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Mr Andrew Broad MP 
C/o - Committee Secretariat 
Standing Committee on the Environment and Energy 
PO Box 6021 
Parliament House 
CANBERRA 
Canberra ACT 2600 

 

18 November 2016 

 

Dear Mr Broad 

 

INQUIRY INTO FLYING-FOX MANAGEMENT IN THE EASTERN STATES 

The Hunter Joint Organisation of Councils Region welcomes the opportunity to provide this 
submission to the inquiry into flying-fox management in the eastern states.  The attached 
submission was developed by the Hunter Joint Organisation of Councils, with input from our 
member Councils:

 Central Coast Council (formerly 
Gosford & Wyong) 

 Cessnock City Council 
 Dungog Shire Council 
 Lake Macquarie City Council 
 Maitland City Council 
 Mid-Coast Council (formerly 

Gloucester, Great Lakes & Greater 
Taree) 

 Muswellbrook Shire Council 
 City of Newcastle 
 Port Stephens Council 
 Singleton Council 
 Upper Hunter Shire Council 

 

 

The following submission provides detail on the issues and concerns of the Councils of the 
region.  Key issues we request the Minister consider and address include: 

 Consultation processes and timing for response is inadequate given The Hon. Joel 
Fitzgibbon MP requested an inquiry into Flying Foxes on 15 March 2016.  To offer 
such a short window to receive submissions on a technically very complicated issue 
with little regard to Council approval processes and timelines is unreasonable.  We 
believe that a longer submission period would ensure the Committee members have 
access to the best possible information and scientific advice to fully consider the 
matter. 

 The need for greater research to understand roost site selection preferences of 
flying foxes to ensure protection (or creation) of appropriate sites to enable the 
viability of these important nomadic pollinators. 
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 The need for regional cumulative impact assessments on development and clearing 
activities to reduce the chance of new conflict sites being created due to increased 
habitat loss.  There is significant concern that the reduced regulation on clearing 
activities included in the Local Land Services Amendment Act 2016 will further 
restrict habitat for flying foxes. 

We thank the Committee for considering this submission and will make ourselves available 
for further discussion if required.   

Please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Bradley Nolan (Director Hunter Councils Environment 
Division) on 02 4978 4024 to discuss any aspect of this submission. 

 

Yours Sincerely  

 

Roger Stephan 
Chief Executive Officer 



3 
 

Detailed Submission 

The following submission has been compiled with advice and information from the now 11 
Councils of the Hunter, Central Coast and Mid-Coast Region of NSW.  Individual member 
Councils will also submit their own detailed submissions to the legislation.  This submission 
will support and provide regional context for those individual submissions. 

 

Circumstances and process by which flying-foxes are listed and delisted as 
threatened species at both the state and Commonwealth levels 

The Councils of the Hunter Region understand that species are added to the National threat-
listing under the Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 following 
a thorough scientific investigation by the Threatened Species Scientific Committee, an 
independent committee of eminent conservation scientists which reports directly to the 
Minister for the Environment.  A similar Scientific Committee established under the 
Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995 advises the NSW Minister for the Environment. 

In the Hunter Region, there are some permanent populations of flying foxes, but we also 
experience the seasonal migration of these animals.  The region typically accommodates, 
Grey-Headed Flying Foxes, Little Red Flying Foxes and Black Flying Foxes.  Only the Grey-
Headed Flying Fox is threat-listed in both Federal and State conservation laws as Vulnerable, 
but we note that regardless of this listing status, all species of flying foxes are native, and 
therefore a protected species under environmental law.  In addition to this legal status, the 
Australian Flying Foxes are an integral part of the Australian ecology, with the Lower Hunter 
Flying Fox Management Strategy 2013 stating “more than 100 species of native trees and 
vines requiring seed and pollen dispersal by these animals (including commercially valuable 
hardwood and rainforest trees).  The services provided by flying foxes are of inestimable 
ecological and commercial value”. 

It is further understood that both the National and State Scientific Committees have 
considered the status of the Grey-headed flying fox in recent years and advised the species 
should remain at the set threat listing level.  The reports provided by the Scientific 
Committees clearly suggest that the scientific data available suggests these species have 
experienced significant population reductions (upwards of 30%) in the 1990s and 2000s and 
are vulnerable to further population reductions, possibly requiring the threat listing to be 
increased from Vulnerable to Endangered. 

The Councils of the region note that the NSW Government provide the following detail on 
the major threats to Flying Foxes: 

 Loss of roosting and foraging sites 

 Electrocution on powerlines, entanglement in netting and on barbed-wire 

 Heat stress 

 Conflict with humans 

 Incomplete knowledge of abundance and distribution across the species' range 

Given the threat descriptions are all related to increased population and development of 
natural areas, it is unsurprising flying foxes are threatened, or that incidences of conflict 
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continue to arise, as greater areas of the region are being developed each year, further 
contributing to habitat loss and increasing the need for flying foxes to utilise feeding and 
roosting trees located within or adjacent to human communities. 

 

Interaction between the state and Commonwealth regulatory frameworks 

Our member Councils have noted some significant issues with the dual consenting 
requirements relating to management of flying foxes protected under both Commonwealth 
and NSW environmental law.  Councils have cited issues such as misalignment of regulatory 
frameworks, and the lack of trigger process to move an application from State to 
Commonwealth consideration. 

It is further understood that the NSW Biodiversity Conservation Act (introduced to 
parliament on 9 November) includes provisions to align State and Commonwealth threat 
listing processes and potentially address these concerns. 

Specifically some of our member Councils note the length of time to undertake the 
application and approval process is significant and recommend the following: 

 That the NSW regulatory framework is utilised as an automatic trigger to alert the 
Commonwealth process of likely approval requirements 

 That the automatic trigger requires the Commonwealth to determine if approval is 
required.  Such a trigger would therefore reduce timelines required for approvals. 

Further, the Councils recommend dedicated officers with an in depth understanding of the 
species and actions across the State / Country manage regulatory processes to ensure 
inconsistencies in application and impact of decisions does not occur. 

Councils request further clarity on the interaction between the regulatory frameworks to 
ensure actions can be taken appropriately that will not adversely impact the species, and 
protect Councils from litigation due to inadvertently breaching environmental laws due to 
confusing and conflicting requirements. 

 

Councils acknowledge the work being undertaken by the NSW Office of Environment & 
Heritage to simplify the process to manage flying fox camps, through the creation of a 
standardised Flying Fox Camp Management Plan template.  The use of the template, and 
the ability to work with neighbouring Land Managers on the development of complimentary 
plans will assist with effective management activities, but Councils note the plans and all 
considerations included in them relate specifically to flying fox roost locations, and do not 
actively influence the broader threats to the species identified by the scientific committee – 
specifically loss of roosting and (more importantly) foraging habitat.  Land Managers will be 
able to write and implement the best possible Camp Management Plans, but we do not 
believe this will reduce issues of flying fox / human conflict, as the underlying reason for 
flying foxes moving into human settlements is loss of habitat. 

Council note that the responsibility for the development of plans, and management of the 
issues is dictated by Federal and State agencies, but is not accompanied with resources 
(monetary or otherwise) to assist with implementation. 

 



5 
 

Strategic approaches to managing species at a regional scale 

The Councils of the region believe that regional management of issues relating to Flying 
Foxes is paramount as Flying Foxes are a nomadic species, reportedly with a population that 
migrates across the Eastern States each year. 

We note that actions occurring at local scales influencing roosting and foraging habitat have 
wide ranging impacts far in excess of the site where the action occurs, i.e. loss of habitat will 
likely cause more animals to use remaining camps in an effort to utilise remaining feed 
trees; dispersed animals will travel to neighbouring camps increasing numbers at those 
sites.  Consideration of actions at a single site (or foraging range), without consideration of 
likely impacts on neighbouring sites, or Councils, will likely lead to expansion and 
exacerbation of conflict issues. 

Councils note the Draft National Recovery Plan states the overall objectives of recovery of 
Grey-headed Flying-foxes are: 

 to reduce the impact of threatening processes  

 to arrest decline throughout their range 

 to conserve their functional roles in seed dispersal and pollination of native plants  

 to improve the comprehensiveness and reliability of information available to guide 
recovery. 

It is believed that strategic regional approaches to management of roost and foraging areas 
(or their creation) will be required to achieve the Recovery Plan Objectives,  as such Councils 
support cumulative impact assessments being undertaken and draw the committees 
attention to the regional submission made to the Biodiversity Conservation Reforms 2016 
where significant concern was expressed about the impact of reduced regulation on land 
clearing, as this will undoubtedly increase conflict as resources available to flying foxes are 
systemically removed from the broader landscape. 

Most issues relating to flying foxes are directly the result of land use decisions, and 
therefore there is a need to ensure that local and regional land use planning processes 
effectively recognise biodiversity requirements, the inclusion of key roosting and foraging 
habitat areas should be included in broader regional planning documents (Hunter Plan) to 
explicitly identify areas where development should not occur without appropriate State and 
Federal assessments being undertaken.  The inclusion of explicit environmental protection 
needs should be included with the same prominence as explicit development areas. 

Additionally, it appears that climate change may be an important factor in increasing the 
conflict between humans and flying foxes, now and into the future (temperature and 
changing habitats). Therefore, climate change mitigation and adaptation responses by the 
Commonwealth Government need to take into account when determining ecological 
responses to managing flying foxes. 

 

Opportunities to streamline the regulation of flying-fox management 

Councils are already undertaking the Camp Management Planning process set out by the 
NSW Government to manage Flying Fox Camps.  Additionally, Councils are engaging with 
the Office of Environment & Heritage and Local Land Services on the development of a 
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Regional Flying Fox Management Strategy.  It is hoped that these documents can assist with 
a streamlined management process. 

Given the work being conducted on the Camp Management Plans, Councils hope this 
investment in resources will assist in streamlining any approvals required to undertake 
management actions that have (i) passed through community consultation; (ii) been 
adopted by Councils through normal governance procedures. 

The application of process alignment activities previously discussed would further improve 
the management process. 

 

Success or otherwise of management actions, such as dispersal of 
problematic flying-fox camps 

We have not had any direct experience with dispersal activities, but draw the Committee’s 
attention to the 2011 Journal Article “The Outcomes and Costs of Relocating Flying-Fox 
Camps: Insights from the Case of Maclean Australia” by Roberts & Eby et al.  Subsequent 
assessments carried out by Peggy Eby in 2013 clarified findings, the summary of findings is 
below: 

Review of past flying-fox dispersal actions between 1990-2013, Peggy Eby 2013. 

To understand the utility of dispersals as a management tool to resolve conflict between 
humans and flying-foxes, the outcomes of 17 recent camp dispersal attempts were 
systematically reviewed. The review identified a set of common outcomes of camp 
dispersals that should guide their use in Australia. A further observation was that the 
outcomes of dispersals are often not known for several years. 

1. In all cases, dispersed animals did not abandon the local area. 
2. In 16 of the 17 cases, dispersals did not reduce the number of flying-foxes in a local 

area. 
3. Dispersed animals did not move far (in approx. 63% of cases the animals only moved 

<600m from the original site, contingent on the distribution of available vegetation). 
In 85% of cases, new camps were established nearby. 

4. In all cases, it was not possible to predict where replacement camps would form. 
5. Conflict was often not resolved. In 71% of cases conflict was still being reported 

either at the original site or within the local area years after the initial dispersal 
actions. 

6. Repeat dispersal actions were generally required (all cases except extensive 
vegetation removal). 

7. The financial costs of all dispersal attempts were high ranging from tens of 
thousands of dollars for vegetation removal to hundreds of thousands for active 
dispersals (e.g. using noise, smoke etc). 

There were a few exceptions to these patterns, but they only occurred when there were 
abundant financial and human resources (e.g. RBG Melbourne and RBG Sydney) and/or 
specific landscape characteristics (e.g., isolation from neighbours (Batchelor, NT) or habitat 
link to ‘acceptable’ location (RBG Melbourne). 
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Additional comments for consideration 

Current Flying Fox Management Activities in the Hunter Region 

The Councils of the Hunter Region are currently working together on the development of 
local Flying Fox Camp Management Plans, a Regional Flying Fox Management Strategy and 
will soon commence work on the development and implementation of a Regional 
Community Engagement Project (supported by the NSW Environmental Trust) to have 
active, ongoing, and meaningful discussions with the community about the value of flying 
foxes to the Australian environment, and how to co-exist with them.   

Commonwealth and State Assistance Required 

Councils would like to see increased involvement from State and Federal agencies in this 
work, as the prevailing science indicates the Flying Fox population that migrates through our 
region is a National population – therefore the development and distribution of community 
information requires considerable input from agencies to ensure consistency not only across 
Council borders, but across regions and States.  There is little use in regions undertaking 
protection and management activities, if the activities in other areas do not support the 
population viability and directly or indirectly cause increased population numbers. 

The Councils of the region feel that NSW OEH and the Federal Department of the 
Environment need to begin actively communicating with Councils and media outlets to 
address the common negative and inflammatory stories published through the media.  
Agencies have identified the significance of the species, and require Councils to manage and 
ensure the species viability, but are taking no responsibility to actively engage and educate 
the broader community on why those decisions have been taken, and why it is important 
that communities adapt to manage the seasonal migration of the species. 

Species Research and Data 

Collation of data from all approved management actions should be conducted by the 
relevant approval authority with regular reporting provided to Local Authorities across the 
country to ensure the lessons learnt from management actions (successes and failures) can 
inform future activities and assist with appropriate planning and resource allocation.  A 
national database would provide significant value to Flying Fox Camp managers. 

Further research into species roosting and foraging preferences is required to inform State 
and Local Planning Authorities on issues that may arise from flying fox migrations.  The 
continued funding of national flying fox census data is required to understand the species 
movement and any changes in population size.  

The maintenance of effective flying fox monitoring programs at the national level is 
essential for local communities to effectively respond to issues. 


