Committee to recommend reforms that: 
 
1. Strengthen the scientific basis for all licensing decisions. 
2. Prioritise animal welfare through humane methods and operator competency. 
3. Improve monitoring, accountability, and enforcement. 
4. Promote & strengthen alternatives to lethal control. 
5. Protect non-target and threatened species. 
6. Integrate One Health principles. 
7. Ensure adequate resourcing and expertise in licensing administration. 
8. Enhance transparency and public confidence. 
 
Native animals deserve our respect and protection. When their management becomes 
necessary, it must be conducted according to the highest standards of science, ethics, and 
professionalism. 
 
The current NSW system for issuing licences to harm native wildlife is fundamentally 
inadequate. It lacks the transparency, welfare safeguards, and rigorous assessment 
processes that are achievable, as demonstrated by other Australian states. 
 
Components of equivalent licensing programs in Victoria, Queensland, and ACT, while not 
perfect, provide a clear model for how NSW could strengthen its approach through 
mandatory consideration of non-lethal alternatives, property inspections, stricter welfare 
conditions, and better public reporting. 
 
This inquiry offers a vital opportunity to bring NSW’s wildlife management into line with 
contemporary animal welfare standards and community expectations. Every native animal 
deserves protection from unnecessary harm, and every licence to kill should be issued only 
as a genuine last resort after all alternatives have been exhausted. 
 
Thank you for considering this submission. 
 
Contact Information: 

   
 

 
----- 
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