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Q 1: Title: 

Mr 

Q 2: Surname: 

DIRAGO 

Q 3: Given name: 

PAUL 

Q 4: Organisation: 

N/A 

Q 5: Residential or postal address: 

 

Q 6: Town or Suburb: 

 

Q 7: State/territory: 

NSW 

Q 8: Postcode: 

2444 

Q 9: Phone: 

 

Q 10: Mobile: 

 

Q 11: Country: 

Australia 

Q 12: Email: 

Q 13: Please add your comments here: 

The flying-fox colony in Port Macquarie is large. It has been the cause of concern to many residents 
for years and the subject of representations, seeking action, by thousands of residents to the local 
MP and the local Council. Little has been achieved. 
 
The draft Code may, if implemented effectively by the PMHCouncil, assist with reducing the adverse 
impacts of the local flying-fox camps. 
Communication with the broader community will need to be improved and the Code could facilitate 
this if amended. 
 
The following specific points are referred for consideration: 
 
Objective (2) should be "To avoid or minimise adverse human health outcomes from camp 
management actions. Minimising is not sufficient. 
 
Amended Objectives would: 
"require camp management action plans" as there is now no requirement to prepare such 'plans'; 
Require community access to the OUTCOMES of 'actions', preferably with the use of performance 
measures. 
 
Part 2-7 authorises actions in clause 8 and clause 9. Does clause 10 also require authorisation? 
 
Part3-17 should indicate how long, before actions are carried out, notification must be given to wildlife 
rehabilitation groups. Perhaps 'reasonable notice' would suffice. 
 
Part 3-15-(5) requires disturbance actions to cease in a circumstance. What is the rationale for that 
condition? 
 
The Note refers to a 'camp management plan template' but the draft Code does not require such a 
plan. Good management practice would include a relevant 'plan' but unless required in the Code, 
some authorities will not prepare it. 
 



Part3-16 Community Education and Engagement proposals are too limited to be effective, particularly 
in Port Macquarie given the extent of concern and interest in action. 
 
(1) Engaging only with the community 'around a camp' is limiting. Flying-foxes have impacted the 
broader community including tourism operators, community groups and walkers. Broader 
'engagement 'is required in the Code. 
 
(2) 3 days notice to only some residents of high impact actions is insufficient and should be 
increased. In addition, the broader community has an interest in being informed as, for example, 
disturbed animals may adversely affect properties further away than 300 meters. 
 
(3) Limiting the notification of health risks to those residents in (2) ignores the need to know of the 
broader community. 
A better informed community should be a Part1-3 "Objective" that is supported throughout the Code. 
 
(4) This clause to engage and educate community members is inadequate because it relates only to 
some input. The clause needs to be strengthened by: 
informing the community of decisions taken; planned actions and timeframes; performance measures 
and the results of the actions. A proper management plan could do this. 
 
Part3-17 requires records to be provided only to the Environment Agency Head. 
 
Provision must be made to inform the community and all interested parties of the Records particularly 
as this is the only current means of learning about the camp management action Outcomes. 
 
Residents and other implementing authorities need the opportunity to see what has been effective 
and what has not. 
 
I look forward to your response 

Q 14: Or, upload your comments here: 

N/A 

Q 15: I consent to having all or part of my submission published in the submissions report. 

Yes 

 
 




