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The CHAIR:  Welcome to the second hearing of the Committee's inquiry into licences to harm native 
animals. I acknowledge the Gadigal people of the Eora nation, the traditional custodians of the lands on which we 
are meeting today. I pay my respects to Elders past and present, and celebrate the diversity of Aboriginal peoples 
and their ongoing cultures and connections to the lands and waters of New South Wales. I also acknowledge and 
pay my respects to any Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people joining us today. My name is Emma Hurst. 
I am the Chair of the Committee.  

I ask everyone in the room to please turn their mobile phones to silent. Parliamentary privilege applies to 
witnesses in relation to the evidence they give today. However, it does not apply to what witnesses say outside of 
the hearing. I urge witnesses to be careful about making comments to the media or to others after completing their 
evidence. In addition, the Legislative Council has adopted rules to provide procedural fairness for inquiry 
participants. I encourage Committee members and witnesses to be mindful of these procedures. 
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Ms KATE LORIMER-WARD, Chief Executive Officer, Local Land Services, affirmed and examined 

Mr ROB KELLY, Executive Director, Delivery, Local Land Services, affirmed and examined 

 
The CHAIR:  I welcome our first witnesses for today. Thank you for making the time to give evidence 

today. Do either of you have a short opening statement that you'd like to make? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  No. 

The CHAIR:  We will jump straight into questions. I'll throw first to the Hon. Aileen MacDonald. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Given that your organisation hasn't made a submission, I'm 
interested in your practical, on-the-ground experience on how the system works. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  Our organisation was part of the New South Wales Government 
whole-of-government submission. In terms of Local Land Services, we operate within the legislative framework 
for licence to harm. We don't have any formal administrative function under that legislative framework. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Do you play any role in supporting or assessing licence applications 
and, if you do, is it—so you haven't got anything in play? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We don't play a role in terms of assessing individual applications. We are a 
part of the Kangaroo Management Advisory Panel, and as part of that panel, they do set—they provide advice. 
The panel itself doesn't set, but the panel provides advice in terms of licence to harm for kangaroos. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Given that answer, you probably then wouldn't have any guidance 
or training in relation to landholders on humane killing methods and species identification? 

ROB KELLY:  In terms of the licence to harm native animals, no, we don't. Obviously our function relates 
primarily to introduced or invasive pest species. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  What we do do, though, is provide extension advice about non-lethal 
options. We do look at how people can be land managers within the frameworks that are there. There are examples 
where we've definitely supported landholders understanding the non-lethal options. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Is that easy for landholders to get that information? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  I mean, there's information available. We've been directly involved in 
projects that have been quite specific. For example, there was a rewilding program around wombats that was quite 
specific about bringing wombats back into an area, and therefore managing them within that landscape in 
non-lethal ways. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  With each Local Land Service, would there be—there isn't an overall 
plan, but would each different group maybe have guidance or—I'm not going to say "rules", but ways that they 
can guide landholders? 

ROB KELLY:  If we're talking specifically around licence to harm native animals, no. As 
Ms Lorimer-Ward said, we don't set the rules; we follow the rules. We don't fill out applications. When we are 
particularly doing broader invasive pest species control for asset protection—and that could be protecting native 
animals and reintroduced native animals—we look at all of the available options to ensure that what we are 
offering provides the best level of protection for that asset. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Do you collect any sort of data? If there has been an application and 
it's approved, is LLS made aware that there is an application in process? 

ROB KELLY:  No. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  So you wouldn't know, and therefore you wouldn't be collecting any 
data or seeing whether they're complying with licence conditions? 

ROB KELLY:  It's not within our remit. We don't have any role in that space at all. 

The CHAIR:  I just have a follow-up question in regards to the questions about non-lethal options and 
giving that sort of information out. Does LLS have the capacity to provide that same advice to people who are 
applying for these licences to harm native animals, or can you see that that process that you're doing can be picked 
up and copied by another department that did the same sort of education around those non-lethal options so we're 
not reinventing the wheel in one way? 
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KATE LORIMER-WARD:  Because we don't see applications around licence to harm, our extension 
programs—particularly around native animals—are going to be in partnership with programs like Landcare or 
under National Heritage Trust-funded projects, so it would tend to be something that we do in partnership. We 
would tend to develop information that's specific for that region, so working with people on the issues that they're 
trying to deal with. We have seen communities that do want to progress down how do they manage native animals 
within their production systems, and we work with them on some of those options. 

The CHAIR:  So it's more small, bespoke kind of advice for projects and collaboration rather than 
something that could be broadened out to assist with the licences to harm, which would probably need something 
quite separate? 

ROB KELLY:  Yes, it's discrete projects that we run within or between regions. It's not a broadscale, 
landscape-scale nature. If we have those discrete projects, then we work through all of the options that are 
available. But in terms of the broader role, we don't get involved in that. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  One of the things this Committee is trying to ascertain is how more support can 
be given to landholders to manage that conflict with native biodiversity. Can you just speak to the sorts of damage 
that landholders or your clients often see as a result of either native wildlife or invasive species? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  In terms of where some of those competing pressures or points of tension 
are, some of the things are particularly around infrastructure. So fencing infrastructure, we do see damage in 
paddocks. People report damage in paddocks, sometimes making areas quite dangerous for people to move 
through. Then the other piece we hear is obviously the competition for resources around grasses and pastures. 

ROB KELLY:  Park the invasive species, for argument's sake. In terms of native species, we tend to only 
get involved in that if a landholder has come to us with an issue that might be related to damage to their cropping 
or damage to one of their other assets. It could be waterways on their property. Then we look at how we can 
provide the best advice and support to mitigate those impacts while maintaining the fact—particularly in relation 
to native species—that they remain there, and how do we actually help provide the best habitat for them, but also 
have them working well in a productive landscape as well. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  I forgot to mention we do see a lot of—produce damage by native species 
would be the other report that we get from producers in terms of those tensions. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Without veering into areas of Government policy, which you obviously can't 
comment on, would there be any impediment to LLS being more involved in the licence-to-harm application 
process—if you had more visibility on that and provided an advisory role to clients who might seek non-lethal 
options as part of the application to seek a licence? Are there structural or resourcing impediments to that 
happening? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  It's definitely not something we've considered to date. We tend to be 
responding more to lines of inquiry than—I would be hesitant to comment, because I'm unsure of what the volume 
looks like. I don't know what that impact on resourcing would be or what that looks like, so I'd make no comment 
at this stage. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  One area that I'm interested in is seeing how the management of animals, 
whether it's invasive species or commercial harvesting of kangaroos—how things are managed in those contexts 
and what lessons we might be able to apply in a native animal licence-to-harm context in terms of compliance 
monitoring. Does LLS do work in the invasive species area in terms of reducing numbers et cetera? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We do in terms of invasive species. We operate under the Biosecurity Act 
in that function—in the work that we do in that space. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Can you step through what is involved in terms of LLS getting involved in an 
invasive species context? Because there may be things from a monitoring, compliance and transparency 
perspective. 

ROB KELLY:  From an end-to-end sort of process, we would look at landscape-scale control, noting that 
it is the landholder's responsibility under the Biosecurity Act—their general biosecurity—to control invasive 
species on their property. But when they get to a point that it's beyond their ability to be able to control because 
populations are too high, we get involved in a coordinated approach with groups of landholders to come up with 
a process of how we can actually reduce those pest populations down. We would start that by getting landholders' 
participation in the process. We would also, through various means, try to estimate where the density of pest 
species are on the property or in the landscape that we're doing. 
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Then we work with landholders to come up with whatever the appropriate control mechanism may be, 
whether that be lethal or non-lethal control. But the primacy around what we're trying to do there is looking at 
what are the assets that we're trying to protect from the invasive species. That's not just from an agricultural 
production perspective—because that is incredibly important in the role and the function that LLS has—but we 
also look at it from an environmental perspective. It could be protecting natural waterways. It could be protecting 
native species or threatened species. 

We then implement the control mechanisms. We work with landholders in that space, and we do 
post-survey follow-up. Some of the things that we do in that space—because it is incredibly difficult to get 
accurate levels of population densities of invasive species because they move through the landscape—we do that 
through things like camera trapping, surveys, getting information from landholders. What we do as a follow-up is 
we're moving more towards now, after that program, what has the result been? Are we seeing improved 
production? Are we seeing the environment return back? Are we seeing more native bird species coming back to 
watercourses and things like that, through photo-point monitoring in that space? 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Before you go down the path of those control mechanisms, I suppose what 
you're saying is you do a bit of due diligence with respect to proof of harm or proof of damage before you then 
take that next step. 

ROB KELLY:  For invasive species, yes. It's actually pretty simple, really—the term "proof of harm" and 
"proof of damage" from pig species and things like that—because you can see the damage to cropping. You can 
get that through satellite imagery and things like that. 

The CHAIR:  You mentioned that you had some programs with Landcare, for example, around some of 
the non-lethal options. For the benefit of the Committee, can you talk a bit about what those non-lethal options 
are and how they work in practice? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  Some of it can be about making sure that we—like providing areas of habitat 
that are outside of the active production areas. There are some clever things that you can do with fencing design 
that allows for movement, which can prevent concentration in particular areas, so it does allow for movement. 
I know there's areas that are looking at how do we make sure that water, for example, is managed so that we don't 
end up with boom-and-bust cycles in populations—because it's not a natural part of what that landscape would've 
had—and how do we manage those sorts of inputs to actually ensure that we're not unnecessarily influencing 
populations or their movement.  

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Coming back to your advisory role and your interactions with producers, 
I wonder if you could talk to the specifics of the impacts on some of our native animals, starting with flying foxes, 
particularly from a horticulture and orchardist perspective. What are the impacts that need to be managed there? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  That's probably a question better directed to the Agriculture portfolio, but 
in terms of the reports that we're hearing, they are around damage to fruit and production, often right at the end of 
a production cycle. They can quite significantly devastate harvest for an individual producer. There are always 
concerns about contamination to fruit and produce as a result of having flying foxes amongst those orchard or 
production systems. Then obviously we have the horses and the Hendra virus interaction—so zoonosis-type risks 
and incidents. That's particularly in terms of flying foxes. 

I've seen, particularly on some properties, significant damage from wombats where they try and establish 
their burrows in the middle of paddocks. They can do that quite quickly. People can often not know they're there 
and be accessing and riding across those paddocks and literally stumble across or fall in those burrows. They can 
establish quite quickly. So there's that physical damage and then obviously there are lots of reports of significant 
fence infrastructure damage, which then has an impact on people being able to secure livestock and manage their 
own biosecurity responsibilities about livestock not moving between properties and being completely traceable at 
all times. They're some examples. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  From an orchardist's perspective in particular, do we have also issues 
with some of our native birds? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We do. We are seeing some changes in bird populations in some regions, 
and we are seeing some populations of birds move and settle in regions. The causes or the reasons for that, I'm 
not clear on why that occurs, but we have definitely seen changes, particularly in horticulture regions I'm familiar 
with in the Central Tablelands—changes in both bird species but also population. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Noting and acknowledging that perhaps you are not the most appropriate 
group to answer these questions, but have we got any data on numbers of flying foxes and the trends over time? 

ROB KELLY:  No. 
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KATE LORIMER-WARD:  LLS doesn't hold that data. We don't have access to that data. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  What about, then, either industry-wide or by way of case study? Is there 
any indication of the actual financial impact fruit bats, for instance, are having on horticulture enterprises? That 
might be something that you could take on notice for us. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We can take it on notice and see what we can find from the wider DPIRD 
organisation. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  I'm happy to move on, Chair. If I need to, I can come back again. 

The CHAIR:  Does anybody else in the room have any further questions? 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  You mentioned a program to do with kangaroos. I wanted to find 
out a little bit more about that. I can't remember what you said it was called, sorry. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  In the Government's submission, we mention a project that we piloted in 
2022 in western New South Wales, which was about getting landholders to more actively monitor kangaroo 
populations. It was a project called "You can't manage what you can't measure", trying to give them tools to be 
able to better estimate kangaroo populations. There have been a number of suggestions from organisations and 
groups within the Western Division of New South Wales about the need to try to manage access to artificial waters 
that lead to this boom and bust and perhaps unsustainably high populations of kangaroos in some of those 
landscapes. A lot of that is driven by concern by producers in those regions that the environment out there does 
cycle quite significantly. They feel quite significantly the emotional burden of having to manage native species in 
that landscape during drought—so looking at ways that we can better design some of that infrastructure that goes 
into those landscapes to support production, which is something they can control in terms of populations, but also 
not lead to any unnecessary impact on native species. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  How long was that pilot project for? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  That project is now at a critical phase where we're looking at how we can 
finish that off. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Could it be transferred to other species or do you think it could only 
work on the kangaroo population? I agree with what you said: If you can't measure it, how do you know how to 
control it or manage it? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  At the moment, most of what people are looking at is what infrastructure 
can they put around watering points, for example, that can help manage that. There are obviously concerns about 
how you design or implement a project like that. That's something that would require further investigation. That 
would predominantly manage ground-based native animals. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  We were talking about the measuring of kangaroo populations and 
impacts. Are the same sort of things happening on our TSRs? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We are responsible for managing the TSRs, or a significant percentage of 
them. Our responsibilities are about making sure we've got sustainable populations. The challenge we have is that 
these populations are very mobile. That becomes one of those needs for coordinated approaches. I'm not aware of 
us doing any active harvesting or control of kangaroos. 

ROB KELLY:  As far as I'm aware, not any active harvesting or control of kangaroos on TSRs. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  I'm happy to take that on notice. I'm not sure that we've authorised any 
contract harvesters to operate on a TSR. In actual fact, it'd be against our approvals at the moment. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  What about the data from the monitoring and measuring of populations? 
Is that happening on TSRs? 

ROB KELLY:  That's a western project. The TSRs out there, which are the stock-watering places, are 
managed by the landholders, because they have long-term leases on those. They're not under our care, control or 
management out there. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Going back to some of the data that, hopefully, you'll be able to pull 
together as far as the impacts of this, as far as your ratepayers are concerned, do you know if there has been a 
significant improvement or reduction in that impact as a result of netting programs? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We are aware that netting programs deliver significant impact in terms of 
protection of horticultural crops particularly. They also provide that additional benefit of minimising that disease 
risk because of the interaction between, particularly, bats and fruit. 



Tuesday 28 April 2026 Legislative Council Page 6 

 UNCORRECTED 

 

ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE 

The CHAIR:  Can I just confirm that those netting programs don't have anything to do with the licence to 
harm program? Is that correct? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  No. 

ROB KELLY:  No, they're netting programs over horticultural crops for both native and introduced 
species.  

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  In terms of the management and control of invasive species, which you are 
responsible for and do have some oversight of, in the first instance, do you look to non-lethal means even with 
invasive species, or is it just whatever best addresses the control problem? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  Correct. Under the biosecurity legislation, there's a requirement for us to 
manage that. At the moment it is largely control based on populations. There are very few tools available to us at 
the moment in terms of prevention of populations within invasive species. 

ROB KELLY:  To add to that, depending on the priority of the pest species—we're talking about invasive 
pest species here—if it is a new incursion, under the Biosecurity Act, the control method is to eradicate and remove 
that pest species from the population. That is a requirement to do that. Where they are endemic pests, you want to 
reduce population numbers so that you can improve the environment and increase production. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  One of the criticisms that has been made, albeit in our context with native 
animals, is that there are an increasing number of licences but that doesn't provide a permanent resolution to the 
underlying problem, and that the better fixes are actually infrastructure fixes—so this idea of trying to find 
solutions that are more durable, rather than constantly looking to control, because animals are animals. Is that a 
criticism you subscribe to or share or understand? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  I'm not going to have a view, I don't think, but we do need to be able to 
manage populations, whether they're invasive or native. Obviously, looking for non-lethal is going to be one that 
society is going to seek a preference for and one that a lot of land managers are going to seek a preference for. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  In terms of your underlying charter of helping landowners find a sustainable, 
productive economic use for their land, these more durable solutions would be preferable? 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  People are always going to want to minimise having to do a repeated task. 
We will always look for something that's more enduring and long term. We are happy to work with researchers 
around trying to explore those new or novel approaches to how these things can be managed. 

The CHAIR:  Thank you so much for your time today. It was extremely helpful. I don't think there were 
any questions on notice, but Committee members may have further questions. 

KATE LORIMER-WARD:  We got one.  

The CHAIR:  Then the Committee secretariat will be in contact in regard to that question and any further 
questions, in case a member comes up with another one later.  

(The witnesses withdrew.) 
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Mr PHIL SHAW, Founder and Director, Avisure and Ecosure, before the Committee via videoconference, 
affirmed and examined 

 
The CHAIR:  I welcome Mr Shaw. Thank you for making the time to give evidence today. Did you have 

a short opening statement that you'd like to give? 

PHIL SHAW:  Just some slight background about the companies that I've established, which do a lot of 
work with wildlife management. One is focused on aviation safety. We do a lot of work with airports and the 
aviation community to reduce bird strike risk and wildlife strike risk. That's the collision between aircraft and 
wildlife. We work with the teams airside to reduce that risk, and some of that work involves managing eggs and 
nests or culling individuals. We also work off airport. My other company, Ecosure, does a lot of work in the 
ecological space. We do a lot of work for linear infrastructure projects where animals might be translocated. 

We work with a fairly major and significant wildlife program relating to Australian white ibis. A big part 
of that program includes restricting the breeding success by either egg oiling or removing eggs from nests. We 
interact with the legislation in New South Wales, but also further afield around the country, which pertains to 
licensing and allowing for culling and egg and nest removal. So we've come across, I suppose, the content of this 
inquiry, essentially, on a daily basis. It's part of our work. We see it done well and we see it done poorly, and we 
think there are ways in which things could be significantly improved. 

The CHAIR:  Can you give me a little bit more information? When you said you've seen it done well and 
you've seen it done poorly, can you expand on both of those and give a few examples? 

PHIL SHAW:  Yes. Let me take culling, for instance, airside. When we came into the industry 30 years 
ago, the primary tool for removing hazards to aviation was to cull—to shoot. It was way overused and not enough 
emphasis was placed on habitat management and using other dispersal techniques. Through our involvement and 
influence in the industry, we think we've improved that significantly, but still there are poorly trained or untrained 
airside operators who are not good at, firstly, identifying the species involved. We're aware of—not in New South 
Wales—a listed species under the EPBC Act being taken, in our view, unnecessarily. This comes from poor 
training in identification, where a beach stone-curlew was mistaken for a bush stone-curlew. So education and 
training is critical. Where that is given, it is then understanding relative risk. In some circumstances, birds are 
taken that simply aren't necessary to be culled at all, because they're not presenting a clear and present danger to 
the aircraft. That's where I've seen it done well and poorly. It's very much related to the capability of the individuals 
that are granted the licence to do the work. 

The CHAIR:  You mentioned in your opening statement as well that you can see that there needs to be 
some changes specifically to the licence-to-harm system. What sorts of changes do you think are top priority in 
regard to reviewing how the system works? 

PHIL SHAW:  We see quite a bit of inconsistency of the processing of the licensing applications. For 
instance, one of our clients—you'll be aware that Western Sydney airport is just about to open for operations in 
June. They have a very elaborate program developed. As part of their wildlife program, they've applied for a 
licence. Through that process, they've been given essentially a generic response to a request to do some egg and 
nest removal. The assessor has clearly not understood the application properly and given essentially an erroneous 
response that is not related to their request. We've noticed also from other clients—not that particular one—that 
the result of how the application is processed and the information that comes back is sometimes dependent on the 
individual assessors take on the circumstance, and so we can get variable feedback from them as to what is 
appropriate or applicable. This could differ between regions, or even individuals within the same office might 
give a different response. That could be improved.  

The other improvement we see that is necessary is a level of training or minimum level of competence 
expected of the individuals who receive access to the licence. We know that most airports apply for these licences, 
and some airports have zero training or any sort of a system in place for making sure that the quality of the work 
done and the need for particular culling operations is actually valid. Some level or standardisation of what is 
expected, even if it's a brief online course or something as a minimum standard, could set the bar. They're probably 
the biggest two changes of the current system.  

If you are overhauling the entire system and reassessing how this might play out into the future and if 
you're considering adopting different approaches around what is acceptable to cull and what's not, and the 
circumstances around that, there is scientific literature. One of my staff, Ben Allen, put a submission to your 
Committee. It included guidance on what scientific rigour could sit behind any assessment of changes to the order 
or preference of culling systems or types of culling techniques. It would be valid to look at that science to make 
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sure that the resultant procedures that are adopted are not without consideration of the scientific impact and simply 
a kneejerk reaction to whatever might be more publicly palatable or gain traction within the public. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  You mentioned in your opening statement about the 
misidentification of particular bird species. How often does that occur? 

PHIL SHAW:  Good question. I can't answer that. I'm only aware of one instance where I definitely know 
that happened to a legislatively significant species, but I suspect that it happens more regularly than we would 
ever know—the reasoning being that it's really difficult for us to evaluate. We would be evaluating our clients on 
what they would be culling. We make sure that they've got good access to guidebooks and information that helps 
them with their identification. We do review, from time to time, what they are culling and the numbers they cull, 
so that we can guide them on whether that's appropriate or whether there's a better way to think about it. But in 
terms of the actual numbers of misidentified birds or animals being taken, I'm really sorry but I just can't give you 
any number on that. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  No, that's okay. With regard to numbers, do you have any reporting 
on the number and species of animals that are impacted by, say, operations around the airports? 

PHIL SHAW:  Yes, we collect data on all sorts of things. We do our independent bird surveys or wildlife 
surveys, so there's observational data. We also review and collect and, where possible, identify—even using 
DNA—to assist any animals that are struck by aircraft. We've got quite solid data on it, and it ends up with the 
Australian Transport Safety Bureau. They have an online database so, publicly, it is accessible to see what is being 
struck by aeroplanes. Thirdly—it's not publicly available—the airports themselves, in obtaining the licence to 
harm, should be reporting back the numbers that they've culled. We do receive that data and look at that on a 
regular basis. Our clients feed that back to us and it's by species, by number and by date. We can analyse, quite 
deeply, that information. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  With your clients, are you advising them on what non-lethal 
deterrents are there or can be used and whether they're effective as compared to, say, lethal methods? 

PHIL SHAW:  Absolutely, yes. That's a key component of multiple aspects of the programs we develop. 
Airports operate under a wildlife hazard management plan; that wildlife hazard management plan is prepared by 
us. It will detail all the non-lethal and lethal approaches to managing the wildlife hazard. We will then develop 
standard operating procedures that append to that wildlife hazard management plan, and we will train to those 
standard operating procedures as well, so that there's a whole cyclical element to making sure that the people 
responsible with the wildlife management airside are adopting best practice, which involves looking at non-lethal 
options first. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  You mentioned egg and nest removal. I assume that is taking it from 
an area where it could have an impact to a safer area. Are the birds then tagged? I don't really know their patterns. 
Are they more likely to try to go back to where they were, or are you finding that, by removing them, they stay 
removed? 

PHIL SHAW:  Removal is a euphemism for destruction. The idea of breaking the breeding cycle is to 
actually destroy the eggs so that they don't allow the chick to come to fruition. That does deter bird pairs from 
re-establishing sometimes but, generally, if the food resource is strong enough, they'll just keep repeat nesting and 
attempting. But if you can persevere, then you'll get through a breeding season without chicks coming through in 
that particular pair. That's what we're after, particularly around airports. We're keen to have adults rather than 
juveniles operating around an airport. It's a preference, because juveniles tend to do sillier things. Believe it or 
not, they're like humans in that regard; they will take more risks and are basically less familiar with aircraft. 

This is a point I did want to make. In terms of relocation of live animals, and this is often something we do 
as part of a development approval—say, a linear infrastructure project that's going to clear a lot of trees—we 
might enter that habitat before the tree-clearing occurs, remove live individuals and relocate them, translocate 
them to a suitable habitat nearby. The reality of that is there's been very little work done on the science of the fate 
of those individuals that are translocated, and we believe this is a big gap in our understanding: what makes for a 
good receival habitat. That's a really important thing to find out, and we don't know the answer to that.  

We could be causing more problems than we're actually solving by putting individuals into what may be a 
saturated habitat that's got too many individuals already, and therefore breaking down family connections or 
territorial—there might be territorial implications if you're adding, for instance, an extra 10 koalas into a habitat 
that might already have 20 in it. You don't know what the boundaries of those territorial areas are and how those 
new individuals might impact the others. We really don't have enough science. Everyone thinks, "Oh, it's such a 
feel-good thing. Pick up these animals, put them in another location and everything's great. We can now go and 
clear those trees." It doesn't quite work like that. We think there must be more science in that. 



Tuesday 28 April 2026 Legislative Council Page 9 

 UNCORRECTED 

 

ANIMAL WELFARE COMMITTEE 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  What are the other methods that you might use to manage, say, 
wildlife risks at airports? When you are considering those, is animal welfare considered in those methods? As you 
mentioned just then with regard to transferring animals to a different area, you're saying that sometimes the impact 
isn't known on the new area that they're moved to. But what other sort of methods might you use? 

PHIL SHAW:  If we look inside an airport's fence, where the airport has the opportunity to manage that 
area quite intensely, we look at habitat management as the primary focus, initially. What we look for is how they 
are managing the grasslands, which tend to be the greatest habitat of all. Often we help them come up with 
practices to change their mowing regimes to reduce the attraction. For instance, taller grass often is less attractive 
to many of the grassland species. Essentially, the tall grass is above the eye line of many of the magpies, plovers 
and other grassland species, and they feel unsafe in that. When they're pecking around in the ground, they can't 
actually see their predators around them, and they simply don't go into those areas as frequently. The numbers of 
birds drop quite considerably where you can get the right grass management regime. 

Then we look at ponding and depressions, and areas where water lying on the ground would attract ducks. 
We would look at the drainage systems and encourage the installation of drains that are less attractive to birds. 
They tend to be steep-sided drains that allow for deep channel water, making it difficult for the long-legged wading 
birds to reach the bottom of the water body. Then if we've got a large water body—if you drive past Sydney 
Airport any day there, you will see that there's a netted water body in a couple of different locations. We'll assist 
in putting in nets and working out how to actually prevent birds from getting there in the first place. So, yes, with 
absolute focus on non-lethal. 

The other thing that we've introduced to the aviation community is using stockwhips in addition to 
pyrotechnics—to use noise, motion, vehicles, sirens, starter pistols, lasers and a whole host of different non-lethal 
options. And always, always, we insist that our clients use lethal methods as an absolute last resort. It absolutely 
needs to be left there as a last resort, because we're dealing with potential catastrophic circumstances if we get 
this wrong. Birds have brought aircraft out of the sky. We know that we need the option as a last resort to allow 
for culling to occur. In some circumstances, even after escalation through all the other non-lethal methods, the 
last resort has to be culling. But I can't emphasise enough it becomes the last resort if all the other elements are 
done correctly. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Mr Shaw, do you work in regional areas as well? Because I imagine 
that each area would have a different focus depending on where it is. Like you say, Sydney has the bay, but other 
areas would have unique issues and problems, not just bird life. How do you work in those areas? 

PHIL SHAW:  Yes, definitely. One of our longest running clients is Ballina airport, for instance. It sits 
around an estuary but it has also got a massive pond or borrow pit that's been formed. It has got a landfill nearby. 
It has got a racecourse nearby. It's got all these different surrounding land features that make it right in the centre 
of a wildlife movement area. Not only that, it has massive flying fox camps right nearby that fly through on dusk 
most nights. So it's a really challenging site. Again, we work with the airport to work out—each airport has a 
different ranking of the risks. 

The presence of wildlife is always ranked by risk, and we target our programs to affect the greatest risk 
and work through to mitigate the species that are causing the most chance of a significant strike to occur, so we 
develop plans that are bespoke and specific to each of those areas. Like you say, the regionals are quite different 
from, let's say, Sydney airport. In fact, a busy airport tends to have its own scaring tactic in that every 90 seconds 
an aircraft takes off or lands. That in itself scares birds and animals away. A regional airport that has maybe 10 or 
15—if that—flights per day can often be a much more attractive proposition for wildlife, because they simply 
don't have those aircraft movements scaring the birds and wildlife away. 

The other thing about airports is they are actually a really good opportunity for conservation-based 
programs, because you have an airside fence where you can have an integrated pest management. So foxes, rabbits 
and other feral species can be quite well managed, even within an urban setting, because you're quite constrained 
within a defined boundary of that airside fence. You can put in programs to make that an area where maybe frogs 
or ground mammals—one of our clients protects planigales, which are a threatened species in New South Wales. 
It's a small mouse-like native animal that is present. We support programs that take out the predators—the foxes 
and the other things—that might feed on them. So there's this nice balance if you get the ecology right. We're 
ecologists. Basically, we're not for getting out there and culling everything that's in front of you. But, if you can 
work with the ecology of the system that you're dealing with, we can get the best win-win outcomes possible. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  Say in airports where you've got the surrounds, do you also work 
with—I don't know if there are other buildings or attractants. Are you making them aware of the issues? 
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PHIL SHAW:  Absolutely, yes. Surrounding land use is really important to how attractive wildlife might 
be that fly over or around the airport. Landfills are the classic—food waste landfills that provide masses of food 
for birds. There are regulations or guidelines that the Federal department has put out that indicate what are the 
preference locations for certain things. New landfills are preferred not to be built within 13 kilometres of an 
airport. There's a whole range of different land uses that we accept as less desirable at three kilometres from the 
airport, and then another set of land uses that are not desirable for up to eight kilometres of the airport, and then 
landfills for up to 13 kilometres. We work with planning instruments to develop planning tools, particularly where 
we've got this new airport in Western Sydney going in at the same time as a massive regional city. Essentially, 
Sydney is growing by another third out there. We've got in place a lot of planning protocols that help the 
appropriate development to minimise the attractiveness of certain features around the airport. It is definitely an 
integrated approach that is required. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Thank you, Mr Shaw. Your evidence has been pretty instructive. To take you 
back to something that you said in your opening statement around the application process and inconsistencies 
during that process, just as a general proposition, would you agree that a risk-based assessment process should be 
part of an application to obtain a licence to harm, whether those are welfare, ecological or physical damage risks? 
Does that, as a general proposition, makes sense to you? 

PHIL SHAW:  On face value, it does, yes. Definitely risk based is always the best approach to these sorts 
of things. As long as the risk framework that is developed is based on good science, then, yes, I'd be supportive 
of that. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Presumably, then, any control methods or the licence itself should be 
commensurate with the risk that is assessed as part of the application process? 

PHIL SHAW:  My initial response to that is yes, but devil is in detail, isn't it? So I just want to be careful 
not to sign up to whatever that looks like without seeing it first, if you know what I mean. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Given your experience with the licence-to-harm regime currently, would you 
describe it as a risk-based assessment process? Or is it a little looser and more ad hoc than that? 

PHIL SHAW:  It has elements of risk assessment, but I think it's a little looser. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Have you been required, or are you aware of other people being required, to 
satisfy a decision-maker that reasonable non-lethal measures have been explored prior to a licence to harm being 
approved? 

PHIL SHAW:  I prefer not to comment on that. To be fair, my involvement directly with the licensing 
process is once removed. My staff run through that process and I get feedback from them, but I haven't actually 
run through the process directly myself. I probably would need to defer to them. I could come back to you with 
more information and some specific detail, if that's required. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Yes, I'd be grateful if you could take that on notice. To the extent that your 
staff can answer it, I suppose I'm interested in what documentary proof is required as part of the application 
process that alternative control methods—non-lethal control methods—have at least been explored prior to a 
licence being granted.  

PHIL SHAW:  Sure. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Do you or your staff, that you're aware of, have experiences with other 
jurisdictions? Is there anything you can offer in terms of your experiences in other jurisdictions, good or bad, 
compared to the New South Wales regime? 

PHIL SHAW:  Yes, we interact regularly with the South Australian, Victorian and Queensland systems 
that are parallel or equivalent. Again, I might have to defer to my staff to do a comparison of which elements of 
some of those other jurisdictions' processes might be better or worse. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Yes, I'd appreciate that. Thank you. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Thanks very much for your time, Mr Shaw. We appreciate it a lot. Just 
help me with a little bit of my ignorance. Is your approach—do you just have a licence to says you can deal with 
animals as needed or is it a case-by-case basis? "We have a problem plover. We need to put in a licence." 

PHIL SHAW:  If I'm dealing with it in the airport environment, there's one licence that covers the location. 
That allows for essentially unlimited numbers taken, which I support. In previous systems that I've worked in, 
they've put cull limits on particular species. Rather than that, I would prefer that there is a requirement to assess 
at all times the non-lethal options first, with a last resort option of culling. That might mean that for some species 
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you exceed what you might anticipate might be a fair quota at the beginning of a financial year, for instance. So 
putting a limit on numbers in this circumstance, particularly around airports, is not ideal. Coming back to your 
question, it's a location-by-location and circumstance-by-circumstance licence. We don't have one licence that 
covers all of New South Wales. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Your ability to do that or your authorisation to do that, is that assessed 
annually? 

PHIL SHAW:  Yes. Renewal of that licence is an annual thing. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Okay. Then you're reporting numbers back, I presume. 

PHIL SHAW:  Correct. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  Okay. The environmental containment side of things was exciting to me 
and something I hadn't thought of before. I guess on the other side of it, do you need licences then because you're 
sort of containing animals at the same time? Do you have difficulties on that front? 

PHIL SHAW:  No, we're not deliberately holding them within an area, but the fence acts, by its own 
nature, more as an exclusion barrier. It means that you can get really great pest control inside the area and, 
particularly where you've got good existing native habitat, you can get really nice responses from the ecosystem 
that allows for native animals to abound. We do a lot of work with—in fact, our first client is Gold Coast Airport, 
which is both in Queensland and New South Wales. There are many listed species that present themselves there 
because they've retained quite a lot of native bushland that they rehabilitate and do pest animal management on 
so that the native species get the best chance to go forward. There's no need for licensing under those 
circumstances. Managing non-native species is a great thing to do. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  You did touch on this briefly and you might have also earlier on—please 
let me know if you have—but for the record, can you tell us what happens if you get this wrong? Why is there the 
need to manage these animals on airports? What are the ramifications of not doing it properly? 

PHIL SHAW:  The extreme example is where multiple birds go into multiple engines of an aircraft and 
bring that aircraft down. There are many examples from around the world. We've had fatalities in Australia from 
wildlife collisions with aircraft. That's the worst outcome. Leading up to that level of catastrophe is the simple 
cost and damage that can happen with a collision. An engine can be destroyed with a single animal going through 
the engine. There's several million dollars of damage to the aircraft, not to mention that's the end of that animal 
as well. Flying foxes are a big issue for Australian airports in particular, and they're a difficult animal to have any 
control over as an airport operator, because they're usually flying across your air space from one roost to a feeding 
site, and there's almost nothing that the airport itself can do to stop that from happening. 

We instrument information protocols that are fed to airline safety departments. In the case of Ballina, they 
deliberately schedule around the times of the flying fox fly-outs. If there are severe numbers—for instance, at one 
of our other airports, Cairns—they will actually request aircraft to hold before take-off for 15 minutes to allow 
the flying foxes to move through the area, treating it much more like a hailstorm or some sort of weather event so 
that they can mitigate the risk of flying through that danger period. I lost my train there. What was the original 
question? I think I've gone off track. 

The Hon. SCOTT BARRETT:  You've actually been very helpful, but, yes, you were talking about the 
potential damage of not controlling these animals, which I think you've touched on. I have one final question, 
which might be a bit odd. Do the animals learn? Do flying foxes learn that they shouldn't cross the area because 
they might get chopped up, or that they shouldn't nest in that area? How long does that education take? 

PHIL SHAW:  Flying foxes don't really learn from seeing a mate being smashed by a plane, simply 
because of the sheer numbers of them. Some of these camps can be over 100,000 strong and the fly-out is in tens 
of thousands or thousands of animals all tracking. The odd one that disappears is not really noticed. On the 
contrary, around an airport itself, you can actually train individual animals to stay away from the runway. This is 
something that most people don't know. With territorial animals—particularly something like an Australian 
magpie—we can train the adults. As it moves towards a runway, we'll come in and intervene and push it back. 
Instead of having to kill that individual because it keeps repeatedly going towards the runway, we actually try to 
train it to move away every time we intervene. You can train individual territorial birds or animals. 

We ran a program in Vancouver, Canada, where we trained the coyotes not to go towards the runway. This 
was a novel adoption of a technique of behavioural adaptation. Yes, we definitely can train individual animals, 
but training a whole mass or flock, en masse, from not flying through your airspace is very difficult. Having said 
that, if you've got a flock of, let's say, silver gull seagulls that frequent your airport, it is sometimes difficult to 
disperse them. But if you are able to cull one individual, it actually sends a message to the rest of that flock, and 
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it asks that flock to recognise that all the lead-up tools that we might use, including the stockwhip and the 
pyrotechnics—that they need to act on that next time. Otherwise, the ultimate, which is a shotgun, might be the 
result in that circumstance. 

The CHAIR:  Thank you very much for your evidence today. I think you mentioned that you've got a 
detail of some of the non-lethal options. I know you've given quite a bit of evidence today, but I wondered if you 
had a document that you were able to provide on notice to the Committee. I understand it might be a business 
document, but we can keep it confidential if it's related to your business. I think details of some of those non-lethal 
options are really useful to us. I'm wondering if you're able to provide something like that. 

PHIL SHAW:  Probably one of the best ways to handle that is to offer you a document we prepared for 
the department of New South Wales planning in relation to Western Sydney airport and the appendices of that list 
in quite some detail—all the non-lethal options and other mitigants that we consider before considering culling as 
an option. 

The CHAIR:  That would be extremely useful if you're able to provide that on notice. Thank you so much 
for your evidence today. It was extremely useful. There were some questions taken on notice, and the secretariat 
will be in contact with you about those so that they can provide you a direct copy of those questions and 
information in regard to that. 

(The witness withdrew.) 
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Mr DANIEL SARTOR, Head of Major Projects, Ausgrid, sworn and examined 

Mr JAMES HART, Manager, Environmental Services, Ausgrid, sworn and examined 

 
The CHAIR:  I now welcome our next witnesses and thank them for making time to give evidence today. 

Do either of you have a short opening statement? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  I do. Chair, members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to appear 
today on behalf of Ausgrid. Today I'm speaking on the lands of the Gadigal people. Ausgrid is proud to serve as 
the electricity distribution network for 1.8 million households and businesses across Sydney, the Central Coast 
and the Hunter. That responsibility means that every day we are not only maintaining poles, wires and substations, 
but also supporting the economic and social lives of the communities we serve. To be clear, Ausgrid does not 
possess any licence to harm native animals. However, Ausgrid recognises that wildlife interactions with the 
electricity infrastructure are a matter of genuine community concern, and we take those concerns seriously. 

As a network operator, our core responsibility is to deliver a safe and reliable electricity supply, and that 
responsibility extends to minimising the risks to people, animals and the environment. Ausgrid invests significant 
and ongoing resources into preventing animals from coming into contact with the electricity network. This is not 
an isolated or reactive activity. It is a core consideration in how we plan, design, operate and modernise our 
network. Over time, Ausgrid has been progressively insulating the network, either by removing older bare 
conductors entirely or by replacing them with insulated or underground alternatives. 

Wildlife impacts are also a key consideration in the development of Ausgrid network standards and are 
specifically assessed in all new project designs. As part of our contemporary network practice, all new mains 
installations use wildlife-safe designs as a baseline. That includes the widespread use of insulated aerial cable or 
undergrounding, where appropriate to do so. These practices significantly reduce the likelihood of animal contact 
compared with bare legacy infrastructure. 

Across the network, works to replace and upgrade existing infrastructure are delivered through a number 
of targeted programs. These include the removal of legacy bare street light mains, the replacement of existing bare 
wires with insulated equivalents and other bushfire risk mitigation initiatives. To provide some context on scale, 
over the past decade Ausgrid has either removed or insulated around 8,000 kilometres of bare low-voltage mains. 
As a result, we have increased insulation from around 65 per cent to 75 per cent of our low-voltage overhead 
network. 

We actively use spatial mapping and analyse wildlife incidents to identify high-risk locations and factor 
this into our planning. This includes gathering information from internal systems, reports from customers, 
information provided by wildlife rescue organisations such as WIRES or Sydney Wildlife Rescue, and data shared 
to us by other New South Wales government agencies. This data feeds into the initiation of specific works, such 
as the retrofitting of insulation over exposed wires, deployment of possum guards or bird diverters, and targeted 
vegetation management to mitigate network and wildlife risk. This work continues each year as part of our capital 
and maintenance programs. 

In summary, wildlife safety is embedded into Ausgrid's planning, design, data analysis and response 
processes. While older legacy infrastructure presents ongoing challenges, Ausgrid continues to systematically 
reduce risk through modernisation, data-led prioritisation, and collaboration with wildlife experts and regulators. 
I thank the Committee for the opportunity to present here today. I welcome your questions. 

The CHAIR:  Thank you. I might start with a few questions. In the last hearing, we heard from wildlife 
groups who said that they had worked with you guys in regard to some projects where animals, particularly native 
animals, needed to be removed—for example, if trees were being removed or foliage was being cut back. Can you 
talk us through how the process works in terms of liaising with wildlife organisations in these types of situations? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  In short, it really depends upon the actual nature of the work. Ausgrid does perform 
hundreds of different, varied tasks throughout its general operations. In some cases, the task will involve some 
planning that involves visiting the site before the work is undertaken. In those cases, if we do identify that there 
is wildlife in the vegetation, we will actually make contact with WIRES or Sydney Wildlife Rescue to seek that 
that animal be removed ahead of the works being planned. However, in the case of tasks that involve, say, a short 
activity that doesn't have planning or attending the site prior to the activity being undertaken, often the animal 
may not be noticed until the day of the actual task being undertaken. In those cases, we will also consult with a 
wildlife rescue organisation, but that will be a much shorter notice than a planned task. 
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The CHAIR:  Most of the consultation and working with wildlife groups is based on that early assessment 
of the project and what is discovered in those early assessments, unless there's an on-the-spot emergency. Is that 
what you're saying?  

DANIEL SARTOR:  Correct.  

The CHAIR:  And that's all done voluntarily by your organisation? 

JAMES HART:  Yes. I would say that we do have well-established and constructive relationships with 
the wildlife groups—such as WIRES, Sydney Wildlife Rescue, BirdLife Australia and National Parks—and we 
do have a dedicated point of contact for those groups who is someone who's familiar with the process for handling 
such interactions to ensure that it runs efficiently. We have supported the groups over the years through various 
things, such as donating our expired first-aid equipment such as bandages and things. We have recently provided 
some funding to BirdLife Australia, which developed a land management guide for the protection of powerful 
owls, and the outcome of that work helped Ausgrid with our own internal procedures.  

There are other examples. Taronga Zoo reached out to us during the floods a few years ago. I think its 
eucalyptus plantation was compromised by the floods, and so it reached out to us and our contractors to see if it 
could source some particular eucalypt species that were suitable, and that was done. We also partnered recently 
with Aussie Ark up in Barrington Tops, where we're supporting some of the science research that's happening. 
Some of our staff are up there planting trees as well.  

There are a number of support initiatives that we've been doing. But on top of that, as Dan mentioned 
before, we also have shared data with WIRES and National Parks, and we're using their data to develop this spatial 
mapping, as well as our own internal data. We know where the grey-headed flying fox camps are. We know where 
the powerful owl breeding territories are, and we're sharing information with BirdLife Australia as well. All that 
information develops these risk-based maps, which are then used for these longer term programs, so we can 
prioritise where the works are happening. 

The CHAIR:  Is there any financial assistance provided, even just to cover costs for the volunteers, for 
any projects that are done in collaboration with the wildlife rescue groups specifically? 

JAMES HART:  Apart from the funding I've just mentioned, we haven't been approached to provide 
funding. But apart from those initiatives, not that I'm aware of. 

The CHAIR:  You mentioned before that sometimes a job might be last minute, and that was mentioned 
in the previous hearing as well. In those situations, is there room for flexibility? If those organisations are in such 
a last-minute situation, what's the process going forward in those situations? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  It really depends on the nature of the actual work itself. In some cases the work may 
actually be reactive, so it is in response to a customer that has called advising that their electricity has dropped 
out. In those cases, it will be a more urgent call to the wildlife rescue organisation. Of course, if they're unable to 
make it and that task is one that can be deferred without leaving customers disconnected, we can certainly 
reschedule the works at a later date. 

The CHAIR:  You said in your opening statement that you don't have a licence to harm within the 
organisation. Have you ever been in a situation where you've been required to apply for one, or is it a system that 
you have no sort of familiarity with? 

JAMES HART:  No, we haven't. 

DANIEL SARTOR:  We've never sought to possess such a licence. 

The CHAIR:  And you've never had the need to? 

JAMES HART:  No. 

DANIEL SARTOR:  Correct. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  If you don't have a licence or haven't had the need—and you did 
outline some of the preventative measures with the insulation and the possum guards—what other preventative or 
non-lethal measures do you currently use to reduce some of the impact on wildlife? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  I'm happy to talk to that one. I briefly did list a few measures that we utilise. We 
use bird diverters as well. It's essentially a reflective device that is installed on the wires that aims to discourage 
the birds from landing on that particular wire. We use possum guards. It's like a shield that stops the possums 
from effectively climbing up onto the infrastructure or onto the parts of the infrastructure that we do not want 
them to be on for electrical and animal safety. By far the biggest measure is to essentially replace bare, exposed 
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infrastructure with either underground or insulated alternatives. Of course, that does have a significant cost and, 
like all organisations, we are constantly trying to balance the various competing priorities to obtain the best overall 
benefits of every package of works that we initiate. 

I am also aware of a particular example up in the Hunter whereby, just because of the particular location, 
that had a few flying fox incidents where they had come in contact with the infrastructure during a part of their 
breeding season. Because of the particular configuration, we were actually able to take that section of the network 
out of service for a period of time; that season passed, and then the assets will return back into service. But that's 
not a not a lever that can often be pulled, because we don't have duplicate infrastructure broadly across our 
network. 

The Hon. AILEEN MacDONALD:  What are the typical wildlife interactions that are occurring that 
would impact the infrastructure? I know you're mitigating against many of them, but how frequently are they 
happening? 

JAMES HART:  I can't say with certainty how frequently they happen, but when they do happen and 
when we find out about it, either through a member of the public or one of these rescue groups, we do capture that 
data and that then feeds, again, back into that spatial mapping. That spatial mapping is not just to report numbers; 
it's driving and informing these other programs. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  Thank you for your evidence this morning. With respect to the decision to not 
seek a licence to harm native animals, is that an organisational decision because of, ostensibly, a lack of 
proficiency and competence in dealing with native animals in that way, so you leave it to the experts if you do 
encounter them? 

JAMES HART:  We've never had a situation, to my knowledge, where we've had to intentionally harm 
an animal. In terms of the licensing, because we're not intentionally harming the animal—and we acknowledge 
that there is that incidental risk associated with the network; that's why we're spending so much effort in trying to 
mitigate that risk. But in terms of that incidental harm, there's no intention there that we don't need the licence. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  You've spoken about how you respond to ad hoc and small projects—repairs, 
replacement poles and wires, and seeking WIRES or Sydney Wildlife Rescue. I'm interested in what it looks like 
on longer term and more substantive projects and how you manage those. If I take an example of a big construction 
project like the Hunter-Central Coast Renewable Energy Zone, what does that look like in terms of if you 
encounter natural habitat or you encounter native animals? Is it the same response—contact WIRES or Sydney 
Wildlife Rescue? How do you consider and plan for the impacts on native animals on massive projects at the scale 
that you're currently involved in? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  Great question. In short, we're very proud to be the network operator selected by 
the New South Wales Government to deliver the Hunter-Central Coast Renewable Energy Zone. Probably the 
part of that project that makes us most proud is the actual concept itself that we, as Ausgrid, developed to meet 
the need that EnergyCo had put out, seeking the connection of one gigawatt of renewable energy. Our solution 
involves utilising existing corridors that we have held for in the order of 60 years through the Hunter, and stage 
by stage demolishing the infrastructure that exists within those corridors that have been subjected to vegetation 
management for the entirety of their existence, and rebuilding to those same corridors high-capacity infrastructure 
to get that additional energy for the new renewable connections down from the Hunter into the broader New South 
Wales network. 

In essence, what that means is we are able to significantly minimise the level of vegetation management 
that would otherwise be required, had new corridors been sought for the delivery of that renewable energy zone. 
Moving specifically into the actual project application itself, we undertook a review of environmental factors in 
assessing environmentally that project and obtaining its planning approvals in accordance with the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act. Leading into the production of that review of environmental factors, we engaged 
a number of specialist consultants, such as ecologists, to analyse that corridor. Did you want to add any more to 
that, James? 

JAMES HART:  No, I think that's good, Dan. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  So your main interaction is through the planning system, is it, rather than 
through the licence-to-harm regulatory regime when it comes to native animals? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  Correct. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  So development controls, that sort of thing? 

DANIEL SARTOR:  Correct. 
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JAMES HART:  Correct. It's not just the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act; there's the 
Biodiversity Conservation Act. If we're likely to impact any habitat of threatened species, for example, then there's 
a particular assessment that we have to go through to assess that likely impact. If it exceeds the threshold, then 
that needs to be referred to the Minister, or we need to buy offsets. Our first preference, of course, is to avoid 
those impacts in the first instance, but where that's not possible then we'll engage an ecologist to do that assessment 
for us and demonstrate that those impacts are acceptable and recommend mitigation measures for that project. 

The Hon. BOB NANVA:  So it's more habitat control rather than actually dealing with the animals 
themselves, per se, in terms of your involvement? 

JAMES HART:  Yes. 

The CHAIR:  Thank you so much for your time today. The Committee secretariat will be in contact if 
there are any questions on notice or if any Committee members have further questions. Thank you again for your 
evidence today. We really appreciate it. 

(The witnesses withdrew.) 

The Committee adjourned at 11:35. 


