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Q 13: Please add your comments here: 

To Whoever it May Concern, 
There are several sections of the proposed Code of Practise Authorising Flying-fox Camp 
Management Actions 2018 that I would like to be taken into consideration and hopefully amended 
before it becomes current.  
Firstly I refer to Part 1 Section 3 /3. One of the objectives is: 
"To avoid or mitigate harm to flying-foxes and damage to their habitat arising from camp 
management actions".  
This on the face of it would seem admirable, but upon reading the document further, it is evident that 
the suggested authorisations of camp Management in Part 2 of the draft, which, it seems would allow 
for actions to be taken without having need of a license, paradoxically make the objective at 1/3/3 
impossible to undertake. I refer to: 
Part 2 of the draft bill, section 1: "the camp manager of public land is authorised to carry out any of 
the camp management actions on that land, in accordance with the terms of this code"; and also part 
2 section 9 C, including all 5 points in this section); which actually make the objective in Part 1 section 
3 (3), impossible to comply with; as acoustic, visual and physical disturbance and disturbance with 
smoke will undoubtedly cause harm or distress to certain individuals within a camp, notably the very 
young, the old and those animals already sustaining injury. I have also witnessed smoke dispersal 
cause collisions in flight. 
Disorientation and stress can also physiologically raise the cortisol and epinephrine levels in the body 
of mammals, suppressing reproductive and digestive systems as well as placing the immune system 
under strain. (Stress and Stress hormones in mammals 2010;59(2); The effects of stress on health 
outcomes in veterinary practise; veterinarynewsdvm). 
Section 2 of the draft, number 10 states that "Camp management actions may be carried out pre 
emptively in an area to deter flying foxes from establishing a camp in that area.  
This must surely contain more caveats? 
I do not understand why this is being proposed. The Grey headed Flying fox, being an endangered 
species, must necessarily have habitat protected not removed should it not? Under this clause, a 
seasonal camp that is regularly returned to, could be cut down whilst uninhabited. 
This is not protecting the ecology of the animals, or the country, given that other protected species 
such as the koala rely upon the GHFF to pollinate and maintain the ecological health of the hardwood 
habitats.  



If the increasingly diminishing corridors providing the network for this species to maintain its 
ecological role up and down the East Coast of Australia are allowed with only 5 days notice ( I refer to 
section 2/14) to become even smaller, then an already vulnerable species will become ecologically 
extinct very swiftly. 
Section 2/13 of the draft states that there is a requirement for a "flying fox expert" to be present 
before camp management actions are carried out. The criteria for a person to be deemed "expert" as 
defined in the dictionary section of the draft is not very robust. 
The criteria by which you define expert here could be claimed by almost anyone who has read a few 
papers on the subject.  
An expert as defined by the Oxford dictionary is someone who has a great deal of knowledge or skill 
in a particular area. A flying fox expert then, should surely be someone who has a proven track 
record of working with; studied or treated the animals in question in a veterinary capacity, or as 
wildlife rescuer at the very least. These experts would necessarily understand what they are seeing. 
The criteria needs to be redefined. 
My final comments refer to 2/15 re- carrying out camp actions. 
Section 15/3, states that at least one other area in the camp must be designated as a rest area. 
There is no guideline here as to how the distance that this "safe area " is required to be from the 
disturbance. 
What is the minimum size that this area should be? How far away from the disturbance must it be 
placed in order for it to be considered safe and not impacted by the disturbance?  
It should be noted that acoustically, it would be almost impossible to have a "safe area" in a camp 
undergoing acoustic dispersal, without the safe area also being impacted. The same would apply to 
smoke if a sudden wind change occurred. 
Section 15/7 is illogical and as such needs attention for the safety of the countries ecology. I quote: " 
Camp management actions must not result in the removal of more than 50% of the area of vegetation 
that existed in an area prior to the commencement of camp management actions". Mathematically 
there would be nothing to stop 50% going at the first attempt at a camp management action ; then 
50% of the 50% that was left before the second, (in two strikes you are down to 25% of the original), 
the result being that within 4 actions there would be pretty much no habitat left. 
This part of the draft as it stands is to my mind totally irresponsible. 
Finally, given that the Grey Headed Flying Fox is listed as vulnerable, it seems irresponsible to create 
legislation that will undoubtedly make it easier for land managers to further diminish this animals 
already critically small habitat.  
There are no legitimate or logical reasons cited in your literature or in any section of this code of 
practise proposal from section 1 through to the appendix as to why the protection of a license for this 
type of land management should be removed. 
I sincerely trust that the points that I have made here will be discussed and debated along with any 
other submissions. 
Charmian Gradwell 
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