
Submission re draft Code of Practice on Flying-fox Camp Management Actions 2018 
Currently, a licence is required by local councils and other public land managers to take actions in or 
near flying-fox camps to minimise the impacts of the camps on nearby communities.  It is proposed 
to replace licences with the draft Code of Practice (CoP) which is on public exhibition. 
 
While I generally support reducing unnecessary red tape and streamlining government processes, in 
this case I am certain that, if adopted, the CoP will result in poor outcomes for people and flying-
foxes.  I therefore recommend that the draft CoP be withdrawn. 
 
In its current form the CoP would allow landowners/Local Governments to make many of the 
mistakes of the past such as wasting funds on repeated dispersals, often resulting in more camps 
forming in unsuitable locations.  Much has been learned about the costs and ineffectiveness of camp 
dispersals.   
 
This draft CoP appears to ignore the fact that flying-foxes are migratory and move according to the 
availability of food.  Most camps in NSW are occupied by grey-headed flying-foxes which were listed 
as vulnerable in 2001 under NSW and Commonwealth Threatened Species legislation.  The causes of 
this status are primarily habitat loss.  This threat continues today and will be exacerbated if this draft 
CoP is implemented.  There needs to be coordination of management actions at State and interstate 
levels and over recent years this has been happening.      
 
Undermining current co-operative management 
All the efforts of Office of Environment and Heritage staff, Local Government staff,  members of the 
NSW Flying-fox Consultative Committee, the scientific community, wildlife carers and community 
groups involved in flying-fox camp management will be wasted if this poorly written Code is 
adopted.  In recent years sharing of knowledge of flying-foxes and their camps and management 
strategies has resulted in many Local Government areas developing camp management plans in 
good faith.  OEH developed the camp template to reduce time and effort for Council staff so they 
could focus on the important on ground mapping of habitat areas and listen to their communities. 
The result is by December 2017, 46 Flying-fox Camp Management Plans had been adopted and more 
are in preparation. 
 
One of the valuable initiatives has been the Flying-fox Land Managers’ Network 
The purpose of the network is to share knowledge, experience, ideas, research, skills and lessons 
learnt in managing flying-fox camps, and to serve as a support base, discussion forum and resource 
hub for land managers dealing with camps.” 
 
Source: Flying-fox Consultative Committee and Stakeholders Meeting 11 November 2015 Minute 2.2 
“OEH has established a land managers’ network for those who manage flying-fox camps, including 
council officers. The forum operates on the Govdex network hosted by the Australian Government. 
To date, 43 land managers have joined the network representing more than 30 organisations, mostly 
local councils. 
 
The draft CoP would allow land managers unwilling to learn from others, or who are pressured by an 
uninformed community, to take actions such as dispersals resulting in detrimental impacts for 
people and flying-foxes.  Splinter camps are likely to form requiring further actions. 
 
Land under Conservation Agreements and Biodiversity Stewardship Agreements 
Part 2 clause 6 (3) 
I strongly recommend that land which has been protected under various conservation agreements 
must be excluded from high impact actions used to manage a flying-fox camp.  The purchase of 



these agreements is to conserve the biodiversity of these areas.  To exclude them under this draft 
CoP is contradictory. 
 
Pre-emptive Camp Management 
Part 2 Clause 10(1) allows land managers to clear vegetation from any land they consider to be likely 
to be used by flying-foxes for a camp in the future.    This clause must be removed.  The whole 
concept is unacceptable as it contradicts the objectives of the CoP.  It is also not possible to predict 
where flying-foxes might camp so there are no scientific grounds on which to make such claim.  It 
will create a loophole which allows unscrupulous land managers to clear more vegetation. 
 
Furthermore Clause 10 (1) only excludes critically endangered ecological communities from being 
cleared.  All threatened species, ecological communities and populations must also be excluded. 
 
Time frames for notification  
 Clause 11 contains unrealistic timeframes for notification of the Department Head and for 
communities.  If a land manager decided to undertake high impact actions such as a disturbance or 
dispersal, such activities take weeks and considerable resources to prepare.  A preferred approach is 
the current one where the land manager under takes thorough assessment, mapping, community 
consultation and Level 1 actions to attempt to ameliorate the impact of flying-foxes on people.   
 
Often calls for ‘getting rid of a camp’ come from a small minority of people who do not have 
sufficient understanding of the situation to make informed decisions.  High impact actions can be 
expensive and have unintentional consequences such as splinter camps  
 
In the case of Ku-ring-gai flying-fox camp, once the full range of options was well understood by 
Councillors, they chose to avoid the costly approach of dispersal instead opting for preparation of 
the management plan, removal of trees very close to 2 houses.  Now the provision of funding to 
assist home owners to install double glazing has further ameliorated the impact on people.   
 
In conclusion, I trust that this draft CoP will be withdrawn and instead land managers be required to 
manage flying-fox camps through the planning approach currently being used and that emphasis is 
placed on regenerating or planting additional camp habitat away from residential areas. 
 
Nancy Pallin 

 
 

 
 




