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7 June 2018 
 
 
The Hon. Gabrielle Upton 
Minister for the Environment 
Flying-fox Code of Practice Review 
PO Box A290 
Sydney South NSW 1232 
 
 
Dear Minister 
 
RE: Flying-fox Code of Practice Review 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft New South Wales (NSW) Code of 

Practice (COP) Authorising Flying-fox Camp Management Actions 2018. In addition to this 

submission, we also support the submissions of Local Government Association of Queensland 

(LGAQ), Hunter Joint Organisation of Councils and the Australasian Bat Society. 

Ecosure is a recognised industry leader in flying-fox management. We have been engaged in 

flying-fox monitoring, research and education for more than 20 years including with CSIRO 

and various state and local governments around Australia. We developed the Office of 

Environment and Heritage Camp Management Plan Template 2016 on which all New South 

Wales camp management plans are based. 

We understand the impacts flying-foxes can have on communities, and our aim is to balance 

community needs with the needs of our environment. We must mitigate impacts while ensuring 

the conservation of flying-foxes as iconic and ecologically critical species. 

Commercially, it is not in Ecosure’s best interest to oppose initiatives that make camp dispersal 

easier and more likely – flying-fox management has resulted in a significant revenue stream 

of more than $2M since 2013. Despite this, we do strongly oppose the proposed relaxed 

framework, and advocate for an ethical and environmentally responsible approach to this 

issue.  

Ecosure has had direct experience with the implementation of the Queensland (Qld) COP. In 

the first year since it was introduced, there was a 6,250% increase in the number of camps 

dispersed (see detail below). Councils commonly report increased community pressure to 

disperse camps under this framework (various Councils. pers. comm. 2013-2018), which has 

been at significant cost and is often ineffective1. Local governments regularly lobby the state 

for more technical and financial support for camp management following this of devolvement 

of power, as recently evidenced with Qld councils passed a motion at the 2017 LGAQ Annual 

Conference calling for: 

1. State-wide management recognising that flying-foxes travel large distances across 

                                                

1 Currey, K., Lentini, P.E., van der Ree, R. and Kendal. D. 2018, Manager perspectives on strategies 

used at flying-fox camps, University of Melbourne.  
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multiple local government boundaries; and 

2. Funding to support the management of flying fox colonies and dispersal activities.  

Ecosure has serious concerns regarding the proposed COP Authorising Flying-fox Camp 

Management Actions 2018 and do not believe that it will address public concern in an effective, 

humane or sustainable manner. The proposed COP: 

• will lead to an increase in the number of dispersals which will almost certainly result in 
additional smaller camps across the landscape, including in urban areas which will 
increase the number of communities affected. This may also result in an increased risk 
to communities due to an increase in probability of contact between humans and flying-
foxes and greater likelihood of disease within flying-fox populations. 

• is not a risk-based approach where direct and indirect impacts (for both existing 
situation and for any proposed camp management) of camps in a regional context are 
considered. 

• does not provide for sustainability of flying-fox populations. The identification of 
management areas without due consideration of what proportion of the entire flying-
fox population is potentially affected, and insufficient monitoring at a temporal 
appropriate to management, ensures that no valid assessment of the sustainability of 
the COP can be made. 

• does not acknowledge nor address the fundamental issue that by far the majority of 
complaints received by Councils regarding flying-foxes are about foraging - not 
roosting. This framework significantly increases risk to flying-foxes and communities 
without addressing the key issue of impact. 

Ecosure acknowledge that Councils are key stakeholders when flying-foxes are impacting 

communities.  However, Councils are not, and should not, be considered the ‘lead agency’ in 

relation to flying-fox conservation and require a much more structured and collaborative 

approach to resolving issues resulting from the presence of flying-foxes in urban areas. 

The Queensland experience 

Ecosure respectfully directs you to results of the COP in Qld, given the similarity with that 

proposed for NSW. In November 2013, the Newman LNP government implemented a new 

flying-fox management framework. This included the transfer of authority to local government 

enabling them to manage flying-fox camps in urban flying-fox management areas (including 

dispersal/camp destruction) with an ‘as-of-right' authority under the Nature Conservation Act 

1992. 

In collaboration with Griffith University, we have researched results of the COP’s adoption and 

provide the following findings from the first year since its introduction: 

1. In less than one year of the new COP being introduced, there were attempts to 
disperse 25 separate camps in Qld (compared with 9 camps between 1990 and June 
20132). Compared with the historical average (less than 0.4 camps/year) the number 
of camps dispersed (and reported) in the year since the COP was introduced has 
increased by 6,250% (six thousand, two hundred and fifty percent). 

                                                
2 Roberts, B. & Eby, P. 2013, Review of past flying-fox dispersal actions between 1990-2013, unknown publisher. 

http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/wildlife/livingwith/flyingfoxes/management-areas.html
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/ACTS/1992/92AC020.pdf
https://www.legislation.qld.gov.au/LEGISLTN/ACTS/1992/92AC020.pdf
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2. The common dispersal methods used extensive vegetation modification alone and 
extensive vegetation modification combined with other methods. 

3. In 9 of the 24 camps dispersed, dispersal actions did not reduce the number of flying-
foxes in the relevant local government areas (LGAs). 

4. In all cases it was not possible to predict where new camps would form. 

5. When flying-foxes were dispersed, they did not move further than 6km away. 

6. Repeat actions have already been required in 18 cases. 

7. Conflict for the council and community was resolved in 60% of cases, with many 
councils stating that they feel this resolution is only temporary. 

8. The financial costs of all dispersal attempts, regardless of methods used were 
considerable ranging from $7,500 to more than $400,000 (with costs ongoing).   

9. Some councils are now lobbying for state government funding to disperse camps 
owing to the significant on-going cost likely to be involved. 

The current uncoordinated approach to management of camps across Qld is simply moving 

flying-foxes between LGAs, shifting the problem to neighbouring communities, and commonly 

splintering camps so that more communities are affected. Flying-foxes are being subjected to 

multiple dispersals often within short time periods leading to a fracturing of the flying-fox 

population into more camps, with a likely increase in chronic stress with the flying-fox 

population and associated increased risk of disease. 

Greater community pressure and expectation is placed on local governments to disperse, 

despite the largely unsuccessful outcomes, risk and costs. Ratepayer funds are being wasted 

utilising methods that have proven to be mainly ineffective. 

New South Wales Code of Practice 

While we oppose the proposed relaxed framework, if the COP is adopted we recommend: 

• That dispersal is not permitted when flightless young are present. 

• Managing impacts associated with any splinter camp should be a requirement and 
responsibility of the land manager of the original managed camp. 

• Clearing pre-emptively should be completely restricted to non-native vegetation, any 
removal of any native vegetation should require assessment. Currently the draft COP 
only protects critically endangered communities.  

• Any action likely to affect another threatened species must be assessed separately 
by OEH. Currently the draft COP only protects critically endangered species. 

• The COP states that the camp manager must ‘consider’ advice of the flying-fox 
expert. Not complying with this advice should not be an option (at least without 
consultation with OEH), which is often seen in Qld.  

• The flying-fox expert should need to be approved by OEH (e.g. via a register and 
only after meeting strict criteria) to ensure their suitability. 

• The statement ‘Actions must not result in the removal of more than 50% of the area 
of vegetation that existed in an area’ requires clarification e.g. average total of the 
known camp extent?  

• Monitoring should include surrounding camps, and any splinter camps, and for a 
period following management to allow evaluation. It should be a requirement that all 
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monitoring is entered into a suitable template and returned to OEH as a central point. 
The lack of data collected and available for analysis to evaluate various management 
options is currently a serious issue in Qld.  

• There needs to be a condition around notifying aerodromes before any activity that 
may affect flying-fox movements and behaviour. 

• Disturbance actions without limitation should be more clearly specified e.g. physical 
disturbance and visual disturbance can easily be inhumane.  

• Ensure an OEH-approved expert attend every dispersal activity to ensure compliance 
with the dispersal plan, and report back to OEH.  

• Place a moratorium on all dispersal activities until all councils have the following in 
place: 

– a flying-fox management plan that includes a detailed dispersal plan which 
considers animal welfare as a priority 

– a suitable alternative camp site, and a plan for improvement where required.  

• Commit to the development of regional flying-fox strategies and mandatory 
notification between LGAs when dispersal activities occur. 

We will not succeed in moving flying-foxes away from urban areas. Around three quarters of 

all national camps occur in urban areas3 (Timmiss 2017). Ensuring co-existence between 

flying-foxes and residences is critical to this issue. We should focus limited resources on more 

effective management methods that reduce fear and support incentive programs that help 

communities co-exist with flying-foxes.  

A long-term solution to the issue of human/flying-fox conflict resides with better understanding 

and appreciation of flying-foxes and applying that understanding to considered planning and 

development. Planning instruments may be used to ensure adequate distances (buffers) are 

maintained between future residential developments and existing or historical flying-fox 

camps. While this management option will not assist the resolution of existing land use conflict, 

it may prevent issues for future residents. The inclusion of a flying-fox overlay and supporting 

code in local government planning schemes (or inclusion of this information within broader 

biodiversity overlays/codes) may help to alleviate future land use conflict around known 

permanent flying-fox camps.  

We understand first-hand the impacts flying-foxes have on communities, and our aim is to 

balance community needs with the needs of our environment. We must seek to mitigate 

impacts while ensuring the conservation of flying-foxes as iconic and ecologically keystone 

native wildlife. 

Thank you for considering our suggestions. 

Sincerely 
 
 
Phil Shaw 
Managing Director, Ecosure 

                                                

3 Timmiss, E. 2017, Spatial factors influencing the establishment and occupancy of camps of the four mainland 

Australian flying-fox species (Pteropus spp.), Honors thesis, University of New South Wales. 


