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25.11.14 
 
To whom it may concern 
 
Re: Camp Management Policy 2014 Consultation Draft 
 
I have been closely involved with flying-fox issues in northern NSW for many years. In particular I have had significant 
involvement with the camp at Maclean. 
 
I appreciate Flying-fox management is complex and I welcome the review and also the opportunity to submit the 
following comments for consideration. 
 
 
 

1. A Camp Management Plan [CMP] must be essential, with no exceptions. 
 

A CMP underpins the decision making process for meeting the Policy objectives of flying-fox camp 
management.  
A CMP also provides a paper trail for assessment of activities, and acts as a baseline for any response or 
actions that may be considered in the future. Prior to the formal documentation of the Maclean Camp, 
unsubstantiated conflicting claims added confusion and volatility to community discussion. 
Actions taken in the absence of a CMP could give cause to consider the Policy is ineffective. 
 
 

2. The agency responsible for compliance of individual CMP’s should be stated. 
 
 

3. The agency responsible for monitoring the cumulative effect of all CMP’s across New South Wales should be 
stated, and also the process by which that will be done. 

 
 

4. The creation of buffers must also recognise vegetation has intrinsic value separate from being FF habitat.  
 

Emphasis should be made that environmentally significant vegetation will be protected. 
Buffers must be offset to ensure no net loss of vegetation. Offsets must be well planned; documented in 
detail; timed to ensure usability to compensate for buffer zone clearing. 
Incremental and cumulative vegetation loss must be monitored and assessed, and the agency responsible 
for that task should be noted in the Policy. 

 
5. The management actions [page 6] need to be reviewed. 

 
Motor-mowers, chainsaws and other noisy machinery have been regularly used as a tool for disturbance and 
dispersal. Therefore the mowing of grass and similar grounds-keeping actions in close vicinity to a colony 
should be deleted from the Level 1 action category, and placed in the Level 3 category.    
Disturbing animals at the boundary of a camp stimulates activity throughout the camp. For this reason 
disturbing animals anywhere in the camp should be classified as a level 3 action. 
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6. Animal welfare must form part of the Policy.  
 

Clear statements to the effect that actions causing injury and harm to individual animals is not acceptable 
should be included in the Policy. 
Animal welfare must be supported when deciding methods of disturbance and/or dispersal.  
a) To my knowledge there is no research or documentation on the effects of smoke on flying-foxes. 

However there is information on the effects of intense smoke on the eyes and lungs of humans. Given 
both humans and FF are mammals with similar anatomy and physiology it would be expected similar 
effects would be sustained by FF and humans. The use of intense smoke should not be permitted. 

b) Shooting is not acceptable as it does not, and cannot, guarantee a clean and fatal shot. A slow and 
painful death is ensured for any animal not mortally wounded in the first instance.  
A slow and painful death is also ensured for any young flying-foxes orphaned due to shooting of lactating 
mothers. 

 
7. Human health is an important consideration and is clearly a significant point of concern for the community. 

The Department of Health has determined that the risk of disease is minimal. This information should be 
clearly emphasised within the documentation of the policy. 
Loss of amenity due to odour, noise impacts and loss of sleep have been noted by some members of the 
community in close proximity to flying-foxes. However other people live alongside flying-foxes with no 
detrimental effect. It has been my experience that education about FF helps reduce perceived impact.  
 
 

8. The two case studies cited in the draft policy are in reference to ephemeral camps. Both suggest that 
dispersal is relatively easy and successful.  
A long standing maternity camp is a different proposition and the results may not be so quickly forthcoming. 
The financial investment should be included in any case study presented. 
 
 

9. The draft policy mentions the National FF Monitoring Program. I have some reservations with that program 
and would be concerned if it was used to inform decisions on flying-foxes. 

 
 
 
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 

Imelda Jennings 
imelda.grant@bigpond.com 
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