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Flying.Fox@environment.nsw.gov.au 

 
Ku-ring-gai Bat Conservation Society Inc. (KBCS) calls for this draft Code of Practice Authorising 
Flying-fox Camp Management Actions to be withdrawn.   
 
In its current form it allows for disturbance of flying-fox camps without the preparation of a 
management plan which enables the land manager to assess alternative strategies. 
The Code also allows for destruction of the habitat of a flying-fox camp by means of vegetation 
removal 50% at a time. 
 
This draft code is unfair.  Many land managers had already gone to the effort to learn about the 
ecological importance of flying-foxes and to convey this to people living near the camp.  By 
December 2017, 46 land managers had developed management plans for flying-fox camps in their 
area and worked with their communities to develop strategies to improve camp habitat, especially 
to regenerate/plant alternative habitat to lure flying-foxes away from sensitive human habitation. 
Where this has not been possible in the short term, the provision of funding for double glazing and 
for covers for clothes lines, cars, outdoor living areas have helped people to live more comfortably 
near flying-fox camps. 
 
KBCS is extremely concerned that some land managers will waste public money on disturbances 
which either don’t work or shift the problem to another place in their Local Government Area or to 
adjacent land.  This draft Code would lead to poor outcomes not only for flying-foxes but for 
people too. 
 
The primary objection to this draft Code is that it does not require the landowner to undertake the 
important process of developing a Flying-fox Camp Management Plan with their community. 
 
The Flying-fox Camp Management Policy 2015 contains the following very important statement. 
“Flying-foxes are highly intelligent animals that are part of a complex and interdependent natural 
system.  As long-range pollinators, they are critical for the survival of valuable forests.  However, loss 
of foraging and roosting habitat has meant that flying-foxes increasingly occur in camps in urban 
centres” (Introduction page 1) 
 
KBCS understands that the purpose of the Code is to provide a defence against the offences, harm to 
animals and plants, in Division 1 of Part 2 of the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. However, there 
needs to be clear limits on permitted actions to avoid returning to the destructive behaviours of the 
past. 
 
Section 3 - Objectives  
KBCS considers these objectives to be acceptable 
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Section 6 - covers authorisations required for camp management actions. 
KBCS notes that the requirement to obtain a licence (S95) or formal approval is no longer existent. 
Likewise, the current requirement that a management plan must first be prepared before taking 
actions on camp management has been removed. Effectively, then, a land manager can do anything 
covered by the code, with no more than five days’ notice to the CEO of OEH, and three days’ notice 
to residents.  The removal of this requirement is troubling, as it removes any oversight, review or 
comment on management actions.  
 

Furthermore, the absence of the requirement to create a management plan removes any 
requirement for considerations of long term planning, or even the evaluation and examining of the 
effects of the actions taken by land managers in the past.  Learning from the past is necessary to 
avoid repeating past mistakes. 
 
KBCS is of the view that flying-foxes being long distance migrants must have camps which provide 
access to food sources which occur erratically in space and time.  All land managers must be obliged 
to protect food resources and camp habitat for flying-foxes as part of their biodiversity security duty. 
 
KBCS agrees with Part 2, 6 (2) - The Code does NOT authorise the intentional or negligent killing of 
flying-foxes, however, other parts of the code allow disturbance or destruction of habitat which 
could lead to deaths especially during food shortages. 
 
Part 2, 6 (3) is currently irrelevant as there are no ‘areas of outstanding biodiversity value’ declared 
in NSW. 
 
Part 2, 6 (4) - KBCS is concerned that the term ‘reasonably necessary’ is not defined so could allow 
actions which lead to dispersal of camps by damaging camp habitat. 
 
Section 8 - Routine Camp Management Action 

a)  How much trimming of understorey can be done without loss of flying-fox habitat?  In view 

of the increase in heat events, great care needs to be taken to ensure that enough 

understorey vegetation is available for flying-foxes to use during heat events to prevent 

deaths.  It could be argued that removal of understorey vegetation can cause the deaths of 

flying-foxes during heat events. 

Therefore, this point should be modified by defining the proportion of flying-fox camp understorey 
vegetation which may be trimmed in a certain period of time and the amount of camp habitat which 
is retained to enable flying-foxes to survive even in extreme environmental conditions such as heat 
events. 
 

b) Agree with this point 

c) What does ‘minor’ mean in this point?   

d) Strongly support this point (extending camp habitat away from areas of human settlement 

e) OK (mowing of grass without creating major disturbance of roosting flying-foxes) 

f) OK (installation of signage) 

g) KBCS questions the efficacy of this point. Where have artificial structures been used by 

flying-foxes.  Ropes have been suspended in several camps but generally are not used by 

flying-foxes and the metal structures at Woodend camp in Queensland were hardly used.  

They prefer trees instead. 
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Section 9 -  High Impact camp management actions   
 

a) Trimming or clearing vegetation at the camp boundary to create a buffer of cleared space 

between the flying-fox camp and areas of human settlement.  This action has been effective 

but must be taken in consideration of the total available camp habitat. 

b) OK (installation of noise attenuation fencing 

c) Disturbance actions including habitat modification, acoustic disturbance, visual disturbance 

would be acceptable if undertaken in conjunction with a management plan which overall 

provides for additional habitat to enable flying-foxes to continue to use that site.  Physical 

disturbance is undefined except by Section 6.2 i 

Smoke (9, c), v KBCS considers that using smoke to disturb flying-foxes is unacceptable on welfare 
grounds.  As this clause stands there are no limits on whether there are young in the camp or the 
capacity of flying-foxes to move away from the smoke. 
 
Section 10 - Pre-emptive camp management actions 
KBCS objects strongly to this clause.  It allows for native vegetation to be removed or damaged in 
endangered ecological communities and allows impacts on threatened species listed as vulnerable 
or endangered. The reason increasing numbers of species and ecological communities are listed as 
vulnerable and endangered is due to clearing of native vegetation.  Land managers must be required 
to protect what remains.  If not, the loss of biodiversity will be even more dire in the future. 
 

Part 3 Manner of carrying out camp management actions 
Clause 11.4 states that local councils within a 20-km radius must be notified. In many rural areas, this 
would mean that no other council is notified. A better approach would be to notify all adjacent 
councils; better still would be having a state-wide listing of actions (maybe through LGANSW?). 
Unless councils work together on flying-fox management, the Queensland experience can be 
expected to be reproduced in NSW. Some NSW councils are already working together on this 
(notably, Hunter region councils). 
 
Five business days for notifying the Environment Agency Head of proposed camp management 
actions will be inadequate and five days will be insufficient to notify all local Councils within a 20 km 
radius of a camp of high impact actions.  These time frames will be inadequate for advising residents 
and stakeholders of camps. 
 
 
Section 12 - Flying-foxes and human and animal health 
(1) is a blanket statement, some exception needs to be included here for wildlife rescuers, and 
possibly others. 
The notes after clause 12.2 are critical; one assumes that they are “notes” rather than in the CoP 
itself so that they can easily be modified if links change. However, this is critical information and 
could easily be removed from a future version of the CoP.  Therefore, KBCS considers that this 
information should be included in the Code. 
 
 
Section 13 - Requirement for a flying-fox expert 
It is notable that there are no actual technical or educational requirements.  KBCS agrees with the 
points in this section but have concerns that a land manager can choose their own expert.   
13.1a and 13.2 refer to the “third trimester” defence, which is largely acknowledged in the scientific 
community to be ineffective. However, effectively there is no part of the year when stressing the 
animals has no effect – this has been raised on numerous previous occasions with government. 
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Much of the responsibility for approval, control and oversight of actions, particularly high impact 
management actions, in the subsequent sections of the code seem to be directed at the designated 
flying-fox expert. As such, the looseness of the definition of the expert is worrying. 
 

 

Section 14 - Before carrying out camp management actions 
KBCS approves (1) especially “to minimise adverse impact on the life cycle of flying-foxes, especially 
the breeding and rearing of young flying-foxes.” 
Monitoring prior to high impact actions (2)   5 days prior to actions is inadequate.  In addition, land 
managers should be monitoring camps on a regular basis eg. monthly. 
KBCS agrees with (3) allowing wildlife rehabilitation groups to observe the actions and (4) ‘actions 
must not be carried out during or immediately after severe weather events.’ 
 
No description or definition of monitoring is provided hence this is left entirely up to the land manager. 
Some standards for monitoring actions, and what it is supposed to achieve, should be included in the 
code. In addition, monitoring should continue for a period after the actions are complete, to ensure 
that lasting damage has not occurred. 
 
Clause 14.4 states that management actions must not be carried out immediately after severe 
weather events.  “Immediately” is a nebulous term with no definition given in the CoP.  For example, 
the definition of a heat stress event may not take into account all circumstances – for instance the 
possibility that overnight temperatures have remained high after a period of extreme heat, leaving 
the animals with no relief. Rather than “immediately”, a better general approach may be to replace 
“immediately” with a defined period such as two days.  
 
Section 15 - While carrying out camp management actions 
While KBCS accepts most of the points made, we are concerned that a land manager might remove 
50% of camp habitat in the first year, then remove more in successive years resulting eventually in 
total loss of the camp site.  KBCS recommends that the percentage be reduced to 20% and on condition 
that additional habitat is restored away from human habitation. 
 
Section 16 - Community Education and Engagement 
Based on the experience of KBCS members we wholehearted support community education and 
engagement, however, three days notification prior to actions being carried out is far too short.  One 
month would be a suitable time-frame.  Longer time-frames are needed to cater for the required 
interaction with the community in (4). 
 
Section 17 
The allowance of six months to place a report with the environment head would is excessive.  KBCS 
recommends three months be the maximum time for reporting. 
 
Conclusion 
 
KBCS reiterates that this draft Code should be withdrawn. 
 
This draft CoP does not reference or mention the existence, status, and importance (or otherwise) of 
“Nationally important flying-fox camps”. Hence, these are treated in exactly the same way as any 
other camp – able to be dispersed virtually at will if so desired by a land manager. 
 
There is also no reference to or mention of the Protection of Cruelty to Animals Act which KBCS 
considers is a serious omission. 
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A code of practice for Flying-fox Camp Management could be drawn up based on the requirement to 
develop a management plan and which laid out how flying-fox camp habitat will be conserved and 
enhanced and ameliorate the impacts of flying-foxes on people living nearby.  
 
Tim Pearson 
Chair 
Ku-ring-gai Bat Conservation Society Inc. 
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