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Submission on NSW Flying-fox Camp Management Policy 2014 Review 

 

Ku-ring-gai Bat Conservation Society Inc. (KBCS) considers that this policy will not achieve its stated 

objectives. 

 

Address the potential impacts of flying-fox camps on human health 

The strong emphasis on health impacts in this policy over-rides the long term health, both of people 

and their environment.   

 

The reality is that only three people have died from infection by Australian Bat Lyssavirus in 

Australia.  Compared to the numbers of deaths from vehicle collisions, drowning, falling from horses, 

bees stings etc. the overall impact on the human population is tiny.  Further, with effective 

education no more people will die from flying-fox bites or scratches.  KBCS members are well aware 

that losing a member of one’s family is devastating but suggests the Government needs to take a 

more measured approach. 

 

The most effective way to avoid any more virus infections is to educate people.  Advice must be 

clear and in terms that all people can understand.  It needs to be delivered directly to people living 

near camps as well as to the general public.  It also needs to explain the level of risk, which is low, 

and the practical steps to avoid infection or to treat a potential infection.  Land managers/local 

government will need prepared material to send the right messages to their communities.  

 

NSW Health provides factual information on health risks and it is this information which should be 

referred to at the beginning of this policy document.  The full address needs to be included: 

http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/factsheets/Pages/flying-foxes.aspx 

 
It is really important that people are advised that ‘early reporting of potential exposure to bites or 
scratches by a flying-fox means medical staff have the opportunity to provide post-exposure 
prophylaxis (vaccination) that can prevent the onset of disease’.  Too often this aspect of the 
message about flying-foxes is missing. 
 

Stress in flying-foxes - Scientists have expressed concern that stressing flying-foxes could increase 

the shedding of viruses from flying-foxes and this in itself is a risk that is not addressed.  The policy 

does not require such risks to be taken into account. 

 

Ku-ring-gai Bat Conservation Society Inc. 
_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Post Office Box 607, Gordon   NSW  2072  Australia 
 

 

 

 

mailto:flyingfox.policyreview@environment.nsw.gov.au
http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/factsheets/Pages/flying-foxes.aspx


Noise is certainly an issue where flying-fox camps are very close to homes and schools. 

The policy makes no provision for ameliorating the impact of noise from flying-foxes by modifying 

the built environment such as providing incentives for soundproofing buildings.   

 

The policy fails to make provision for people to take responsibility for themselves.  Many thousands 

of people live in noisy environments such as under aircraft flight paths and on busy roads.  Some of 

this noise continues on a daily basis. The cost of subsidising double glazing of windows and air-

conditioning of rooms to reduce the impacts of noise and smell need to be considered and 

compared to the costs of relocating a flying-fox colony which can reach hundreds of thousands or 

even millions of dollars1 . Roads and Maritime Services has a Noise Abatement Program to assist 

residents affected by road noise – 

http://www.rms.nsw.gov.au/about/environment/reducing-noise/noise-abatement-program.html  

It may be cost effective in the medium term to fund a similar program rather than reducing flying-fox 

camp habitat further. 

 

Mess The impact of flying-fox droppings can be annoying while not a health risk.  Provision of covers 

over swimming pools or sails to deflect droppings may be useful. 

 

KBCS recommends that a state-wide assessment of impacts from noise/smell/droppings impacts be 

compiled.  Such a database would contain the location of camps, distance of dwellings from the 

edge of the camp.  It would enable an accurate assessment of the size of the problem instead of 

relying on media reports, communication from irate people etc.  It may be that as part of the mix of 

solutions providing financial incentives to modify the built environment will be most effective in the 

short term. 

 

Mental health needs to be defined and ways to address it outlined. For example: 

 assist people to be able to sleep well (sound proofing) 

 eliminate the odour (scent marking) of flying-foxes (air conditioning) 

 address ‘fear of bats’ – the best way is for people to meet a flying-fox up close.    

 

Shooting 

KBCS wants any reference to shooting flying-foxes to be removed from this policy. 

Shooting has been shown to be cruel and as acknowledged in this draft policy would be dangerous 

to people in urban areas.  There is no justification for flying-foxes to be shot. Shooting is being 

phased out as a method of fruit crop protection for the same reason. 

 

Sustainable management 

It is a stated objective of the draft policy that land managers and other stakeholders will sustainably 

manage flying-foxes.  It will be impossible for individual landowners and local government to do this 

without an overall long-term plan throughout the range of each flying-fox species.   

                                                           
1
 see p. 284 in Roberts, B. J. et al  (2011) The outcomes and costs of relocating flying-fox camps: insights from 

the case of Maclean. Pp. 277–287 in The Biology and Conservation of Australasian Bats, edited by Bradley Law, 
Peggy Eby, Daniel Lunney and Lindy Lumsden. Royal Zoological Society of NSW, Mosman, NSW, Australia. 
Australia (available at http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/358440/Roberts-et-al.pdf ) 
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‘Sustainable management’ must measure the cumulative impacts of policies. It must be the 

responsibility of NSW in conjunction with neighbouring states and the federal government. 

 

Any action which removes further flying-fox habitat (including camp dispersal or disturbance) needs 

to be balanced by the creation of new habitat.  For example, if Level 1 or 2 actions of trimming or 

removal of trees is used to move flying-foxes, then there must be planting or regeneration of more 

than was removed.  Removal of trees represents many decades of growth so to compensate, more 

than twice as many need to be grown to replace those removed.  

 

If camp dispersal or disturbance is to take place, (Level 3 action) then appropriate alternative roosts 

must be identified within 5km distance of the disturbance site.  Note that of the documented 

attempts to relocate flying foxes in Australia, none have moved more than 900m from the initial 

site2. 

 
Example: The camp at Maclean on the Clarence River has been contentious for many decades, yet 
NSW Government and the  local council have not, independently or collaboratively, created new 
habitat on the river banks away from the town, school and TAFE.  A small area has been added by 
students and volunteers.  If, 25 years ago, recommendations to plant figs in fence posts and fast 
growing species around them, had been undertaken, there would now be viable alternate habitat 
that the flying-foxes could use in a location they know – on the river. 
 
KBCS notes that the draft policy seeks to - 
‘provide a balance between conservation of flying-foxes and their impacts on human settlements’. 
 
The draft policy gives priority to short term solutions such as removing roosting habitat near people 
and disturbing or dispersing camps.  This can be measured as a benefit to the human settlements 
directly affected by a camp. However, it does not allow for the possibility of dispersal to another site 
that may affect another human settlement, and it does not allow for a measurement of the effects 
of this sort of management on flying-fox camps. It is therefore not possible to measure or ensure the 
balance sought in the policy document.  
 
Monitoring 
Relocation attempts must be accompanied by an adequate monitoring program, to record the 
actions taken and their costs, and also to determine the short- and long-term outcomes of the 
disturbance, as suggested by Roberts et al (2011)3, in order to ensure that relocations will not be 
presented by proponents as successful when they have just shifted the problem to other places and 
not solved it. 
 
The policy document should make it clear that there will be a requirement for camp relocation 
attempts to be monitored for long- and short-term outcomes/impacts (to flying-foxes and human 
settlements). It should also specify that Office of Environment & Heritage (OEH) will review this 

                                                           
2
 Table 2 in Roberts, B. J. et al  (2011) The outcomes and costs of relocating flying-fox camps: insights from the 

case of Maclean. Pp. 277–287 in The Biology and Conservation of Australasian Bats, edited by Bradley Law, 
Peggy Eby, Daniel Lunney and Lindy Lumsden. Royal Zoological Society of NSW, Mosman, NSW, Australia. 
Australia (available at http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/358440/Roberts-et-al.pdf ) 
3
 Roberts, B. J. et al  (2011) The outcomes and costs of relocating flying-fox camps: insights from the case of 

Maclean. Pp. 277–287 in The Biology and Conservation of Australasian Bats, edited by Bradley Law, Peggy Eby, 
Daniel Lunney and Lindy Lumsden. Royal Zoological Society of NSW, Mosman, NSW, Australia. Australia 
(available at http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/358440/Roberts-et-al.pdf ) 



monitoring and that the monitoring requirements will be made available as a supporting document 
to the policy document.   
 

Conservation and regeneration of habitat 

The document acknowledges that the current situation is a result of habitat loss. In order to reach 
any kind of a balance the priority must be to restore and conserve both roosting and foraging 
habitat.  Although mentioned in Section 6 and in the executive summary, no responsibility is 
allocated to land managers to undertake these vital activities in Section 9.   
 

KBCS considers that the policy will not achieve this objective unless it is amended to make clear that 
all land managers have an obligation to protect, regenerate and conserve both food resources and 
roosting habitat for flying-foxes.  The policy needs to be much more clearly stated in this document 
and in the Camp Management Template.  The policy must also require both the NSW Government 
and local government to allocate resources over at least 10 years to ensure these objectives are 
achieved. 

 
Under the heading ‘Adopting a long-term objective to support habitat creation’ [page 11] it is also 
acknowledged that: 

‘Longer-term strategies are needed to reduce the dependency of flying-foxes on resources in 
urban areas and orchards by conserving and establishing flying-fox habitat elsewhere.  
Research into appropriate site and species selection to establish alternative habitat for 
flying-foxes will commence in early 2015 and will include a map to identify priority areas for 
habitat creation. Increasing habitat in these locations will enhance the conservation of 
flying-foxes while avoiding undesirable interactions with the community.’ 
 

KBCS is pleased to know that research is planned ‘to identify priority areas for habitat creation’ 

[Section 6]. Once identified, these areas where habitat is to be created must be given permanent 

protection, and so will have to be no-go zones for development or resource harvesting.  This needs 

to be committed to in the policy as an action taken by the NSW Government.  It should be included 

as an action in Section 9. 

 

Conservation of flying-fox habitat needs to be planned on a regional basis and will need the 

expertise of OEH to assist local government.  Unless there is a concerted effort requiring all 

stakeholders to participate in protecting and regenerating habitat, flying-foxes will simply be shifted 

to other sites in urban areas.   

 

Furthermore, the existing habitat in camps will deteriorate with overuse compounding problems for 

managers and residents. It takes many decades for trees to be of sufficient size and strength to 

provide roosting habitat for flying-foxes.  Droughts will slow tree growth and weeds will overwhelm 

young plants unless there is properly planned regular maintenance. 

 

Regeneration of ecological communities containing flying-foxes and other nectar-feeding 

vertebrates is urgently needed.  This will need to occur on both public and privately owned land and 

therefore stewardship payment would assist in gaining support for such a program.  Refer also to the 

Private Lands Conservation Grants Program which is assisting private landholders to undertake this 

environmental restoration.  

 
 



NSW Government policies/actions which are destroying flying-fox habitat 
The NSW Government also needs to take immediate action to cease destruction of foraging habitat 

caused by the following:  

 the 10/50 Vegetation Clearing Code of Practice for NSW which has led to the removal of 

thousands of mature native trees without any reduction in bushfire risk 

 State Forests contain diet species on which flying-foxes depend.  These need to be identified 

on maps and excluded from harvesting.  Timber resources should now only be taken from 

plantations. 

 KBCS understands that currently there is a trial of cable logging being undertaken in north-

east NSW.  This method of timber removal is being used to remove trees which were not 

previously accessible.  This last ditch effort to extract previously inaccessible timber on steep 

country must immediately cease if any of the species to be harvested are in the diet of 

flying-foxes.  Our advice is that target species include blackbutt and bluegum. 

 Harvesting of native timber for bio-fuels (for heating and electricity generation) must also 

cease as it supports further loss of native vegetation in NSW State Forests. 

 Private Native Forestry has allowed the removal of flying-fox diet species on private land for 

timber and firewood.  This loss is not able to be quantified but is certainly one of the serious 

causes of flying-foxes shifting to urban areas.  Harvesting of native species from bushland on 

private property must be halted.  Only harvesting of purpose-grown plantation should be 

approved, with records kept and reported to OEH. 

What is drawing flying-foxes to urban areas? 

Not only have flying-foxes suffered from removal of their native diet species; to survive, they have 

adapted to feed on non-native plants in urban areas.  Many are serious bushland weeds which are 

not only influencing flying-fox behaviour,  but also the diet of native bird species leading to changes 

in ecosystems (e.g. extreme predation on small insectivorous birds during breeding due to increase 

in numbers of currawongs which have become less nomadic due to winter food supplies such as  

privets, cotoneaster etc.). 

 

Flying-foxes are known to feed on the fruits of widespread weeds such as cocos palm, sugarberry, 

privet and wild tobacco.  

 

Camp Management Plans 
Camp management plans should include a section in which all risks are considered, for example: 

 financial risks (based on the unpredictable outcome of flying fox dispersals, with the primary 
risk being uncertainty associated with the ongoing implications of the dispersal, i.e. no 
guarantee of control of alternative roost site) 

 environmental risks (such as release of viruses due to disturbance) 

 social risk (where the flying fox problem may be transferred to a higher risk community) 
 
Additionally, methods to mitigate all identified risks must be outlined in camp management plans. 
 
 
 
 
 



Camp Disturbance or Dispersal Level 3 actions [page 7] 
KBCS recommends that the mention of water, smoke or light for dispersing flying-foxes be removed 
from the policy as they are ineffective and/or cruel. 
 
The policy lists actions when dispersal is not recommended.  The NSW Government should take 
responsibility for protecting flying-foxes and clearly state that flying-foxes are not to be disturbed 
when these climatic and seasonal conditions occur. 
 
As mentioned earlier, there have been concerns expressed by scientists that disturbing flying-foxes 
may be contributing the release of viruses.  While this aspect of microbiology is still under study 
everyone considering disturbing flying-foxes should be made aware of these concerns. 
 
Appendix B – Standard conditions for flying-fox management approvals [page 17] 
Add a fourth condition to the third dot point - likely conditions where dispersal is proposed [from 
Level 3 actions, page 11]: 
‘when uncharacteristic seasonal climatic conditions have resulted in a large proportion of the NSW 
flying-fox population temporarily occurring in one or a few local camps’ 
 
Explanation – this condition needs to be added because flying-foxes migrate to particular areas to 
access the best available food resources. For example, early in 2009 Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve, 
Gordon, saw a rapid rise in numbers due to abundant flowering of red bloodwood (Corymbia 
gummifera). Fly-out count records:  http://www.sydneybats.org.au/ku-ring-gai-flying-fox-
reserve/flying-fox-counts-gordon/  show the fluctuation from January ~38000, February – April 
~50000, declining to zero by late May. KBCS strongly recommends that no dispersal or disturbance is 
permitted during periods when large numbers of flying-foxes occupy a camp because of access to 
food in surrounding areas. 
 
KBCS recommends that OEH provides a list of the approved camp management plans on its website 

so that the public can know which camps will be affected.  

 

Queries and points to clarify 

Dispersals    

Will noise be approved by the EPA where it impacts residents for the lengthy periods needed to evict 

flying-foxes from their camp? 

 
Disturbing animals at the boundary of the camp to encourage roosting away from human 
settlement. Precisely how is this ‘disturbing’ to be done? 
 
Community Engagement [ Page 10] 

The link on this page needs to go to the exact part of the website which provides information on 

community engagement. 

 

Recognise historic usage of sites in land use planning [Section 6 page 11] 

This section must include camp sites which are only periodically used.  Flying-foxes will use such 

camps when flowering of tree species occurs irregularly in the area. 
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List of supporting documents and links 

A list of supporting documents and links should be included within the policy document to allow 

easy access to all necessary, relevant and related information, for example: 

- link to NSW Health (http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/factsheets/Pages/flying-

foxes.aspx ) which provides factual information on health risks; 

- any relevant flying-fox information on OEH website (e.g. 

http://www.environment.nsw.gov.au/animals/GreyheadedFlyingfox.htm ); 

- Monitoring requirements for camp relocations; 

- Incentives provided by OEH for the protection and/or creation of suitable flying-fox habitat. 

 

Conclusion  

KBCS is very concerned that this policy will not achieve the balance between conservation of 
flying-foxes and their impacts on human settlements. 
 
KBCS supports a long term plan to re-establish foraging habitat and new sites for camp habitat while 
recognising that this contains many unknowns. 
 
KBCS considers that the over-emphasis on health issues is a reaction to exaggerated and inaccurate 
reports in the media. 
 
KBCS strongly recommends that addressing noise, odour and mess include modifications to the built 
environment to avoid loss of flying-fox camp habitat. 
 
Tim Pearson 
Chairman 
Ku-ring-gai Bat Conservation Society Inc. 
web@sydneybats.org.au 
30 November 2014 
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