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I have read the draft policy and have a number of issues with the document as it 
stands. While the policy is aimed at providing a solution to the issues of crop 
protection for farmers, safety of people near flying foxes and the sustainable 
management of Flying foxes, there are some areas of the policy which are weak and 
should be re-written or at least updated to add strength to the policy and provide an 
appropriate level of protection for Flying-foxes, especially those listed as threatened 
Species. 

1. In section 1 on page 1 (and repeated in section 2 page 5), dot point 6 of 
the objectives states “enable land managers and other stakeholders to 
use a range of suitable management responses to sustainably manage 
flying-foxes”. The remainder of the document only talks about land 
managers, so the reference to “other stakeholders” is confusing and 
inconsistent in the context of that statement. Either delete the reference 
to “other stakeholders” in this section or provide explanation in the policy 
as to the identity and role of the other stakeholders. 

2. In section 3, page 6 the draft policy states proactive management is 
recommended where flying fox camps are “causing issues through 
noise, odour, prevalence of flying-fox droppings or health impacts 
(including mental health)”.  In the way this is currently stated, this is too 
subjective and unclear. The urban environment is full of noise, 
unpleasant odours and health risks.  As with other legislation, proactive 
management should only be undertaken to deal with excessive noise, 
odours and genuine / significant health risks (not to unsubstantiated 
claims or theoretical risks). 

3. In regards to the same section, taking proactive action should take into 
account not only the seriousness of the “offense” but the number of 
people affected.  If only one or two households are impacted it may be 
more cost effective and sustainable to assist those households (for 
example by double-glazing windows and installing air conditioning, 
rather than spending hundreds of thousands of dollars on dispersals that 
may or may not succeed. 

4. Section 3 Page 6 (Level 1 Actions).  Based on the way this is written, 
level 1 actions could easily be used to disperse a bat camp or to injure or 
kill flying-foxes without authority.  The policy should be reworded so it is 
clear that routine camp management actions may not distress, injure or 
kill flying-foxes.  It should state that penalties will apply if unauthorised 
actions are taken. 
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5. Section 3 Page 6. Level 2 actions could also be misused to disperse, kill 
or harm bats.  For that reason, the policy should clarify that the process 
of creating buffers may not be used to distress, injure or kill flying-foxes.  
It should be made clear that penalties will apply if unauthorised actions 
are taken. 

6. In Section 3 Page 7 (Camp disturbances or dispersal), the draft policy 
recommends Land Managers consider appointing a coordinator.  This 
leaves the matter to be decided by the Land Manager. Leaving this as 
optional will do little to satisfy the requirement that the flying-foxes are 
managed sustainably.  The appointment of a suitably qualified and 
skilled coordinator should be obligatory.   

7. In the same section the draft policy lists conditions where dispersals are 
not recommended. Again, a recommendation is insufficient to ensure 
that dispersals are not conducted under inherently inhumane conditions. 
It should be clearly stated that dispersals may not be conducted under 
those conditions. I feel strongly that it is essential for actions endorsed 
by government agencies to be sustainable and ethical, and allowing 
dispersals under the conditions listed on that page would clearly be 
inhumane and as such, unethical. 

8. In the section entitled “Is shooting of flying-foxes allowed”? I share the 
view expressed by many others that the shooting of flying foxes is 
inherently inhumane, and it should be ended as soon as possible. It is 
indiscriminate in terms of what species and which gender will be shot, 
and at the time of year that many crops are at risk, flying foxes may have 
dependent young that will die a slow death from starvation when their 
mothers are killed.  

9. In the findings of the 2009 report written by the NSW Flying fox 
Licensing Review Panel, the panel stated that shooting flying-foxes for 
the purpose pf protecting crops was “unacceptable ethically and legally”. 
The same report noted that crop netting was the only completely 
effective method of crop protection. If that is the case, the credibility of 
orchardists must be called into question if they say they have used 
netting and it was ineffective – so they need to shoot.  

The NSW Government has a legislative responsibility to provide protection for 
wildlife in this state, protect them from cruelty, and safeguard them against 
extinction. This policy must be framed within the constraints of those legislative 
requirements, and thus effectively prevent animal cruelty and unsustainable 
behaviour.  

Australia has condemned whaling, which is the killing of wildlife for profit. Likewise 
the killing of dolphins in Canada and Japan has been roundly criticised as inhumane 
and unnecessary. Ethically there is no difference – as the 2009 Licensing review 
stated – shooting bats is ethically unacceptable. As a result I urge you to strengthen 
the welfare and sustainability issues of the policy as per the comments above, and 
phase out shooting as a priority over the next 12-18 months at the most. 

  



The catch cry to save koalas is "NO TREE, NO ME" 

The catch cry for flying foxes should be "NO ME, NO TREE" 

When flying foxes are shot you can wave goodbye to rainforests as we know them. 

  

  

Yours Truly, 

Clare Heaton 

   


