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Re: Draft Flying-fox Camp Management Policy 

 

In my view, the policy in its current format does not provide clear guidance, the objectives appear 

confused, and the plans outlined in the policy do not propose actions that will meet those objectives.  

Flying foxes are a species in decline due to habitat loss and global warming- note the recent loss of 

thousands of bats during the most recent heatwave. 

The Objectives should be reconsidered and strengthened; particularly from the perspective of 

conserving flying fox populations (which OEH is legally obligated to do). For example this policy 

should: 

 

 More clearly and forcefully address the potential impacts of urban development on the flying fox 

camps. 

  Based on the above, provide options to minimise the impact of development and urbanisation on 

flying fox roosts. 

  Provide clear guidelines for the management of flying fox camps and foraging habitat areas in the 

short, medium and long term taking into consideration the behaviours, habitat and food 

requirements of the individual species. 

 Try to make sure that the proposed long-term conservation actions are able to be enforced. 

 The policy fails to identify significant issues relating to the management of flying foxes such as; 

 The availability of roosting camp habitat  

 The foraging locations and habits of the foxes 

 The loyalty of flying-foxes to long-term roosts 

 The need for ongoing (and sometimes costly) maintenance efforts to prevent the return of 

flying foxes to long-term roost sites 

 The different behaviours and cycles between the different species of flying-fox 

 The potential for disruptive actions to make matters worse from the perspective of 

dispersed roosts resettlement and, 

 The potential for increased viral impact on and from stressed animals 

 

The Policy and the Camp Management Plan Template fail to address the likelihood of collateral 

damage in surrounding areas from disruptive action in one area. The appointment of a suitably 

experienced project coordinator will be optional. This is entirely inadequate. 

The over-arching emphasis of the policy is on the impacts of the animals on humans in an urban 

environment. The policy does not give adequate weight to the needs of flying foxes and will have 

a negative impact on their conservation status. Further options to mitigate the impacts of humans 

on the camps should be investigated.  



The policy does not adequately address the fact that it is unlawful to harm these protected animals 

and any proposals to manage the camps must not include actions that may harm them.  

The Camp Management Plan Template makes reference to the fact that ‘further consultation with 

OEH staff will be required for the trigger for level 3’ but there is no description or definition in 

either the policy or the camp management template as to what the ‘trigger’ for level 3 might be or 

what would be considered ‘legally defensible’ actions required to implement a level 3 camp 

dispersal.  

The policy does not identify the measures applied to determine the validity of any impacts on 

human settlements. When, for example is a camp considered at capacity, too noisy, too close, or 

too odorous? Are these ‘triggers’ and if so, at what point do they become triggers for a level 3 

action?  It is too easy to overemphasise negative aspects. How do they compare to vehicle noise, 

crop spraying or any other activity which impacts on humans?  

A separate policy or section should be included on the management of Flying Fox impacts on 

orchards and or foraging areas outlining legal options to protect fruit and other vegetation.  

The animal welfare and ethical issues related to lethal methods of crop protection are significant, 

with unproven benefits and probable devastating impact on bat numbers.  

Subsidised netting may be a viable and more effective alternative. 

The are so many issues and inconsistencies with this draft policy that it should be scrapped and 

re-drafted.  Because of the welfare and conservation issues involved, it should also be referred to 

the NSW Animal Welfare Advisory Council for advice before being considered as a final draft for 

enactment. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Yael Cohen 


