
To whom it may concern 
 
I am writing to provide feedback on the Draft Code of Practice Authorising Flying-fox Camp 
Management Actions. 
 
My interest in this subject stems from the impact that flying foxes have had on the Armidale 
environment, my neighbours and my own family and suburban property. A colony of flying foxes 
took up residence in Black Gully and in backyards a couple of hundred meters from our home in 
Armidale for several months over the last summer. Although starting only as a small number, the 
colony grew to upwards of 40,000 during its peak.  
 
This event caused huge distress to affected residents with excessive noise, smell, dead bats in yards 
and continual dropping of urine and faeces over properties, as well as considerable damage to many 
trees in the immediate and surrounding areas. Bats are also carriers of diseases which can be fatal to 
humans if scratched or bitten unless immediate medical attention is received. At least one resident 
sought medical attention. My family was affected by having the flying foxes come into our trees at 
night time and leaving bat poo and urine over our property. Each morning there was a pungent smell 
remaining and over the few months, the trees they flew into were stripped of their foliage. 
 
The bats have only recently left the area and the Armidale Regional Council (ARC), upon the urging 
of affected residents, has developed a management plan. However, that management plan reflects 
and is no doubt restricted by some of the deficiencies that I see in the Draft Code of Practice (CoP) 
Authorising Flying-fox Camp Management Actions. My comments/recommendations are sixfold. 
 

1. The CoP places too little emphasis on the well-being of residents affected by the incursion of 
a flying-fox colony into an urban environment. In Armidale’s situation, it is my observation 
that the mental health (and potentially physical health) of affected residents is being 
severely compromised by the presence of the flying foxes in such close proximity to their 
homes. Affected residents were suffering anxiety, depression, loss of sleep, and the risk of 
infectious disease. The well-being of the flying foxes appears to be given greater importance 
in the CoP than that of people.  

2. The CoP makes little or no comment about what actions can be taken when flying-foxes 
occupy private land as in Armidale’s case. 

3. The CoP does not address the possibility of taking action when the flying foxes are not in 
residence. It is my view that our community for example should not be restricted or delayed 
in their efforts to take immediate action to make the camp site in suburban Armidale as 
unattractive as possible if and when the flying foxes return this coming spring. The CoP 
should either not apply (and this should be made clear in the CoP) or give greater freedom 
for communities to take appropriate management actions when the flying foxes are not 
present. And yet, the ARC management plan treats the site as if the flying foxes are present, 
presumably based on the current guidelines. 

4. There are too many delays resulting from informing OEH and residents and others in the CoP 
that prevent taking rapid action. Management actions taken at the time of the first arrivals 
of flying foxes into Armidale may have potentially prevented them from making camp within 
the urban environment and encouraged them to make camp in one of the many suitable 
locations outside of the urban environment. Originally they had set up camp in a less 
intrusive situation but moved to Black Gully when they were disturbed. 

5. I suggest that the camp manager role would be best undertaken by a small management 
group that included others outside of the managing authority of the public land on which 
the camp was situated. That group would ideally be made up of at least one affected 
resident, a member from the local council (or other management authority) and a flying fox 



expert from OEH. This provides for greater openness and transparency given the groups who 
are affected by the presence of flying foxes close to human habitation. 

6. At 12 (1) the CoP says that flying foxes should not be touched. This comment does not 
account for, as in the case of the Armidale colony over summer, the hundreds of dead flying 
foxes that fell to the ground in people’s backyards, or live or injured animals that needed 
rescuing by wildlife groups.  

 
I trust that my observations and comments above make it clear that it is not good for both the flying 
foxes and human beings to co-exist in an urban environment. The federal recommendation of 300 m 
between new residential developments and existing flying fox colonies supports this conclusion. 

 
Yours faithfully 
Brian Sindel 
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