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I find the draft code of practice to be lacking in detail and reference in a wide range of 
issues. 

1. Objectives. 

Its not obvious how this draft document sits within the range of existing requirements and 
research. 

How do you intend to collect and collate data as to whether these objectives are being 
achieved? 

2.Relationship between this document, and existing documents. 

How does this draft relate to other official documents regarding flying fox management? 

Grey headed flying foxes have Vulnerable status in NSW, and federally under the EPBCA. The 
draft recovery plan for Grey headed flying foxes, Jan 2017 describes loss of roosting habitat 
as a major threat, and calls for greater protection of critical habitat. Your code seems to put 
camps at greater risk, with less professional supervision, and no ongoing assessment. 

There is no mention of camps of national significance having any form of added protection in 
your code, indicating that camps of long standing are to be treated the same as short term 
occupation ones. There are huge management issues not covered in this code. 

Actions to manage camps as you describe cannot be carried out without knowing how it will 
impact on a wide range of vegetation communities and fauna that occupy forest and 
woodland communities. 

Flying foxes use roosts when following a continual and temporal range of blossoming trees. 
Feeding needs dictate their camp locations. Dispersal from one site means movement to a 
near by site in order to keep a food/travel/energy ratio in a survival mode. That also means 
that they are most likely to return to the original site after dispersal, and establish an 
ongoing cycle of dispersal/return, which is damaging to the flying foxes , is not humane, is 
expensive to the community, and has not been proved to be effective. 

Research by Roberts, 2011, and Roberts and Eby 2013 indicate that dispersal is not an 
effective management tool. 

3.Political V Research based policy making. 

Passing responsibility for camp management to local councils has a number of possible 
outcomes. Flying fox camp issues are politically difficult, as huge amounts of community 
emotion, on both sides, accompany any decision making, with decisions being made in a 
highly charged media campaign, usually favoring dispersal. Yet promises made at the time 
are difficult to fulfill. facts and research are easily overlooked in such a climate, and best 
outcomes are not achieved. 

The passing of decision making will put a heavy burden on local councils, financially and time 
wise. Council rates are increasing, and there is already a huge amount of pressure being put 
on councils by ratepayers. The responsibility of councils as land managers with flying fox 
camps will add a lot of stress to already overburdened councils, who have neither the 



finances or the expertise to perform adequately. 

Flying foxes are not local species, in the same way kangaroos, or rainbow lorikeets are - they 
travel widely along the east coast. They need to be treated in a real way, as a wide ranging 
species, always moving to new food sources. This code of practice fragments their 
management, with no research linking the tsunami of dispersals that will follow their 
movements. For example, as Paper barks bloom latitudinally in autumn, the same flying 
foxes could be dispersed from camp after camp, as they move north.  

This code is a fragmenting of management, making planning and assessment of a vulnerable 
species recovery, impossible. 

Conclusion. 

Your statements that this code is 'effective and humane' is not supported by any part of this 
document. 

If, as you requested, you would like alternative management suggestions, then I recommend 
you return to your objectives, which have not been sufficiently described to be useful. 

Objective 1. There is no reference as to how it will be achieved, no research requirements, 
no monitoring, no scientific overview. 

Objective 2. I am not aware of any health matters supported by the Dept of Health, other 
than not handling flying foxes, that would impact on a management plan. 

Objective 3. All of the actions you describe will harm flying foxes and their campsites. Formal 
and compulsory monitoring is needed, built into the code to document to allow assessment 
of these actions. 
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