
 

Flying fox Code of Practice-Comments 

As a wildlife rescuer and carer with 16 years experience specialising in bats, I offer the following 

submission on the Draft Flying Fox Code of Practice.  

This Draft Code appears to be a dilution of protection for flying foxes which are increasingly at risk 

because of habitat loss. Wildlife and the fragile environment with which it is interdependent need 

government regulation to protect and enhance it.  

The Commonwealth has relegated its responsibility to the states and the states are now passing on 

the responsibility to local governments, which differ considerably in their response to wildlife and 

environmental protection. Some local governments are proactive with community education and 

vegetation management (eg Byron Council) while others respond to a few vocal agitators with plans 

of active dispersal of a bat camp as a first strategy.  

All three levels of government should be directing resources to protect and enhance the 

environment for flying foxes rather than expediting means to move them on.  There is plenty of 

evidence that attempts of active dispersal don’t work.  Populations of the endangered grey headed 

flying fox are in decline. We are experiencing an increase in heat stress events and food shortage 

events resulting in large numbers of fatalities.  

This Code relates to public land. What protection is there for flying foxes on private land? 

I am aware that vigilante citizens have undertaken direct actions on private property such as fire and 

noise disturbance. Any dilution in the protection of flying foxes, perceived or real, will encourage 

such vigilantes.  

The four Objectives outlined in 3.0 are in reverse order of importance. Educating the community 

should be the primary objective, with protection of flying foxes as the next most important objective 

and dealing with impact on human settlement as the fourth objective.  

8 (a) Trimming of understorey vegetation. Flying foxes are known to make their camps where there 

is a certain degree of understorey vegetation, suitable emergent trees and usually a nearby water 

source. Any trimming of understorey vegetation has to be carefully managed .  

8 (c) Minor habitat restoration? I do not understand why the word minor has been used in this 

context.  

9 (c) Disturbance actions (without limitation). Instead of without limitation, there should be some 

limiting qualifier. The Code does not appear to clarify when a LGA can move from routine camp 

management actions to high impact actions such as disturbance. It distresses me enormously to see 

this section allowing disturbance actions despite sections 14 and 15 which regulate the disturbances.  

Part 3:  

11 (1) It concerns me greatly that there is a shift from the current process of local government 

requiring to obtain permission for any camp management actions to notification of intent of camp 



management actions. The timeframe of only five days notice seems unnecessarily short compared to 

current time to seek a permit.  

11 (2) That EOH “may” respond within three days seems too tight a time frame and vague for such 

an important issue.  

11 (3) That the camp manager must comply with any OEH direction is important. It’s good that this is 

clearly stated.   

11 (4) Notify all local councils within a 20 km radius is insufficient because flying foxes are known to 

fly further in one night; 30-50 km. Splinter camps can be formed further than 20 km distant, 

particularly in times when bats are likely to be migrating. When there was the disturbance (illegal 

dispersal) at Dulguigan in the Tweed about 10 years ago, there was a prolonged spike in barbed wire 

rescues all over the Northern Rivers, suggesting that bats dispersed to radius of 50km.   

It is important that this notification to neighbouring LGAs is before actions, although five days is, in 

my view, insufficient notice.  

12 (1) …must not be touched by an unvaccinated person. Bats can only be touched by vaccinated 

people. This needs to be added in case there is a need for bat handling.  

14 (3)…This is an important inclusion, but should there be an addendum to “observe the carrying out 

of the actions.”  to allow for rescue of flying foxes if required? 

Sections 13 and 14 are important inclusions.  

15 (6) within 20 m of the tree and or likely to be harmed 

 

I would prefer to see a Code which emphasises education and vegetation management and excludes 

all forms of disturbance actions.  

 

 

 

 


