
Customer Service 1300 292 872 (02)6670 2400

ABN: 90 178 732 496

Please address all communications

to the General Manager

tsc@tweed.nsw.gov.au

www.tweed.nsw.gov.au

PO Box 816

Murwillumbah NSW 2484

 

 

Council Reference:  
Your Reference:  

 
 
 
 
15 May 2018 
 
 
 
Flying-fox Code of Practice Review 
PO Box A290 
Sydney South NSW 1232 

Flying.Fox@environment.nsw.gov.au 
 
 

Tweed Shire Council submission -  draft Code of Practice 
Authorising Flying-fox Camp Management Actions 

Tweed Shire Council is pleased to offer the following comments in response to the 
public exhibition of the draft Code of Practice Authorising Flying-fox Camp 
Management Actions.  
 
General comments 
It is positive that the code acknowledges that the requirement to manage flying-fox 
camps is most often an issue for local government and that the ability to assess, 
evaluate and respond to incidents of camps significantly affecting local communities 
is being improved. 
 
However, the draft code further exacerbates an unrealistic expectation in the 
community that councils can readily move camps wherever they cause concern for 
local residents.  Further, the draft code’s content and structure operationalises camp 
dispersal without due consideration of the public health or conservation risk that are 
associated with this response. 
 
It is also noted that the draft code is inconsistent with the OEH flying-fox camp 
management policy 2015 which identifies the requirement for camp management to 
occur in accordance with a camp management plan.  Camp management plans are 
considered an essential requirement prior to any high impact camp management 
actions.  This is not only to ensure that the public health and conservation risks of 
these actions are duly considered but also to include proper assessment of potential 
regional impacts, including on neighbouring councils. 
 
The draft code does not specify the requirement for management plans or the 
importance of having one prior to high impact camp management actions to ensure 
risks and implications beyond the subject camp are evaluated accurately (despite 
specifically acknowledging the likelihood of splinter camps at clause 15 [8]). 
 
Specific comments 
The following comments are offered in specific relation to the relevant clauses of the 
draft code: 
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1. Cl 8 (a) – ‘trimming of understorey vegetation’ needs to be defined  
2. Cl 8 (g) – recommend this be considered a ‘high impact’ camp management 

action 
3. Cl 9 – recommend review in accordance with general comments provided 

above 
4. Cl 11 (1) – the notification requirements are overly onerous due to the inclusion 

of ‘routine management actions’.  This will result in council having to notify 
prior to mowing parks, slashing asset protection zones or placing signage in 
parks. 

5. Cl 11 (4) – the notification period (five days) is insufficient in the circumstance 
where a nearby council, without consideration for potential regional 
implications of proposed camp management actions, is proposing dispersal. 

6. Cl 13 (1) – the expert requirements are overly onerous due to the inclusion of 
‘routine management actions’. This will result in councils having to seek expert 
advice before carrying out standard land management actions such as those 
listed at comment 4 above. 

7. Cl 13 (1) (b) – determining a period of significant food stress is extremely 
problematic.  There is a case1 that all coastal lowland locations throughout the 
state are in a period of significant food stress throughout winter. Other 
seasonal, weather or climatic impacted events are often undetermined until 
after the impacts are evident. 

8. Cl 13 (4) d) – recommend that ‘consider any advice’ be amended to ‘adhere to 
any advice’ 

9. Cl 14 (2) – a minimum standard or specified method is required for camp 
monitoring prior to high impact camp management actions to ensure that 
accurate data is applied. 

10. Cl 14 (4) – recommend adding a definition for ‘cold snap’ to the dictionary as 
per ‘heat stress event’. 

11. Cl 15 (5) – recommend adding clarification of how long the camp must remain 
undisturbed subsequent to the occurrence of the subject of this clause 
occurring. 

12. Cl 15 (6) – recommend remove ‘and likely to be harmed’ from this clause.  It is 
reasonable to premise this clause on the likelihood that flying-foxes within the 
tree or within 20 metres of the tree will be harmed during such operations. 

13. Cl 15 (7) – the nature and extent of vegetation management is highly important 
with regard to the likely re-occurrence of flying-foxes at a camp. The area of 
retained vegetation is not necessarily as critical as the structural composition. 
Removal of less than 50% of the vegetation is unlikely to result in long term 
success with regard to camp dispersal.  The inherent conflict in this situation 
that results from an imperative to retain the vegetation for other conservation, 
heritage or amenity values is thus one of the key limitations of dispersal as a 
management action. 

14.  Cl 15 (8) – splinter camps are an almost certain result of camp dispersal.  This 
clause acknowledges this despite not suitably addressing the requirement to 
consider public health and conservation risks associated with this outcome. 

15. Cl 16 – it is unclear whether this clause applies to camps at which there are 
management actions proposed or implemented, or to all camps within the 
jurisdiction of a particular camp manager. 

                                            
1 See for example Eby, P et. al. 1999, ‘The distribution, abundance and vulnerability to population 

reduction of a nomadic nectarivore, the Grey-headed Flying-fox in New South Wales, during a period of resource 

concentration’, Australian Zoologist, 31 (1), pp 240 - 253 
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16. Cl 17 - the record keeping requirements are overly onerous due to the 
inclusion of ‘routine management actions’.  This will result in councils having to 
keep and report records of the carrying out of standard land management 
actions such as those listed at comment 4 above. 

17. Cl 17 – the requirement to self-report contraventions of the code is interesting.  
Recommend an explanatory note identifying the relevant legislative provisions 
and penalties. 

18. Dictionary – definitions for camp boundary and flying-fox camp are confusing 
and appear to be variations on the more commonly used term – ‘maximum 
known extent’.  Recommend deleting ‘at the camp boundary’ from Cl 9 (a) and 
removing the definition for camp boundary from the dictionary. 

 
For more information in relation to these comments, please contact Scott 
Hetherington, Senior Program Leader Biodiversity on (02) 6670 2400.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
 
Jane Lofthouse 
Unit Coordinator - Natural Resource Management 
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