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Your ref:  Discussion Paper – A new approach to managing flying-fox roosts

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 [Insert your own introduction here if you wish]  

I strongly oppose the proposed new approach to urban flying-fox camps. The government needs to start again, and base a new policy on evidence of what is in the best interests of people and flying-foxes, and in consultation with experts and stakeholders.  
· The discussion document implies that dispersals are a primary solution to unwelcome flying-fox camps. But as the government has been stating publicly for some years, dispersals generally do not work, they waste a considerable amount of public money, they perpetuate community conflict because they shift the ‘problem’ elsewhere, and they foster negative attitudes to flying-foxes. It completely neglects alternative management approaches, eg, barrier fencing to cut down noise, double glazing to cut down smell, and creating buffers between houses and roost trees.
· As the previous urban bat camp policy stated, education should be the first and primary approach to community concerns about flying-foxes, much of which is due to unfounded health fears. The discussion document says that ‘Community education regarding flying-foxes is essential’ but there is no requirement for any sort of education and the policy focuses only on how to disperse and destroy flying-fox camps. 

· The proposed code of practice will allow local governments to disperse any urban camp without justification, consultation, or consideration of consequences for other people and flying-foxes.  It requires no monitoring or reporting of outcomes and no requirement to take responsibility for consequences, including beyond a local government boundary. It  lacks any requirements to assess whether it is in the public interest to disperse or destroy a flying-fox camp. It does not require the basic elements of good process expected of government bodies – transparency, public consultation, monitoring and reporting.
· The proposed code of practice abandons basic protections for animal welfare – including measures considered essential for dispersals to date.  It permits dispersals to occur when there is a high risk of harm to flying-foxes (when there are dependent young and when females are heavily pregnant) and does not require the presence of a vaccinated vet or wildlife carer capable of rescuing injured or young flying-foxes and to advise when animal welfare is compromised (something that is also in the interests of human welfare).

· The new policy is likely to increase the burden for wildlife rescue and care organisations, which have already been detrimentally affected by the unjustified hysteria about flying-foxes. The government relies on these voluntary organisations to conduct an essential public service (and financially benefits from it) but completely disregards their interests in this policy. 

· Most councils do not have the experience, knowledge, capacity or budget to effectively and responsibly manage flying fox roosts and make decisions that promote both human wellbeing and flying-fox conservation and welfare. It makes no sense to abrogate responsibility for management of keystone, threatened and nomadic species to a level of government with interest primarily in local-level impacts. The management of flying foxes is complex and should be addressed at a state or national level. 
Response to Questions
Q1. Do you agree with the zones to be included in the UFFMA as listed in Appendix 1? 
No, I do not agree, as the proposal to devolve authority over flying-fox camps to local government is significantly flawed.  Being opposed to the principle of the policy, I cannot support the categorisation of zones which form part of that proposal.

Q2. It is proposed that a one Kmbuffer around the commercial and residential urban zones in a local government area be included in the UFFMA. Do you agree with the inclusion of 1Km buffer? 

No, I do not agree with the buffer of 1 km, for the reason outlined in answer to Question 1. Furthermore, 1 km is unjustified because amenity impacts from a camp do not extend beyond a short distance (<200 m). 

Q3. It is proposed that councils be given the option to extend their authority to manage roosts to an area beyond the UFFMA, potentially to cover their entire local government area. Should such an authority be introduced? 

No, I do not agree with extending authority over the entire local government area. For all the reasons that it is wrong to abrogate authority for urban camps, it is worse to abrogate authority in non-urban areas.
Q4. It is an offence under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 to ‘take’ an animal unless authorised. Will the Code of Practice as detailed in Appendix 2 achieve this result?

No, the code of practice is patently inadequate. It fails to require animal welfare measures such as proscribing dispersals during high risk times such as when there are dependent young and heavily pregnant females. It fails to require involvement of trained and vaccinated veterinarians or wildlife rescuers to provide expert advice on welfare and rescue of harmed animals. It does not require monitoring or reporting to ascertain whether breaches of the Nature Conservation Act occur. 

Q5. Attempts to disperse roosts where dependent young are present risks harm to those young. Such harm is currently not permitted under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 and is potentially an offence under that Act. Where dispersal of a roost results in the abandonment of dependent young, and those young are left to die, it could be considered unlawful take under the Nature Conservation Act 1992.  Strategies for dealing with that include taking the young into care by a licenced wildlife carer, avoiding dispersal of trees where dependent young flying foxes are gathered or euthanasia of the dependent young flying foxes. Currently, the euthanasia of sick or injured animals is permitted only if done by a vet. It is not proposed to amend these arrangements for the purposes of the revised roost management framework. Do you agree with this approach or wish to comment on the implications of this matter

There should be no change in the interpretation of harm or take with respect to flying fox young. It is essential that roost dispersal does not occur while there are dependent young in the roosts. It is typically extremely difficult to retrieve young from trees. There should be a requirement for independent expert oversight of dispersals to limit the risks of take of dependent young and to halt dispersals if dependent young are at risk.

Yours sincerely
[Your name]
