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1 Opening of Meeting

2 Attendance and requests for leave of absence

3 Apologies

4 Prayers

5 Declarations of Prescribed or Declarable Conflict of Interest by Members
6 Announcements / Mayoral Minutes

7 Reception of Deputations by Appointment / Presentation of Petitions

8 Confirmation of Minutes

Special Meeting - 19 June 2023

Ordinary Meeting - 20 June 2023

9 Business Arising from Previous Minutes
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10 Consideration of Business of Meeting
Customer & Regional Prosperity

10.1 Register of Active Grants and Subsidies
Executive Officer: General Manager Customer and Regional Prosperity
Item Author: Special Projects Officer

Attachments: Nil

Executive Summary

This report provides an overview of the level of administration required and risks associated with
keeping the Register of Active Grants and Subsidies (the Register) accurate and current on the
Council website. Information regarding alternative channels for the public to access this type of
information is outlined in the report.

The report seeks to obtain support to no longer publish the Register on Council's website based on
the reasons outlined.

Recommendation
That:

1.  Council acknowledge adequate and relevant information on external grants and subsidies
received by Council is provided via several channels such as, Council's Annual Report,
Ordinary Meeting reports, 'Let's Talk Scenic Rim', media releases and social media platforms;
and

2. Council endorse ceasing the labour-intensive publication of the Register of Active Grants and
Subsidies on Council's website.

Previous Council Considerations / Resolutions

At the Ordinary Meeting held on 3 August 2021, it was resolved that:

1.  Council adopt its first register of Active Grants and Subsidies, current as at 23 July 2021, that
lists programs funded by Queensland Government, jointly funded by the Queensland and
Australian Governments, and funded by the Australian Government;

2. Council publish the register of Active Grants and Subsidies on Council's website and note the
register will be updated and presented to Council on a six-monthly basis, and updated on the
Council's website, as required; and

3.  Council acknowledge the preparation and publishing of the Register supports Council's
deliberate strategy and ongoing commitment to being open and transparent, and ensures the
community has clarity and an understanding of current grant and subsidy funded programs.
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Report / Background

In August 2021, a register of all grants and subsidies received by Council from external bodies was
developed and published on Council's website. The intention of publishing a register of these grants
and subsidies was to provide the public with a list of active grants and subsidies at a program level
with a list of projects that sit within each particular program and the amount of funding for each
program.

The Register has been updated every six months, or as required, and although it appears to be a
relatively easy task, that is not the case. Maintaining the Register is a labour intensive administrative
process.

Council receives grants and subsidies from the Queensland Government, jointly funded by the
Queensland and Australian Government, and grants funded by the Australian Government for
approved Council projects. Each of these funding bodies and grant programs have different and
complex schedules, including strict media and reporting protocols. Additionally, a grant program can
run over a number of years with several funding rounds per program. This makes it difficult to
accurately report on the status of grants from a program level in a simple format for the public to
understand.

During the funding period costs, commitments, scope and even projects can change as risks are
encountered and mitigated. Projects by nature change as they progress through their phases,
especially ones with the scope and size of some of Councils. These changes may be challenging
to report in a timely manner and can be confusing for the public to comprehend and are really only
relevant to the Funding Body based on the executed Funding Agreements.

Council is under embargoed restrictions and must wait to announce successful grants until the
funding body has made an announcement. Furthermore, Council cannot formally confirm successful
grant funding until the funding agreement is dully executed, which can take several months and can
be confusing as the public may be aware of a grant months before Council can confirm it.

The other issue identified is that publishing the funds available for the delivery of projects has the
potential of undermining achieving the best possible pricing when projects go to tender or request
for quote. With the available funds known publicly, the tender prices and quotes tend to come in
with the exact value of the funds available. This does not necessarily present the best value for
money.

The identified challenges mentioned above pose a certain level risk to Council to ensure the reporting
remains accurate and current.

Research has been undertaken with other councils, revealing that no other councils report on
externally funded grants at this level or this type of format.

Statistical information was collected on how many clicks were made on Council's website to the
Register with the following results:

o From August 2021 (when first published) to April 2023 - total of 120 clicks; and
. From January 2022 to December 2022 - total of 25 clicks.

It is important to note that once the Register is removed from the website, this does not mean the
public will lose access to information regarding external grant projects and funding amounts. There
is a regulatory requirement that grants and subsidies are reported on as revenue in the financial
statements of Council's Annual Report. They are located in Council's Annual Reports sections of
Capital and Operating, depending on the grant, as well as throughout the report highlighting some
key projects delivered from grant funding (including Council contributions to co-funded projects).

Item 10.1 Page 7



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

'Let's Talk Scenic Rim' also provides information on many of Council's large grant funded projects.
Additionally, several project updates are released via the media, social media posts and Ordinary
Meeting reports. It is considered that these channels combined, provide a more informative result
and a deeper understanding on actual project delivery for the community.

Based on the rationale and information provided in this report, it is considered that removing the
Register of Active Grants and Subsidies from Council's website will not impact the community's
understanding of grant-funded projects or compromise on any level of transparency by Council.
Budget / Financial Implications

There is limited impact on Council's budget, however it is a labour-intensive process using officer
time that could be better invested in applying for grants. It should be noted that grants, as required
by regulation, are reported in Council's Annual Report, which is in line with other councils.
Strategic Implications

Operational Plan

Theme: 3. Open and Responsive Government

Key Area of Focus: The provision of services that align to the current and long-term (20 year)
service level requirements of the Scenic Rim community

Legal / Statutory Implications

Section 104(5)(b)(iii) of the Local Government Act 2009 provides that a system of financial
management established by a local government must include an annual report prepared for the local
government.

Section 104(5)(b)(i) of the Local Government Act 2009 provides that a system of financial
management established by a local government must include the general purpose financial
statements prepared for the local government.

Section 176 of the Local Government Regulation 2012 requires the financial statements of a local
government to contain the following statements:

1. ageneral purpose financial statement;

2. acurrent-year financial sustainability statement;

3. along-term financial sustainability statement.

Risks

Strategic Risks

The following Level 1 and Level 2 (strategic) risks are relevant to the matters considered in this
report:

SR51 Ineffective, inaccurate and/or inappropriate communication and relationship/stakeholder
management impacting Council's ability to fulfil its strategic objectives.
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Risk Assessment

Category

Consequence

Likelihood

Inherent
Risk
Rating

Treatment of risks

Residual
Risk
Rating

Reputation,
Community & Civic
Leadership

There is a
reputational risk
should Council
inadvertently

publish in accurate
information

3 Moderate

Unlikely

Low

Do not publish the
Register on Council's
website.

Low

Consultation

Consultation to develop this report was undertaken with General Manager, Customer and Regional
Prosperity, Special Projects Officer, Customer and Regional Prosperity and Council's Grant Officer,
Customer and Regional Prosperity.

Conclusion

The report seeks to cease the publication of Council's Register of Active Grants and Subsidies on
Council's website. There are adequate alternative channels for the community to access information
on grants received by Council and the projects the grants will deliver.

Item 10.1
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10.2 Flying-fox Roost Management Planning - Beaudesert and Canungra
Executive Officer: General Manager Customer and Regional Prosperity
Item Author: Principal Specialist Biodiversity and Climate Change
Attachments:

1.  Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan &
2.  Beaudesert Lions Bicentennial Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan 4

Executive Summary

Flying-fox management presents a challenge for local governments in delivering a balance of
community and conservation outcomes within the region. When planning flying-fox management,
local governments need to consider a variety of circumstances including impact, conflict and risk in
developing a sensible and achievable approach.

During peak events throughout 2019, 2021 and 2022, Council has received multiple complaints
regarding two high conflict flying-fox roosts located in Beaudesert and Canungra. Each roost has
experienced an influx of in excess of 20,000 individuals during peak periods with flying-fox impacts
such as noise and odour increasing human/flying-fox conflict

In an endeavour to develop appropriate management actions, Council applied for funding, and was
successful, under Round 2 (Stream 2) of the Flying-Fox Roost Management Local Government
Grants Program during 2022. The funding sought to provide Council with $20,000 to develop long-
term roost management plans and associated implementation actions for two high-conflict sites
located in Canungra and Beaudesert.

During the last 12-months Council has been working with affected residents and expert ecologists
in flying-fox behaviour to develop two roost management plans.

The development of these plans has occurred in co-ordination with the development a new whole-
of-Council Regional Flying-fox Management Plan, which is anticipated for release for public
consultation during July/August 2023.

Due to overwhelming requests for response to the high-conflict sites as well as small window for
management actions during winter periods, priority has been given to the development of the roost
management plans. It is anticipated that the Roost Management Plans for the Beaudesert and
Canungra roosts will be provided for public consultation through Council's 'Let's Talk Scenic Rim'
during June/July.
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Recommendation
That:

1.  Council adopt the Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan for a pilot
period of six months with the intent to undertake time critical works in the meantime.

2. Council adopt the Beaudesert Lions Bicentennial Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan pilot
period of six months with the intent to undertake time critical works in the meantime.

3. Council note the intent is to undertake further community consultation for each Roost
Management Plan in conjunction with consultation for the Scenic Rim Regional Council Flying-
fox Management Strategy.

Previous Council Considerations / Resolutions

On 1 May 2015, Council endorsed the Scenic Rim Regional Council Flying-fox Strategy.

Report / Background

Currently a total of 14 known roosts exist across the Scenic Rim region. These sites consist of variety
of seasonal and permanent camps located in a variety of locations including Witheren, Tamborine
Mountain, Beaudesert and Canungra. Each roost site is individual, often containing varying levels
of conflict and risk associated with the type and number of species as well as adjoining land uses.
These differences create challenges for creating well considered flying-fox management actions that
achieve conservation outcomes while managing community conflicts and expectations.

During the last 12-months Council has been working with affected residents and expert ecologists
in flying-fox behaviour to develop two roost management plans.

All species of flying-fox in Queensland are protected under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NCA).
Under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife Management) Regulation 2006, local governments in
Queensland have an as-of-right authority to manage flying-fox roosts in a defined Urban Flying-Fox
Management Area. In addition, the grey-headed flying-fox is listed as a Vulnerable species under
the Commonwealth Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).
It is an offence to undertake an action that is likely to have a significant impact this species.

Following on from discussions regarding flying-fox impacts during peak periods, a new operating
initiative for the 2021-2022 period was proposed to strengthen Council's management intent to
contemporise actions and develop a stronger position for response on public and private lands.
The budget submission was proposed to support the development and delivery of new support
mechanisms for private landholders expanding Council's current level of service for residents
impacted by flying-foxes as part of roost management planning.

On 1 May 2015, Council endorsed the Scenic Rim Regional Council Flying-Fox Strategy, and as
part of the development of the new strategy, a community survey was undertaken to better
understand the type of animal/human conflict that was occurring. The survey sought to understand
the nature of conflict at individual sites and also any potential for assistance to properties affected
by flying-fox roosts.
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Following the survey, a review of the current Flying-Fox Management Strategy was undertaken with
several recommendations identified for inclusion in a new strategy. Council is now finalising the new
Flying-Fox Management Strategy, which seeks to update the existing 2015 Flying-Fox Strategy to
incorporate these new features.

During this review period, and continued requests from community, Council also took the opportunity
to apply for funding, and was successful, under Round 2 (Stream 2) of the Flying-Fox Roost
Management Local Government Grants Program to develop site based roost management plans
(RMP) for the two highest conflict sites Beaudesert and Canungra.

The site-based management plans have been developed with consideration of the draft regional
flying-fox management plan as well as results of public consultation.

Roost Management Planning

The Beaudesert and Canungra roosts currently reside in high traffic parkland located within the
centre of the township. Each roost has specific challenges associated with high conflict areas such
as schools, hotels, business, homes and community spaces within proximity of the roost site. Each
roost has a high risk of transference due to vegetated areas surrounding the site. In each instance,
the roost can temporarily expand into higher conflict areas resulting in increasing community impact.

The Flying-Fox Roost Management Plans (Roost Management Plans) provide Council with a
framework to manage conflict associated with each specific site whilst ensuring flying-foxes and their
ecological services are conserved. The plans are designed to address the specific challenges faced
at the roost sites, through providing a range of short and long term actions to support private
landholders, minimise conflict between humans and flying-foxes, improve awareness, and facilitate
flying-fox conservation in the region.

The plans provide contemporary and long-term strategies for the sites in consideration of the
dynamic nature of each roost site. This is important during potential influx events where splintering
of roosts has been observed.

The Roost Management Plans set out four key objectives:

o minimise impacts experienced by the community and impacted residents at/near the roosts
through proven and new, innovative approaches that seek to achieve co-existence with flying-
foxes;

. provide short- and long-term management strategies for each roost, considering the dynamic
nature of the roost (eg. influxes) contribute to effective conservation of flying-fox populations
across the Scenic Rim Local Government Area;

. achieve a long-term community co-existence through better understanding of the importance
of flying-foxes for conservation; and

o ensure management actions reflect Council’s revised Scenic Rim Regional Council Flying-Fox
Management Strategy to support community co-existence with flying-foxes.

Plan Outcomes

Each plan identifies a series of management actions to occur over the short and long term. These are
summarised in table 3 (pages 33 and 34 within attachments one and two).
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Budget / Financial Implications

Funding totalling $20,000 was made available through Round 2 (Stream 2) of the Flying-Fox Roost
Management Local Government Grants Program. Officer time is funded within existing resources.

Strategic Implications
Operational Plan
Theme: 1. Spectacular Scenery and Healthy Environment

Key Area of Focus: Recognition, preservation and enhancement of the region’s unique
environment and natural resources, including its biodiversity

Legal / Statutory Implications

All species of flying-fox in Queensland are protected under the NCA. Under section 88C of the Act
a person cannot take (kill) or drive away flying-foxes or modify their roosts unless they are an
authorised person or are authorised to do so under the Act.

Under the Nature Conservation (Wildlife Management) Regulation 2006, local governments in
Queensland have an as-of-right authority to manage flying-fox roosts in a defined Urban Flying-Fox
Management Area. This authority is restricted to actions within the Code of Practice Ecologically
sustainable management of flying-fox roosts NCA. The code sets out particular non-lethal actions
that Council may undertake in dispersing flying fox roosts or managing vegetation to reduce roost
impacts.

In addition, the grey-headed flying-fox is listed as a Vulnerable species under the Commonwealth
EPBC Act. It is an offence to undertake an action that is likely to have a significant impact this
species.

All persons are authorised to undertake low impact activities at roosts in accordance with the Code
of Practice: Low impact activities affecting flying-fox roosts. Low impact activities include weeding,
mulching, mowing and minor tree trimming. Management of roosts by private landholders outside of
this code require a Flying-fox Roost Management Plan irrespective of the location.

Depending upon the individual circumstances concerning each roost, various Australian and/or
Queensland Government approvals and considerations may be required prior to undertaking roost
management activities.

Risks

Strateqgic Risks

The following Level 1 and Level 2 (strategic) risks are relevant to the matters considered in this
report:

SR50 Failure to manage Environmental Sustainability (including climate change) through
inappropriate and/or inadequate planning and operational considerations of impacts to the
natural environment.

SR41 Inadequate or lack of appropriately defined service Levels in place resulting in failure to
deliver or meet appropriate expectations of stakeholders.
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Risk Assessment
Category Consequence | Likelihood Inherent | Treatment of risks | Residual
Risk Risk
Rating Rating
Financial and | Major Unlikely High Develop regional plan | Medium
Economic that stipulates standard
of service and
Failure to prioritisation.  Develop
communicate site  specific  Roost
service Management Plans that
limitations manage site based
associated service limitations
with  flying-fox
management.
Environmental | Moderate Likely High Develop regional plan | Medium
and site specific plans.
Failure to
appropriately
manage
protected
fauna.
Infrastructure Moderate Possible Medium Regional plan to identify | Low
& Assets management
responsibilities  based
Failure to on tenure.
appropriately
manage
council
property  as
part of flying-
fox
management
actions
Reputation Minor Possible Medium Develop revised | Low
regional plan to address
Failure to community
appropriately expectations and
deliver identify and highlight
management complexities in flying-
actions  that fox management.
meet
community
expectations.
Legal Minor Unlikely Low Regional and site based | Low
Compliance plans to address legal
and Liability requirements for flying-
fox management
Failure to
comply  with
legal
responsibilities
associated
with  flying-fox
management.
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Consultation

A region-wide community survey was conducted in 2022 as part of the development of Council’s
revised Flying-Fox Management Strategy. The survey aimed to better understand the nature of
flying-fox/human conflict in the region, as well as identify potential strategies for assistance to
properties affected by flying-foxes. In addition to the region-wide community survey was conducted
in 2022, directly affected residents were invited to consult with Council and consultants (Ecosure)
during site inspections.

Council and Ecosure representatives undertook community consultation with heavily impacted
residents during the site visits at:

. Canungra on Monday, 27 March 2023, and
o Beaudesert on Monday, 3 April 2023.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the Beaudesert and Canungra Roost Management Plans provide Council with site
specific management actions that seek to reduce the overall community impact of flying-foxes while
ensuring the conservation of the species. The Roost Management Plans provide well a measured
approach that considers risk, cost and likelihood of success in flying-fox intervention.

It is anticipated that the Roost Management Plans for the Beaudesert and Canungra roosts will be
provided for public consultation through Council's 'Let's Talk Scenic Rim' platform during
July/August 2023, in conjunction with the consultation for the Scenic Rim Regional Council
Flying-fox Management Strategy. Once the Roost Management Plans for the Beaudesert and
Canungra roosts are adopted, they will be piloted for a period of six months with the intent to
undertake time critical works in the meantime.
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Acronyms and abbreviations
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UFFMA
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Canungra Creek Lions Park flying-fox roost
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Scenic Rim Regional Council
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Department of Environment and Science
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Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999 (Commonwealth)
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Vegetation Management Act 1999 (Queensland)

ecosure.com.au | ii

Iltem 10.2 - Attachment 1

Page 18



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

Contents
ACKNOWIEBAGEMENES .....eieiiieee et e e e e e e e e e e eee s i
Acronyms and abbreViatioNS ..........oooiiiiiiiii s ii
(070 01 (= o iii
LISt OF fIQUIES ...ttt e e s e e e e e e iv
LiSt OF tADIES.......eeeeeeeeee e iv
A T 1o [ o T o 1
1.1 Legislation OVEIVIEW........cooeiiiiiie et e e e e e et e e e e aeaaees 1
1.2 COMMUNILY CONCEINS ...ttt et et e e e eeeeaeaaaeeeeeaeaasesesasaaaaasnnsnnnsnrnnnnnnes 2
1.3 Plan ObJECHVES.......co oo —————————————- 3
A 1Y/ g To B (o) =Te7 o1 (o T | SUPRRR 4
2.1 [T elo][o]o [ o= 1IN (o[ USRI 4
2.2 Flying-foxes in Urban @reas...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 4
2.3 ROOSE PrEfEIrENCES......uuiiiiiiiiieieeeeeee e 5
2.4 Flying-fox breeding CYCIE ......uvuriieiiiiiiiieieeee e 6
2.5 Local and regional CONTEXL ..........uuiiiiiii i eeaeees 7
3 Canungra roost Site CONTEXL ..........cooiiiiiiiie e 11
K O =Y 01U S PP PPPPR 11
3.2 Flying-fox numbers and roost extent ...........cccccciiiiiiiiiiiii e 11
3.3 ECOlOGICal VAIUES ......oeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 14
3.4 SENSIIVE rECEPIOIS ovveiiiiiiiiie e a e 14
3.5 Management response to date............oooiiiiiiiiiii e 17
4 CommuUNIty @NGAGEMENT.....ccoiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e s e 18
4.1 ONIINE SUIVEY ...ttt ettt ettt st e e b et e e s abe e e e sabbeeesabeeeeeas 18
4.2 ReSIdent MEEHINGS .....coiiiiiiiieei e 21
4.3 KEY ISSUBS ..ttt ettt e e e 22
4.3.1 Specific health CONCEMNS .............uuiiiiiiiiiieees 25
5 Management options @NalYSiS.........oiiuuriiiiiiiiiiiii e 28
6 Management appProacCh ..........ooii i 35
6.1 Avoiding impacts t0 flyiNg-TOXES .........oovviiiiiiii e 41
7 Plan evaluation @and FEVIEW ...........oooiiiiiiiie i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ae s 42
71 Evaluation and reVIEW ............eeeiiiiiiiiiiii e 42
4 =T oTo ] 1[5 T O PP OO PP PPPPRRPPI 42
[ E 1= =Y o7 R 43
Appendix 1 LegiISIAtiON ...ee e 51
Appendix 2 SpPeCies Profiles. ... 56
Appendix 3 Human and animal health................ccco s 59
Appendix 4 Management OPLIONS ... e e e e e 62
Appendix 5 Dispersal summary reSUIS ............eeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiei e 76
Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan ecosure.com.au | iii

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 19



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

List of figures

Figure 1 Regional CONEXL ..........oiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 9
Figure 2 Distribution of the overall static nectar scores for remnant (2015) vegetation within

50 km of the CanuUNGra rOOST............oiiiiiiiiiei e 10
Figure 3 Historical flying-fox roost counts at the Canungra Lions Park roost ....................... 12
Figure 4 Canungra flying-fOX FOOSt ........eviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 13
Figure 5 Sensitive receptors within 1 km of Canungra roost.............ccccccvvviiieviieieeeeeeeeeeeeen. 16
Figure 6 Time and frequency of human — flying-fox interaction ................cccovvveviiieiiiinennnn. 18
Figure 7 Identified areas of public health concerns.. ..............cooooeiiiiiiieeeee e 20
Figure 8 Canungra roost management actionsS...........c.ueeieriiiiiiiieee e 40

List of tables

Table 1 Key issues associated with flying-foxes roosting at Canungra Creek Lions Park.... 22
Table 2 Management options for the Canungra Creek Lions Park flying-fox roost .............. 28
Table 3 Council management actions at the Canungra flying-fox roost ............c.cccccevnieeenns 36
Table 4 Planned actions for potential impacts during any works under or near a flying-fox

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan ecosure.com.au | iv

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 20



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

1 Introduction

This Flying-fox Roost Management Plan (RMP) provides Scenic Rim Regional Council
(Council) with a framework to manage issues associated with the Canungra Creek Lions Park
flying-fox roost (Canungra roost), whilst ensuring flying-foxes and their ecological services are
conserved. Intermittent influxes of flying-foxes at this site, as well as roost expansion onto
private properties, has resulted in conflict with residents and the community. This RMP
addresses the specific challenges faced at the Canungra roost, and provides a range of short-
and long-term actions to support private landholders, minimise conflict between humans and
flying-foxes, improve awareness, and facilitate flying-fox conservation in the region.

This RMP has been developed to align with Council’s revised Flying-fox Management
Strategy, which builds upon the previous 2015 strategy by strengthening Council’s position for
response on public and private lands. As outlined in the Statement of Management Intent
(SoMl), Council recognises the ecological and cultural importance of flying-foxes in sustaining
the region’s unique biodiversity. Council also acknowledges the negative impact flying-foxes
can have on nearby residents and the community, and is committed to implementing
management actions that minimise impacts while also encourage co-existence. As detailed in
the SoMI, Council’s intent is to manage flying-fox roosts on Council-owned or managed land.
Council does not undertake management actions on private land, however, may provide
advice and assistance to residents and landowners affected by a flying-fox roost. Where a
roost crosses Council and non-Council land, Council will work cooperatively with landowners
to develop mitigation actions. Council may assist landholders with management if an
overriding public benefit can be demonstrated.

Three species of flying-foxes occur within the Scenic Rim Local Government Area (LGA) at
times: black flying-foxes (Pteropus alecto; BFF), grey-headed flying-fox (Pteropus
poliocephalus; GHFF), and little red flying-foxes (P. scapulatus; LRFF) (seasonal visitor). All
three species have been recorded roosting at the Canungra roost, though BFF and GHFF are
the primary occupants, with LRFF only recorded once during a large influx.

1.1 Legislation overview

Flying-foxes are protected native wildlife that provide a critical ecological role in long-distance
seed dispersal and pollination. As such, there is a range of legislation and policy that governs
how flying-foxes and their habitat can be managed in Queensland. Like all native animals,
flying-foxes are protected under Queensland’s Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NC Act). Under
this legislation, administered by the Department of Environment and Science (DES), it is an
offence to harm the animals, or disturb flying-foxes from daytime roosts' without approval.

All three flying-fox species located in the Scenic Rim LGA and their roost sites are protected
in Queensland under the NC Act. The GHFF is also protected as a vulnerable species under

" There are legislative differences between a ‘roost’, where breeding has been confirmed, and a daytime camp
where breeding has not occurred, as outlined in Appendix 1. Canungra (Lions Park) is protected as a confirmed
'roost’ and this will be the main collective term used throughout.
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the Commonwealth’s Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC
Act). To be considered a nationally important GHFF roost, a roost must have had more than
one influx of 10,000+ GHFF within the last ten years, or have been occupied by more than
2,500 GHFF permanently or seasonally for the last ten years. Since the Canungra roost had
an influx of over 10,000 GHFF in February 2021 (see Section 3.2), one more influx would put
it within the category of a nationally important roost. Management actions at nationally
important roosts may need to be referred to the Minister for approval (see Appendix 1).

In Queensland, local governments are authorised under the NC Act to manage roosts in areas
subject to an urban zoning under a council planning scheme, inclusive of a one-kilometre
buffer around such areas. This area of management is known as the Urban Flying-Fox
Management Area (UFFMA).

Local governments have an ‘as-of-right’ authority under the NC Act to manage flying-fox roosts
in mapped UFFMAs in accordance with the Code of Practice — Ecologically sustainable
management of flying-fox roosts (Management COP) (DES 2020a). The Flying-fox Roost
Management Guideline (DES 2020b) has also been developed to provide local government
with additional information that may assist decision making and management of flying-fox
roosts. Councils are required to apply for a flying-fox roost management permit (FFRMP) to
manage flying-fox roosts outside an UFFMA, or for management actions not specified in the
Management COP. It must be noted that this ‘as-of-right’ authority does not oblige Council to
manage flying-fox roosts and does not authorise management under other relevant sections
of the NC Act or other legislation (such as the Vegetation Management Act 1999 [VM Act]).

Anyone other than local government is required to apply for a FFRMP for any management
directed at roosting flying-foxes, or likely to disturb roosting flying-foxes. Certain low impact
activities (e.g. mowing, minor tree trimming) do not require approval if undertaken in
accordance with the Code of Practice — Low impact activities affecting flying-fox roosts (Low
Impact COP) (DES 2020c).

The Animal Care and Protection Act 2001 also provides for animal welfare, and any
management must comply with this legislation.

Key Commonwealth and State legislation specific to flying-fox management is summarised in
further detail in Appendix 1. Other legislatively significant ecological values of the site that
need to be considered in management are outlined in Section 3.3.

1.2 Community concerns

A region-wide community survey was conducted in 2022 as part of the development of
Council’s revised Flying-fox Management Strategy. The survey aimed to better understand
the nature of flying-fox/human conflict in the region, as well as identify potential strategies for
assistance to properties affected by flying-foxes. Results from this survey are discussed in
Section 4.1.

The Canungra roost footprint is large and extends across both Council and private land.
Roosting on private land can cause negative impacts for residents, including noise, smell,
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health concerns, and damage to properties (e.g. mess). In order to understand site-specific
impacts to residents, Council and Ecosure representatives undertook one-on-one community
consultation with heavily impacted residents during the site visit on Monday the 27™ of March
2023. Primary concerns raised were fear of disease (for both humans and pets), noise, smell,
and tree damage. Further detail of these concerns is provided in Section 4.

This RMP details measures to mitigate key concerns to reduce negative impacts to residents
and the wider community.

1.3 Plan objectives
The objectives of this RMP are to:

minimise negative impacts experienced by the community and impacted residents
at/near the Canungra roost through proven and new, innovative approaches that
seek to achieve co-existence with flying-foxes

provide short- and long-term management strategies for the Canungra roost,
considering the dynamic nature of the roost (e.g. influxes)

contribute to effective conservation of flying-fox populations across the Scenic Rim
LGA

achieve a long-term community co-existence through better understanding of the
importance of flying-foxes for conservation

ensure management actions reflect Council’s revised Flying-fox Management
Strategy to support community co-existence with flying-foxes.
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2 Flying-fox ecology

2.1 Ecological role

Flying-foxes, along with some birds, make a unique contribution to ecosystem health through
their ability to move seeds and pollen over long distances (Southerton et al. 2004, DES
2020d). This contributes directly to the reproduction, regeneration, and viability of forest
ecosystems (DAWE 2021). It is estimated that a single flying-fox can disperse up to 60,000
seeds in one night (DELWP 2015). Some plants, particularly Corymbia spp., have adaptations
suggesting they rely more heavily on nocturnal visitors such as bats for pollination than
daytime pollinators (Southerton et al. 2004).

Flying-foxes may travel 100 km in a single night with a foraging radius of up to 50 km from
their roost (McConkey et al. 2012) and have been recorded travelling over 500 km in two days
between roosts (Roberts et al. 2012). In comparison, bees, another important pollinator, move
much shorter foraging distances of generally less than one kilometre (Zurbuchen et al. 2010).

Long-distance seed dispersal and pollination make flying-foxes critical to the long-term
persistence of many plant communities (Westcott et al. 2008, McConkey et al. 2012), including
eucalypt forests, rainforests, woodlands and wetlands (Roberts 2006). Seeds that are able to
germinate away from their parent plant have a greater chance of growing into a mature plant
(Ruxton & Schaefer 2012). Long-distance dispersal also allows genetic material to be spread
between forest patches that would normally be geographically isolated (Parry-Jones and
Augee 1992, Eby 1991, Roberts 2006). This genetic diversity allows species to adapt to
environmental change and respond to disease pathogens. Transfer of genetic material
between forest patches is particularly important in the context of contemporary fragmented
landscapes.

Flying-foxes are considered ‘keystone’ species given their contribution to the health, longevity
and diversity among and between vegetation communities. These ecological services
ultimately protect the long-term health and biodiversity of Australia’s bushland and wetlands.
In turn, native forests act as carbon sinks (Roxburgh et al. 2006), provide habitat for other
animals and plants, stabilise river systems and catchments, add value to the production of
hardwood timber, honey and fruit (NSW Wildlife Council 2010), and provide recreational and
tourism opportunities worth millions of dollars each year (DES 2020d).

2.2 Flying-foxes in urban areas

Flying-foxes appear to be roosting and foraging in urban areas more frequently. In a recent
study of 654 known national flying-fox roosts, 55.1% occurred in urban areas and a further
23.5% in agricultural areas (Timmiss et al. 2020). Furthermore, the number of roosts increased
with increasing human population densities (up to ~4000 people per km?) (Timmiss 2017).
There are many possible drivers for this urbanising trend, as summarised by Tait et al. (2014):

+ loss of native habitat from urban expansion and agriculture
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opportunities presented by year-round food availability from native and exotic species
found in expanding urban areas

disturbance events such as drought, fires, cyclones

human disturbance or culling at non-urban roosts or orchards

urban effects on local climate

refuge from predation

movement advantages, e.g. ease of manoeuvring in flight due to the open nature of

the habitat or ease of navigation due to landmarks and lighting.

In the latest State of the Environment Report key findings (DES 2021b), the Brigalow Belt
bioregion experienced the highest rates of woody vegetation clearing in 2016-2018 in
Queensland. Landscape scale changes such as this are likely to have contributed to flying-
foxes becoming more reliant on townships for both roost and foraging habitat, and it is likely
that flying-foxes will continue to roost at times within township areas such as Canungra.

2.3 Roost preferences

Little is known about flying-fox roost preferences; however, research indicates that apart from
being in close proximity to food sources, flying-foxes choose to roost in vegetation with at least
some of the following general characteristics (SEQ Catchments 2012):

closed canopy > 5 m high

dense vegetation with complex structure (upper, mid and understorey layers)

within 500 m of permanent water source

within 50 km of the coastline or at an elevation < 65m above sea level

level topography (< 5° incline)

. ideally greater than one hectare to accommodate and sustain large numbers of
flying-foxes and allow the roost to shift its extent so vegetation can recover (note this
does not appear to be a strong flying-fox preference, but more a consideration in
roost habitat creation/improvement).

Recently, specific research into the roost habitat preferences of LRFF revealed that roosts
were most often associated with the following attributes (MacDonald et al. 2021):

- marginally taller canopy; mean height of canopy trees was 19.9 m (+ 8.9 m) and of
subcanopy treeswas 9.9 m £ 4.8 m

. greater canopy and subcanopy cover/complexity

- marginally taller shrub layer with greater cover

. shorter, less dense ground cover layer

preference for ten tree species (accounting for 68% of roost habitats), including
Eucalyptus, Melaleuca, Rhizophora, Avicennia, Corymbia, and Tamarandus species
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generally located within 200 m of watercourse (50% of roosts).

Proximity to water is a key attribute in roost location (Hall & Richards 2000, Roberts 2005,
MacDonald 2021) with one study suggesting that 94% of GHFF roosts in New South Wales
(NSW) were (at that time) located adjacent to or on a waterway or waterbody (Eby & Lunney
2002).

Though these are general findings, flying-foxes have been known to roost in a variety of
habitats outside the above criteria.

2.4 Flying-fox breeding cycle

Flying-foxes reach reproductive maturity in their second or third year of life. Reproductive
cycles detailed below are indicative and can vary by several weeks between regions, are
annually influenced by climatic variables, and births can occur at any time of the year. Expert
assessment is required to accurately determine the phase in the breeding cycle to inform
appropriate management timing.

Black and grey-headed flying-foxes

Mating begins in January with peak conception occurring around March to April/May; this
mating season represents the period of peak roost occupancy (Markus 2002). Young (usually
a single pup) are born six months later from September to November depending on species
(Churchill 2008). The birthing season becomes progressively earlier, albeit by a few weeks, in
more northerly populations (McGuckin and Blackshaw 1991), however out of season breeding
is not unusual and births may occur at any time of the year (Ecosure pers. obs. 2015-2022).

Young are highly dependent on their mother for food and thermoregulation. Young are suckled
and carried by the mother until approximately four weeks of age (Markus & Blackshaw 2002).
At this time, they are left at the roost during the night in a créche until they begin foraging with
their mother in January and February (Churchill 2008) and are usually weaned by six months
of age around March. Sexual maturity is reached at two years of age with an average life
expectancy of 5-7 years (Divljan et al. 2006, Fox et al. 2008). Individuals have been recorded
to live to 18 years of age in the wild (Tidemann & Nelson 2011).

The critical reproductive period for BFF and GHFF is generally from August/September (when
females are in late stages of pregnancy) to the end of peak conception around April/May.
Dependent pups are usually present from September/October to February.

Little red flying-fox

The LRFF breeding cycle is approximately six months out of phase with BFF and GHFF.
Conception occurs around October to November, with peak birthing in April-dJune (McGuckin
& Blackshaw 1991, Churchill 2008). Young are carried by their mother for approximately one
month then left at the roost while she forages (Churchill 2008). Suckling occurs for several
months while young are learning how to forage.

LRFF pups are particularly vulnerable to cold weather and can suffer hypothermia and fall
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from their créche trees. If LRFF pups are present, rescuers and carers should be on stand-by
during cold weather.

Indicative flying-fox reproductive cycle

- Peak conception

Mid-pregnancy

- Final trimester
B reax birthing

Créching (young left at roost)

Lactation

2.5 Local and regional context

Flying-foxes are highly nomadic, moving across their east coast range between a network of
roosts. Roosts may be occupied continuously, annually, irregularly or rarely (Roberts 2005),
and numbers can fluctuate significantly on a daily (up to 17% daily colony turnover; Welbergen
et al. 2020) and seasonal basis. A study by Welbergen et al. (2020) tracked individuals of all
three species over a 60-month period and found that BFF and LRFF roosted in an average of
12 and 24 LGAs per year, respectively. Canungra and other Scenic Rim roosts form part of a
network of roosts across the species’ range (see Appendix 2). There are 14 known roosts
within the Scenic Rim LGA (Figure 1).

Typically, the abundance of resources within a 20-50 km radius of a roost site will be a key
determinant of the size of a roost (SEQ Catchments 2012). As such, flying-fox roosts are
generally temporary and seasonal, tightly tied to the flowering of their preferred food trees.
However, understanding the availability of foraging resources is difficult because flowering
and fruiting may not occur each year and vary between locations (SEQ Catchments 2012).

A Queensland Government funded study by the Queensland Herbarium and CSIRO
incorporated data from a range of sources to rank LRFF diet trees in bioregions across
Queensland (Eyre et al. 2020). This was done using the method developed by Eby and Law
(2008) by assessing the relative importance of LRFF diet tree species, the abundance of
nectar produced during peak flowering periods, and the frequency of substantial flowering by
a species, to obtain an overall Diet Plant Nectar score. Figure 2 shows the distribution of
overall static nectar scores for remnant vegetation within 50 km of the Canungra roost. While
this analysis is based on LRFF diet, there is substantial overlap in dietary preferences between
LRFF and BFF, and thus this mapping provides insight into flowering that will attract all species
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into the area.

Between 2019 and 2020, flying-foxes experienced significant population impacts across the
east coast of Australia due to extreme weather events. Prolonged drought caused a mass
food shortage from Gladstone to Coffs Harbour, peaking around October 2019 (Mo et al.
2021), in which thousands of flying-foxes perished from starvation (Cox 2019, Huntsdale &
Millington 2019). Following this, bushfires across the country resulted in the loss of large areas
of native forest that provides natural foraging habitat for flying-fox populations. The total
number of flying-foxes lost in these events is impossible to quantify but is likely to have been
more than 100,000 individuals (M. Mo 2019, pers. comm.).

With these types of events severely impacting natural areas, foraging and roosting resources
in and around urban locations become even more important for flying-fox conservation.
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3 Canungra roost site context

3.1 Tenure

The Canungra roost stretches across both Council and private land. The maijority of core
roosting area includes Lions Park (Lot/Plan 92SP214554) and a private property (Lot/Plan
5SP278597) (Figure 4). Occasionally the roost extends over other private properties (Figure
4).

All private properties are mapped as Rural Residential Zones, while Lions Park is mapped as
Recreation and Open Space Zone.

3.2 Flying-fox numbers and roost extent

The Canungra roost established around 2014. Establishment of this new roost may have been
linked with known food shortages around this time (to which flying-foxes respond by moving
closer to food resources available at that time). It also coincided generally with vegetation
management at the edge of the Witherin roost, which was required for road safety. At the time
of writing the Witherin roost canopy was also dominated by weeds which would be less
attractive for roosting flying-foxes, and restoration of this site to improve diversity and structure
should also be considered.

Prior to 2017-18, the flying-fox roost extent only occurred on the eastern side of Beaudesert-
Nerang in Lions Park. However, flying-foxes began roosting on private properties on the
western side of the road approximately five years ago, seemingly coinciding with an influx in
numbers and plantings on private land potentially inadvertently making this area more
attractive. The maximum and core roost extents are shown in Figure 4.

Flying-fox numbers have fluctuated between 0 and 19,500 (Figure 3). The roost typically
consists of GHFF and BFF, but one influx of 9,000 LRFF was recorded in November 2020.
Flying-foxes vacated the roost between April and October in 2021 and 2022.

This roost is a maternity roost for BFF and GHFF. Flying-fox pups are generally observed on
the eastern portion of the roost footprint (east of Beaudesert-Nerang Road), though a few
GHFF pups were observed adjacent to the creek line on a private property during the site visit.
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3.3 Ecological values
The Canungra roost predominantly consists of Regional Ecosystems (RE):

« 12.9-10.7: Eucalyptus crebra +/- E. tereticornis, Corymbia tessellaris, Angophora
spp. and E. melanophloia woodland on sedimentary rocks (Of Concern)

« 12.9-10.7/12.9-10.17: as above / E. acmenoides, E. major, E. siderophloia +I/-
Corymbia citriodora subsp. variegata open forest on sedimentary rocks.

Riparian vegetation along Canungra Creek is mapped as RE 12.3.3 / 12.3.1 / 12.3.7
(60/30/10%): E. tereticornis woodland on Quaternary alluvium (Endangered) / Gallery
rainforest (notophyll vine forest) on alluvial plains (Endangered) / E. tereticornis, Casuarina
cunninghamiana subsp. cunninghamiana +/- Melaleuca spp. fringing woodland (Of Concern).
The remaining roost vegetation is mapped as non-remnant vegetation, and includes a bamboo
forest adjacent to the road (planted on private land as a screening buffer).

The maijority of roost vegetation is mapped as core koala habitat. In addition, the entire local
area is designated as a koala priority area, and the non-remnant vegetation surrounding the
roost on private properties (western side of Beaudesert-Nerang Road) is mapped as a koala
habitat restoration area. Vegetation clearing in core koala habitat and koala priority areas is
prohibited under State legislation and requires approval. Similarly, vegetation clearing in areas
mapped as regulated vegetation under the Scenic Rim Planning Scheme require Council
approval.

The only threatened species records within 1 km of the roost (of confirmed records since 1980)
are two koala sightings (WildNet 2023). Seven platypus (Ornithorhynchus anatinus) records
(special least concern species) are also documented within 1 km of the roost (WildNet 2023).

Canungra Creek is also mapped as a wetland of high ecological significance (Matter of State
Environmental Significance). Any management undertaken must carefully consider these
other values and relevant legislative requirements.

3.4 Sensitive receptors

It is acknowledged that many land uses may conflict with flying-fox roosts, such as some
residences, public parks and businesses. Sensitive receptors, as used in this context, differ in
that there are vulnerable cohorts of people and/or animals where managing risk may be more
complex than awareness programs and property modification. These include schools,
childcare centres, hospitals with helipads, airports, and equine facilities. Identifying sensitive
receptors is necessary to any management actions that could inadvertently cause the roost to
splinter to surrounding undesirable locations (e.g. other conflict locations close to residents)
or sensitive receptors.

There are seven individual sensitive receptors located within 1 km of the Canungra roost
(Figure 5), plus one broad sensitive receptor group not mapped:
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Canungra State School (located directly adjacent to roost on eastern boundary)
Canungra Veterinary Surgery
. Canungra Show Grounds
C&K Canungra Community Kindergarten
. Aussie Kindies Canungra
. Canungra Town Medical Centre
Canungra Valley Medical Centre

- Various privately owned horse properties.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan ecosure.com.au | 15

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 35



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

jCanungraiiown/MedicallCentre

CanungralState[Schooll
fCanungralValley/MedicallCentrel

[CanungralShow,Grounds)

Canungra flying- ® Showgrounds

fox roost @ Veterinary clinic

Sensitive receptors*

Schools/
kindergartens

® Medical centre
1 km buffer

O

O

*Many land uses may conflict with flying-fox roosts, such as
Figure 5: Sensitive receptors within 1 km of Canungra roost residences, public parks and businesses. The term sensitive
receptor is used for locations with vulnerable cohorts of people
and/or animals where managing risk may be more complex
than awareness programs and property modification. These

; : include schools, childcare centres, hospitals with helipads,
Canungra Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan airports, and equine facilties.

Scenic Rim Regional Council

Author: TD Units: Degree

Job number: PR7870 GDA2020
Revision: 1 0 Q50 100 200 300 Datum: GDA2020
Mel
Date: 15/06/2023 eres

Nata Saurcac eiira Phu | td 2022 Imana O N Ginhe Imanen: Inclides material @ Stata of Onesnsland (Nanartmeant of Racaires Planat | ahe Natharlane ronradiicad under lirenca fro PR7R70 MPA SancitiveRarantare

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 36



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

3.5 Management response to date

Following establishment of the Canungra roost in 2014, community members and nearby
residents called for action to manage the roost, citing a range of negative impacts including
odour, noise, and perceived health risks associated with disease. Council determined that the
roost would be managed through a series of dispersals, with the overall aim of relocating
flying-foxes back to the Witherin roost. Dispersal attempts were undertaken in July 2016,
consisting of intensive dispersal activities for three months (repeated cycles of two weeks
dispersal followed by a week rest). Dispersals were undertaken in accordance with the
Management COP and Council’s Flying-fox Management Strategy. Light equipment, foggers
(to produce smoke), movement, and sound equipment were used in a strategic manner to
direct flying-foxes towards the Witherin roost.

While dispersal attempts were initially successful for 5 — 6 weeks, flying-foxes ultimately
returned to Lions Park. Overall, the dispersal was a resource intensive exercise (10 — 12
people per night for several weeks) that stretched Council to full capacity. Dispersal activities
were unsuccessful is dispersing flying-foxes from the Canungra roost long-term (J. Baker
2023, pers comm.) and were very costly. This is a key example of why dispersals are generally
not recommended, particularly for a large, established roost such as this.

A large influx of around 15,000 flying-foxes in late 2019 caused heightened conflict with
residents and community members. Following discussions surrounding this conflict, a new
operating initiative was proposed to strengthen Council’s flying-fox management intent and
provide additional support for residents with flying-foxes roosting on private land. An LGA-
wide survey was undertaken to understand the types of conflict occurring and to gauge the
community’s opinions on different flying-fox management techniques (e.g. potential for
financial assistance via a subsidies program for eligible properties). Following this, Council
undertook a review of the Flying-fox Management Strategy, which is currently being finalised.
This RMP represents the next step in the management of the Canungra flying-fox roost.

In addition to these framework shifts, Council has undertaken some vegetation works at Lions
Park. The cleared patch of grass directly adjacent the roost and Beaudesert-Nerang Road
was turned into a garden (of species unattractive to flying-foxes) to provide a buffer between
the roost and Council staff/contractors during mowing maintenance. This was done to
minimise impacts to surrounding residents during mowing maintenance, as flying-foxes often
lift and settle on the western side of the road in response to mowing noise/disturbance.
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4

4.1

Community engagement

Online survey

Council undertook a region-wide online community survey to inform the development of the
revised Flying-fox Management Strategy. The survey was open for 17 weeks between the 17"
of January and 15" of May 2022, and was completed by 78 people. The survey consisted of
15 questions, including multiple choice questions (most of which allowed respondents to select
multiple answers), and short answer questions. Of the 12 roosts in the region listed, 24.1% of
respondents nominated the Canungra Lions Park roost as their key roost of concern.

When asked what flying-fox species people were most affected by (multiple selections allowed
accounting for >100% total), 37.1% were unsure of the species affecting them. Of the 62.9%
of respondents who were able to identify species, 77.6% reported being affected by BFF,
55.1% reported affects from GHFF, and 20.06 reported affects from LRFF.

The majority of respondents who lived less than 500 m from a roost (62.8%) reported noticing
or being affected by flying-foxes daily. Of the respondents who lived within 500 m of a roost,
the period of highest interaction was evening (6:00 pm onwards) during which 77.1% reported
being affected during this time on a daily basis. Morning to midday and afternoon to evening
also represented relatively high rates of daily affects with 62.9% of respondents that live within
500 m of a roost reporting affects during that time. Of the respondents living within 500 m of a
roost, 17.1% reported affects sporadically and 11.4% reported monthly, seasonal or yearly
affects. Figure 6 below outlines the time and frequency of interactions across all respondents
regardless of their distance from a flying-fox roost.

Time of interaction

Morning to midday _ -,
Midday to afternoon _ _

Afternoon to evening - _
Evening (6pm onwards) - _
Allday _ I

0 10

20 30 40 50 60 70 80
Total responses

H Sporadically mYearly Seasonally = Monthly m Daily

Figure 6 Time and frequency of human — flying-fox interaction, from 78 respondents
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When asked to describe their relationship with flying-foxes, 46.3% reported a positive or very
positive relationship and 45% a negative or very negative relationship, while 8.8% reported
neutral feelings. When asked what the respondent’s relationship was with flying-foxes in their
everyday life, 48.1% of respondents identified as being a resident directly affected by flying-
foxes, 37.9% identifies as a person who ‘enjoys observing nature’, 16.4% identified as being
a Scenic Rim resident not directly affected, and 10% identified as being a wildlife carer.
Respondents were able to select multiple answers.

When respondents were asked to describe their relationship with flying-foxes, 47.4% of all
respondents reported having a positive or very position relationship, whereas 43.5% reported
a negative or very negative relationship. 7.7% of respondents were neither positive nor
negative in their relationship with flying-foxes. Of all respondents, 60.2% identified the
ecosystem services provided by flying-foxes as the most important positive factor. 34.6%
identified that they ‘love living with the natural environment’ 23.4% identified that their ‘lifestyle
means | need to accept local wildlife’. 30.8% responded ‘other’ where they outlined that there
were no positives aspects of living near a roost, and were concerned about flying-fox welfare
and the importance of conserving flying-foxes.

When asked what the negative impacts of living near flying-foxes are, 43.5% or all
respondents identified public health concerns as the most important negative factor, 25.6%
identified that flying-foxes ‘prevent me from participating in my regular activities, 16.6%
reported they cause financial loss, and 29.5% reporting no negative impacts. 25.6% of
respondents answered ‘other’ where they reiterated negative impacts from noise, smell, faecal
droppings, concerns about diseases transmission and being unable to utilise their backyards
or public spaces.

Of the 33 respondents who were concerned about public health issues, 100% were concerned
the presence of faecal matter, 87.9% were concerned about smell and the potential for viral
transmission to people/animals, 33.3% were concerned with ticks and lice, while 3% were
concerned with damage to trees.
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Figure 7 Identified areas of public health concerns. This was calculated from the 33 respondents who indicated

their concern for public health issues related to flying-foxes.
18% of total participants reported financial impacts due to flying-foxes. Of these respondents
the primary source of reported financial loss was ‘additional maintenance and cleaning’
(92.8%), damage to vegetation (78.5%) and damage to property (78.5%), while veterinary
requirements were experienced by 21.4% of these respondents. 20.5% of all respondents
reported flying-foxes prevented them from participating in regular activities. These activities
include, being unable to use their own yard, public parks or public footpaths, being unable to
drink their own rainwater, and disruptions to sleep. 28% of all respondents answered that there
were not prevented from participating in regular activities. Many of the 28% conveyed that the
roost had positive impacts on their emotional wellbeing and were concerned with flying-foxes
being excluded from Scenic Rim, reducing the natural values of the region.

Responses provided for short response questions were broadly consistent with the results
discussed above, identifying factors such as increased maintenance in response to droppings,
risk of disease, as well as the ecological importance of flying-foxes locally. The following topics
were commonly discussed in short responses:

A feeling of unacceptable burden of increased cleaning or damage to property,
particularly damage to paint, clogged gutters and garden plants by droppings.
Impacts to outdoor lifestyle e.g. entertaining, gardening or using public spaces.

Concerns flying-foxes pose a threat to children, particularly while unsupervised or
playing in gardens.

Perceived impacts to biodiversity around roosts, particularly the perceived reduction
of birdlife and damage caused to roost vegetation.

- A desire to see flying-foxes relocated to another site away from dwellings or human
infrastructure.
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Concerns that the local flying-fox population has increased to an unacceptable /
unbearable size over the last five years.

The smell and noise produced by nearby roosts becoming unbearable and
interrupting dwelling use and appreciation, sleep and daily activities such as walking
children to school.

Feeling unfairly restricted from activities such as fires and trimming garden
vegetation due to flying-fox protection.

The need for flying-fox protection to encourage ecosystem services provided by
flying-foxes.

The positive response to education experienced by several respondents that have
since changed their opinion regarding flying-foxes as pests.

The potential for flying-foxes as an ecotourism resource.

The importance of conserving flying-foxes in the region and moving away from
dispersals.

The need for education and a change in medias negative bias towards flying-foxes.

Despite the majority of the above points referring to negative impacts, a substantial proportion
of respondents cited the ecological importance and the positive impacts to public amenity
emotional wellbeing. Overall, respondents appear highly polarized, as indicated by the very
high proportion (78.8%) of responses with ‘very positive’ or ‘very negative’ relationships with
flying-foxes, with only seven respondents remaining neutral.

4.2 Resident meetings

Council and Ecosure representatives met with primary-impacted residents? during the site visit
on the 27" of March 2023. One-on-one consultation was undertaken with primary-impacted
residents, all of which have experienced flying-foxes roosting on their properties at some stage
(some with core roost footprint).

A range of concerns were raised during these meetings, which are summarised in Section 4.3,
Table 1 below. Key issues revolved around noise, smell, faecal mess, and human/animal
health concerns, as well as loss of amenity (use of backyards) and loss of property value.
Residents also raised concerns over disturbance to flying-foxes caused by streetsweepers
that come through early in the morning, and from drivers speeding along Beaudesert-Nerang
Road to intentionally cause flying-foxes to lift. Noise impacts are exacerbated when flying-
foxes are disturbed, and thus these behaviours negatively impact residents. Conversely, two
residents have flying-foxes roosting in their backyard but experience no negative impacts and
have not raised any concerns with Council.

2 Primary-impacted residents are those with flying-foxes roosting on their property, or with properties directly
adjacent the roost.
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4.3 Key issues

Key issues associated with flying-foxes roosting at Lions Head Park and nearby residential properties are detailed in Table 1. These key concerns
have been derived from the community survey (above), on-site community consultation, and ongoing community concerns raised to Council over
past years. Management actions available/known to address these concerns are outlined in the third column, with the efficacy of each for the
Canungra roost discussed further in Section 5 .

Table 1 Key issues associated with flying-foxes roosting at Canungra Creek Lions Park.

Key
issue

Details

Site-specific concerns

Potential management
solutions

Odour

Flying-foxes use pheromones to communicate with each |-
other, which is the source of the characteristic musky smell | .

around their roosts and some foraging trees. Several factors
affect odour detectability and intensity, such as the number
of flying-foxes, time of year, weather conditions, wind
direction, and site characteristics. Odour may be more
intense at roosts during the breeding and rearing season as
female flying-foxes use scent to find their pups after
foraging, and males regularly mark their territories (Wagner
2008). Likewise, odour is stronger after rain as males
remark branches in their territories.

Odour is difficult for some residents to live with
Odour is particularly noticeable during the breeding season

Double-glazed windows.

Hostogel odour-neutralising
pots.

Airconditioning / ventilation
system for indoors.

Health &
safety
concerns

All animals carry bacteria and other microorganisms in their | -

guts, some of which are potentially pathogenic to other
species including humans. Key human and animal health

risks associated with flying-foxes are Australian bat]|.

lyssavirus (ABLV) and Hendra virus (HeV); the latter being
particularly important for flying-fox roosts located in close
proximity to horse paddocks. Excluding those people whose

occupations require contact with bats, such as wildlife |

carers and vets, human exposure to ABLV and HeV and
frequency of infection is extremely rare. Health risks can be

effectively mitigated through education, protocols, personal |

protective equipment (PPE), and basic hygiene measures
(see Appendix 3).

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

Health and safety concerns walking under roost on private
property. Residents cited hospital visits following faecal
drop in eye.

Health/disease concerns for animals, including risks to pet
pigs (Menangle virus), dogs (pet dog has previously picked
up flying-foxes in its mouth), and horses (HeV; though there
are no known horses on adjacent properties)

Human health concerns regarding ABLV and potential
transmission of Epstein-Barr virus from flying-foxes

Safety concerns surrounding flying-foxes roosting directly
adjacent to Beaudesert-Nerang Road. A minor car accident
has occurred along this road when a driver swerved to
avoid hitting a flying-fox.

Education to resolve concerns
around Epstein-Barr virus and
Menangle virus (see Section
4.3.1).

HeV vaccination subsidised
by Council.

Wildlife signs and/or speed
camera along Beaudesert-
Nerang Road to discourage
intentional vehicle
disturbance.

ecosure.com.au | 22

ltem 10.2 - Attachment 1

Page 42



Ordinary Meeting Agenda

4 July 2023

Key
issue

Details

Site-specific concerns

Potential management
solutions

Noise

A highly sociable and vocal animal, the activity heard from |-

flying-foxes at roosts includes courting, parenting and

establishing social hierarchy. Noise is often most disturbing | .

pre-dawn, and during the breeding season (e.g. during
mating March/April, and pup rearing in spring/summer).

Intense noise from flying-foxes, generally starting around
2:45 am and continuing until fly-out at night.

Noise impacts are worst during the breeding and pup-
rearing season.

Double-glazed windows.

Sound-proofing roost-facing
and/or all external walls or
installing noise-reducing
curtains.

Using white noise machine in

residential homes to mask
flying-fox noises at night.

Faecal
droppings
/ damage
to property

Flying-foxes have an extremely fast digestive process with |-

only 12-30 minutes between eating and excreting (SEQ
Catchments 2012). Given that flying-foxes regularly forage
20 km from their roost (Markus & Hall 2004) and establish

new roosts within 600 m — 6 km when dispersed (Roberts & | .

Eby 2013, Ecosure 2014), attempting to relocate a roost will
not reduce this impact. As such, faecal drop impacts are
best managed at an individual property level. Faecal
droppings can cause health concerns, reduced amenity,
create a slip hazard, requires time and resources to clean,
and can damage paint if not promptly removed.

Reduced use of walkway under Lions Park roost footprint
by school kids due to faecal droppings. School kids walk
along Beaudesert-Nerang Road to avoid walking
underneath the roost, which raises safety concerns

Residents have to hose properties frequently (in some
cases daily) to remove faecal mess and prevent long-term
damage to property — costly and time-consuming

Shade sails to cover highly
impacted areas.

Regular cleaning by Council.
Water rebates for residents.

Council subsidies for cleaning
service and/or equipment.

Damage to
vegetation

Large numbers of roosting flying-foxes can damage|-
vegetation by stripping leaves and breaking branches, |.

which can pose a serious human safety hazard. While
damage can be problematic, most native vegetation is
resilient and generally recovers well (e.g. casuarina and
eucalypts), and flying-foxes naturally move within a roosting
site allowing vegetation to recover.

Vegetable garden dying from faecal droppings

Damage to large canopy trees (predominantly eucalypts)
from flying-foxes roosting in yard, including stripped
branches

Selective removal/trimming of
trees where there are safety
concerns.

Deterring flying-foxes from
certain trees using
permanent/semi-permanent
deterrent methods.

Loss of
amenity

Loss of amenity refers to the reduced or ceased use of|"
flying-fox roost areas resulting from flying-fox impacts (e.g. | -

noise, odour, health concerns). This can occur on private
and/or public land, and often results
relationships between community members/residents and
flying-foxes.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

in  negative |

Not able to use garden due to overhanging flying-foxes.

Property purchased as retirement plan — now unable to
undertake a lot of planned activities due to flying-foxes

Concerns regarding potential loss of property value since
expansion of flying-fox roost across Beaudesert-Nerang
Road

Conservation Agreement
rebates for landholders.
Flying-fox deterrents from
some areas to increase
amenity for primary-impacted
residents.

ecosure.com.au | 23

ltem 10.2 - Attachment 1

Page 43



Ordinary Meeting Agenda

4 July 2023

Key
issue

Details

Site-specific concerns

Potential management
solutions

Protecting
flying-
foxes and
other
fauna

There have been numerous community concerns about the |

protection and conservation of flying-foxes in the region.
Along with anthropogenic impacts (e.g. land clearing),

climate-driven impacts such as heat-stress events,|.

droughts, bushfires, and flooding, can greatly impact flying-
fox populations and habitat. One heat stress event alone in
2014 caused the death of at least 45,000 flying-foxes across
52 roosts in south-east Queensland. As such, protection of
flying-foxes and their habitat needs to be a primary
consideration in any RMP.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

Several community members raised concerns regarding
welfare of flying-foxes during dispersal attempts in 2016,
with many stating their opposition to all dispersal activities.

Resident noted that the development of the Canungra Rise
Estate (13 Beasley Way, adjacent to the end of Picnic
Place) destroyed potentially suitable flying-fox habitat.

Education surrounding the
ecological importance and
cultural significance of flying-
foxes.

Develop LGA-wide heat
stress response plan.

Land-use zoning to protect
flying-fox habitat.
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4.3.1 Specific health concerns

To address specific questions regarding Menangle and Epstein-Barr viruses, a literature
review was conducted to assess the risk of these viruses to humans and animals. Specifically,
residents raised concerns regarding recent Epstein-Barr virus infections coinciding with flying-
fox influxes, and potentially risks of Menangle virus infections to domestic pigs. The following
information provides a summary of recently published and well-documented scientific
research and literature. Further information regarding ABLV, HeV, and general health
considerations can be found in Appendix 3.

Menangle virus

Menangle virus (also known as bat paramyxovirus no. 2) was first isolated in stillborn piglets
from a NSW piggery in 1997. Little is known about the epidemiology of this virus, except that
it has been recorded in flying-foxes, pigs and humans (Field 2002, Kirkland 2017). The virus
caused reproductive failure in pigs and severe flu-like illness in two piggery workers employed
at the same Menangle piggery (Field 2002). The virus is thought to have been transmitted to
the pigs from flying-foxes via an oral-faecal matter route (Kirkland 2017). Flying-foxes had
been recorded flying over the pig yards prior to the occurrence of disease symptoms. Two
piggery workers were affected, both making a full recovery, and this has been the only case
of Menangle virus recorded in Australia.

Menangle virus is considered a reproductive disease in pigs, causing complications to
breeding pigs, such as stillbirths, embryonic death, and infertility (WHA 2016). It has not been
shown to cause any health impacts to pigs, nor has it caused any deaths of adult pigs (WHA
2016). There is also only a single documented spill-over event which occurred in an intensive
production setting where animals were likely more susceptible to illness. As such, transfer to
domestic pigs is considered highly unlikely, and if it were to occur it is not likely to impact non-
breeding animals.

Epstein-Barr virus

Epstein-Barr virus (EBV; Human herpesvirus 4) is a common human virus readily transmitted
between humans, primarily through saliva (CDC 2020). It is highly contagious and can be
transmitted through close contact, sharing drinks/food, using the same eating utensils, sharing
a toothbrush. EBV is so common that the majority of people are expected to be infected with
EBV at some stage in their life (CDC 2020). Infection with EBV usually results in clinical
development of infectious mononucleosis, also known as mono or glandular fever.

There is no evidence to suggest flying-foxes carry or transmit EBV in Australia or abroad.
While herpesviruses have been detected in a wide range of fauna worldwide (James et al.
2020), EBV has never been detected in any species of bat, including Australian flying-foxes.
Herpesviruses from the Gammaherpesvirinae subfamily (same subfamily as EBV) have been
detected in range of animals, including native Australian mammals (e.g. quolls, kangaroos,
possums, bats), though EBV has never been detected in Australian mammals (Holz et al.
2018, Douch et al. 2022). In addition, the majority of gammaherpesviruses are not known to
infect humans; in fact, EBV is one of only two gammaherpesviruses that infect humans (Jung

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan ecosure.com.au | 25

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 45



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

& Speck 2014).

Given all of these factors, it is considered very highly unlikely that flying-foxes at the Canungra
roost carry, or are able to transmit, EBV. Considering EBV is highly contagious amongst
humans, it is far more likely that infections have derived from human — human interactions,
rather than flying-fox — human interactions.

Q fever

Q fever is a bacterial disease caused by Coxiella burnetii that naturally infects many domestic
and wild animals (CDC 2019, Matthews et al. 2022). Q fever can be transmitted to humans
through breathing in dust contaminated with bodily fluids, or direct contact with animal faeces,
urine, milk and birth products (CDC 2019, Matthews et al. 2022). There is an increased risk of
transmission for people in certain professions such as veterinarians, wildlife carers,
dairy/livestock farmers and meat processing plant workers (CDC 2019, Matthews et al. 2022).
Transmission from person to person is very rare (Qld Health 2019).

Though further research is needed to definitively conclude which animals are significant
reservoirs of Q fever, the main known reservoirs in Australia for Q fever are ruminant animals
(cows, horses, sheep and goats) (CDC 2019, Mathews et al. 2022). Other known reservoirs
include cats, dogs, macropods, possums, bandicoots, small rodents, flying-foxes and ticks
(Matthews et al. 2022, Tozer et al. 2013). Tozer et al. conducted PCR testing of urine samples
from 90 flying-foxes and demonstrated 7.8% of the samples detected the presence of C.
brunetii. Flying-foxes are not known to be a significant source of infection for Q fever, however
low detection rates of C. brunetii in flyingfoxes suggests that transmission is possible, albeit
extremely low. Q fever diagnoses are usually short term and treatable with antibiotics (Qld
Health 2019). In rare cases, long-term chronic infections can develop (Qld Health 2019).
People working in professions with increased risk of exposure can get vaccinated to reduce
the risk of transmission (Qld Health 2019).

Health and flying-fox management

The effects of stress are linked to increased susceptibility and expression of disease in both
humans (AIHW 2012) and animals (Henry & Stephens-Larson 1985, Aich et. al. 2009, Hing et
al. 2016), including reduced immunity to disease. Therefore, it can be assumed that
management actions which may cause stress (e.g. dispersal), particularly over a prolonged
period or at times where other stressors are increased (e.g. food shortages, habitat
fragmentation, etc.), are likely to increase the susceptibility and prevalence of disease within
the flying-fox population, and consequently the risk of transfer to humans.

Furthermore, management actions or natural environmental changes may increase disease
risk by:

forcing flying-foxes into closer proximity to one another, increasing the probability of
disease transfer between individuals and within the population.

resulting in abortions and/or dropped young if inappropriate management methods
are used during critical periods of the breeding cycle. This will increase the likelihood
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of direct interaction between flying-foxes and the public, and potential for disease
exposure.

adoption of inhumane methods with potential to cause injury which would increase
the likelihood of the community coming into contact with injured/dying or deceased
flying-foxes.

The potential to increase disease risk should be carefully considered as part of a full risk
assessment when determining the appropriate level of management and the associated
mitigation measures required.

As with any accumulation of animal excrement (bird, bat, domestic animals), care should be
taken when cleaning. This includes wetting dried faeces before cleaning to avoid aerosoling
dust, wearing appropriate PPE and maintaining appropriate hygiene. See ‘Work with bird and
bat droppings’ for detail.
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5

Management options analysis

Table 2 outlines a site-specific assessment of flying-fox impact management options commonly used across Australia, and their suitability for the

Canungra roost.

Table 2 Management options for the Canungra Creek Lions Park flying-fox roost. Further information on management options is provided in Appendix 4, and appraisal in

Section 6.
Mar.‘agemem Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Education and Advantages: Low cost compared to active |Collecting and providing information should always | $ Develop educational
awareness management, promotes conservation of flying-foxes, | be the first response to community concerns in an strategies targeting the wider
programs contributes to attitude change which may reduce |attempt to alleviate concerns without the need to community, adjacent
general need for roost intervention and reduce anxiety. | actively manage flying-foxes or their habitat. Canungra State School, and
Increasing awareness and providing options for the | Community engagement with residents and the primary-impacted residents.
community to reduce impacts can be an effective long- | wider community revealed some misinformation
term solution, can be undertaken quickly, will notimpact | regarding flying-fox management and health
on ecological or amenity value of the site. impacts, therefore it is important to increase
Disadvantages: Education and advice itself will not|engagement with the community to alleviate
mitigate all issues, and in isolation would not be |concerns, address misinformation, and promote
acceptable to the community. flying-fox conservation.
Roost monitoring Council does not currently undertake regular|$ Adopt.

Advantages: Allows for an understanding of population
dynamics over time. Allows for data to be used to|
determine the efficacy of some management actions.
Relatively inexpensive.

Disadvantages: Not a direct management action that
will minimise impacts.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

monitoring of the Canungra roost, though it is
monitored as part of the National Flying-fox
Monitoring  program.  Council would ideally
undertake monthly monitoring when flying-foxes are
present, including species present, numbers, roost
extent, age of flying-foxes present (whether
dependent or independent young are present). This
monitoring data is important to know when
management actions can be implemented and
allows for important data to be collected over time to
assess management efficacy.
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Mar_nagement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Operational/park | Advantages: Encourages tolerance of flying-foxes | Undertaking park modifications to minimise impacts | $ - $$ Continue park maintenance
modifications roosting in a public space, reduces the need for |currently experienced (e.g. faecal drop on pathways) and adopt modifications.

vegetation management, reduces disturbance and |will foster coexistence of flying-foxes and the

possible lifting of flying-foxes, improves site amenity. community at Lions Park. Council should consider

Disadvantages: Will not resolve all community conflict, | undertaking park modifications as it can be more

could be cost prohibitive, ongoing costs associated with | cost effective than active roost management.

operational maintenance.
Subsidy program | Advantages: Property-level ~ impact  mitigation | Residents expressed positive interest in service | $ - $$$ Investigate subsidies for
for property (e.g. double-glazing windows, white noise machines, | and/or property modification subsidies during one- | depending | primary-impacted residents
modification sound-proof curtains, Appendix 4) is one of the most | on-one consultation, citing that a lot of management | on subsidy | experiencing impacts at their
and/or services effective ways to reduce amenity impacts. It provides | options are cost-prohibitive. A subsidy program | offered home (particularly for

more certain outcomes compared with attempting to |targeting primary-impacted residents could help properties that contain core

manage flying-foxes or their habitat. It is relatively low | alleviate some of the conflict experienced at a roost footprint)

cost, can be included in building design and materials, | property level.

will not impact on the roost and may add value to the | See Appendix 4 for further information regarding

property. subsidy programs at a private property level.

Service subsidies (e.g. conducting cleaning services,

Appendix 4) may encourage tolerance of living near a

roost, promotes conservation of flying-foxes, can be

undertaken quickly, will not impact on the site, would

reduce the need for property modification, or can be

used in tandem with property modification to minimise

impacts further.

Disadvantages: May be cost-prohibitive for private

landholders, depending on subsidies offered, and

unlikely to fully mitigate community concerns. Can be

costly for Council over a large scale, with service

subsidies being an ongoing cost.
Routine roost Advantages: Can improve amenity at the site as well | Council currently undertakes maintenance activities | $ Continue in suitable areas

management

as impacts to biodiversity such as weeds on the site and
in downstream areas.

Disadvantages: Will not generally mitigate amenity
impacts for nearby landholders.

Weed removal and bushfire management has the
potential to reduce roost availability and reduce
numbers of roosting flying-foxes.

Removing weeds also changes the microclimate which
can increase roost temperature and therefore

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

at Lions Park including garden and lawn
maintenance to maintain the amenity of the park.
Council should continue maintenance at Lions Park,
targeted at improving coexistence between flying-
foxes and the community.

Residents are able to maintain their properties in
accordance with the Low Impact COP. Council
should continue to encourage residents to maintain
their vegetation when flying-foxes are not present to
discourage them from roosting/foraging when they

and at appropriate times
(ideally in the non-breeding
season or adapted during the
breeding season to be less
disruptive). Consider also
reducing streetsweeping
schedules or evening
streetsweeping during influxes
if causing disruption, which
will increase impacts to
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Mar_\agement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
susceptibility to HSEs. are in town. residents.
Alternative habitat | Advantages: If successful in attracting flying-foxes | Multiple sites were cited by Council and residents as | $$ - $$$ | Adopt habitat improvement at
creation / habitat | away from high conflict areas, dedicated habitat in low | promising locations for habitat Witherin and investigate
improvement conflict areas can mitigate all impacts and helps flying- | improvement/creating, including the end of Picnic suitability of vegetation at
fox conservation. Rehabilitation of degraded habitat that | Place (adjacent to Canungra Creek), the end of other locations.
is likely to be suitable for flying-fox use could be a more | Finch Road, the previously occupied Witherin roost,
practical and faster approach than habitat creation. and the Kokoda Barracks near the Coomera River.
Disadvantages: Generally costly, long-term approach | Site-suitability assessments must be undertaken to
so cannot be undertaken quickly, previous attempts to | @ssess the existing vegetation type/structure,
attract flying-foxes to a new site have not been known | waterways, and soil type of potential sites to
to succeed. determine suitability as flying-fox habitat. Facilitating
habitat improvement at alternative sites may
encourage flying-foxes to roost in lower conflict
areas, once plantings are mature and provide a
favourable microclimate.
Provision of Advantages: Artificial roosting habitat (e.g. ropes) can | To date, artificial habitat structures have not been | $ - $$ Not currently appraised,
artificial roosting | be used to supplement the canopy if weed removal or | effective and further trials are not a priority for this though investigate if
habitat roost management affects available roosting space. roost. vegetation damage become
Disadvantages: No guarantee that flying-foxes would so severe that it may prevent
use artificial habitat but collaborating with a researcher current roost trees in low
on varying design options would increase the likelihood conflict locations from
of success. recovering.
Protocols to Advantages: Protocols for managing incidents (e.g.|Council should respond to HSEs as per the Flying-|$ Continue supporting wildlife

manage
incidents

heat stress events, [HSE]), unauthorised disturbances)
can reduce the risk of negative human/pet-flying-fox
interactions. Low cost, promotes conservation of flying-
foxes, can be undertaken quickly.

In some cases, infrastructure problems such as power
black-outs from flying-foxes being electrocuted on
powerlines may be avoided by proactive management
(e.g. adding spacers on powerlines).

Disadvantages: Will not mitigate amenity impacts.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

fox Heat Event Response Guideline for south-east
Queensland (Bishop et al. 2019) or consider
developing a region-specific HSE document.
Council should engage with wildlife carers and
nearby residents and park users, particularly during
potential mass mortality events such as HSEs and
post-storm recovery.

carers, residents, and flying-
foxes during HSEs.
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Mar_\agement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Research Advantages: Support research that improves |New research should be reviewed at least annually | $ Incorporate new flying-fox
understanding and more effectively mitigates impacts. |and incorporated into flying-fox management where management research into
Disadvantages: Generally, cannot be undertaken | @ppropriate. ongoing management where
quickly, management trials may require cost input. Research can be used to identify native flowering appropriate.
events in the area and how this can impact flying-fox Continue sharing learnings
movements and roosting preferences. with other SEQ Councils.
Council should continue liaising with other SEQ
Councils to share ideas and discuss efficacy of
trialled management options.
Consider trialling rehabilitated flying-fox release into
lower conflict areas (e.g. with a soft-release flying-
fox aviary in a low conflict area) with the aim of
encouraging roosting away from high conflict areas.
Appropriate land- | Advantages: Planning for future land use where | Incorporate planning controls where possible for|$ Investigate.
use planning possible will reduce potential for future conflict between | new development applications near known roosts /
community and flying-fox roosts. suitable roosting habitat. This may include
Disadvantages: Will not generally mitigate current | requirements for buffers, noise attenuating building
impacts. materials, covered car parks and clotheslines,
bedrooms and outdoor areas positioned furthest
from the roost, and lawn or gardens over hard
surfaces to reduce cleaning.
Property Advantages: Allows affected landholders to move | Cost prohibitive and not suitable to alleviate impacts | $$$ Not suitable.
acquisition away from a roost, mitigating all impacts. experienced by park users.

Supports flying-fox conservation.

Disadvantages: Costly. Property owners may not want
to sell.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan
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Mar_nagement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Buffers through Advantages: Can provide a buffer between the|Private property: Given the roost size, footprint, | $-$$ Prioritise support for private
vegetation community and flying-fox roosts which can reduce | and height of roosting flying-foxes in the canopy, it landholders to selectively
modification concerns in some instances. may be difficult to increase buffers on all roost edges trim/remove vegetation in
Disadvantages: Removing vegetation can reduce | On private properties. The roost footprint is difficult to strategic locations to reduce
buffering benefits of the vegetation to noise, odour and | Manage, as reducing impacts for one property would impacts.
visual impacts, with potential to create additional |likely increase impacts to another (i.e. flying-foxes Maintain buffers within Lions
conflict. shifting from one property to another). Buffers Park where appropriate.
Vegetation removed may exacerbate the impacts |ihrough vegetation removal on private properties
of HSEs, and could deter flying-foxes from roosting at should 'thergfore be_ prioritised aqd I|m|ted_ to
the site all together (as seen at Witherin). vegetation directly ad}acent to .housmg (e.g. in a
10 m buffer surrounding occupied dwellings) and
other high conflict areas on properties.
Lions Park: Due to the risk of colony splintering
vegetation removal should be minimised, at least for
the short-medium term until alternative sites can be
improved to encourage roosting at lower conflict
locations. Vegetation modification in buffers should
be limited to trimming of low-lying branches and
branches overhanging footpaths.
Buffers without Advantages: CMS to create buffers have been|Visual deterrents have not proven to be very|$$ Not suitable for Lions Park,
vegetation effective at many roost sites in Queensland with no | successful to date with only localised effects and though CMS should be
modification — welfare impacts observed during monitoring. Visual | flying-foxes regularly habituating. Further trials are considered for private

visual deterrents,
canopy mounted
sprinklers (CMS)

deterrents such as lights and balloons have shown
localised effects.

Disadvantages: Can be logistically difficult (installation
and water sourcing) and may be cost-prohibitive.
Misting may increase humidity and exacerbate HSEs,
and overuse may impact other environmental values of
the site. Water restriction consideration required. The
type and placement of visual deterrents need to be
varied regularly to avoid habituation, and deterrents can
appear an eye-sore and lead to increased rubbish in the
natural environment.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

needed to identify potentially effective options.
Given the current buffers and impacts on the eastern
portion of the roost (i.e. Lions Park), CMS are not
considered suitable within Lions Park. Vegetation
management (e.g. trimming trees adjacent to the
road) will more effectively manage impacts.

CMS installation may be appropriate in some areas
of the roost extent on private land. CMS would likely
need to be offered as part of a subsidy grant for
relevant  landholders as installaton and
maintenance costs can be expensive.

properties. Council to
investigate potential for CMS
subsidies.
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Mar_\agement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Noise attenuation | Advantages: Standard noise attenuation fencing is| Given the height of flying-fox roosting trees, and| $$ Not suitable.

fencing

intended to alleviate amenity issues for residents. Advice|
from an acoustic consultant may provide site-specific|
alternatives.

Disadvantages: Noise attenuation fencing is costly and
can be considered unsightly if not cleaned of faecal
drop.

size/location of the roost, noise attenuation fencing is|
not appropriate at this site. Vegetation screening is
already present at residential properties adjacent to|
Beaudesert-Nerang Road (e.g. bamboo planting
originally planted to provide a screen between
residential property and flying-foxes across the road).
However, given the current roost footprint on private
properties, additional screening vegetation would not
be sufficient to reduce noise, smell or vision of flying-
foxes.

Nudging using low
intensity
disturbance

Advantages: Can encourage flying-foxes to shift away|
from high conflict areas.

Disadvantages: May lead to inadvertent dispersal if not
done at the correct time, frequency or duration.

Resource intensive with flying-foxes quickly returning to|
their favoured roost trees.

Given the very high risk of the roost splintering into
other high conflict areas, nudging away from large|
areas is not suitable. Council may consider allowing|
a limited number of primary-impacted residents to|
(with DES permission) undertake nudging in specific|
areas under Council’s ‘as-of-right” authority, or assisf]
private residents to obtain a flying-fox management
permit. Buffers with vegetation management or|
deterrents (e.g. CMS) are preferable, however where|
these are not possible nudging can be considered.
Nudging should be very targeted and limited to very|
specific areas to reduce major impacts (noise, smell,
mess). Nudging may also be considered from private|
properties if there is known roost habitat available at|
Lions Park sufficient to accept animals from private
properties. This would require a risk assessment and
should be strategically managed by Council. See|
Appendix 4 for further information on nudging.

$$ - $$%

Not suitable roost-wide, but
may be suitable in localised
areas on private properties.

Passive dispersal
through vegetation
removal

Advantages: If successful can mitigate all flying-fox
impacts at that site.

Disadvantages: Likely less stressful on flying-foxes if
done in a staged way than active dispersal, but risks as|
per active dispersal with additional impacts of losing

native vegetation.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

Given the risk of the roost splintering into other high
conflict areas (particularly sensitive receptors), and
other ecological and amenity values, passive|
dispersal is not suitable.

$$ - $$%

Not suitable.
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Mar_\agement Advantages & disadvantages Suitability for site Indicative Appraisal
options cost
Active Advantages: If successful can mitigate all flying-fox Active dispersal is very resource intensive and costly| $$$$ Not suitable.

dispersal through
disturbance

impacts at that site.

Disadvantages: Multiple studies show that dispersal is|
rarely successful, especially without significant
vegetation removal (not suitable for this site)|
or high levels of ongoing effort and significant]
expenditure (e.g. several years of daily works and over|
$1M for Sydney Botanic Gardens).

Flying-foxes will almost always continue to roost in the|
area (generally within 600 m, Roberts and Eby 2013),

and often splinter into several locations which may result
in more widespread impacts. Appendix 5 provides a
summary of research conducted on flying-fox dispersals
in Australia.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

with highly unpredictable outcomes that often worsen|
human-wildlife conflict (as demonstrated by previous|
dispersals across the state). Dispersals are very|
rarely effective long-term, and can cause splintering
of roosts into other high conflict locations. For these|
reasons, active dispersal is not supported at this site.
Further information about the low efficacy of dispersal
can be found in Appendix 5.
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6 Management approach

Table 3 and Figure 8 outlines management actions based on site-specific analysis of available
flying-fox impact management options (Section 5). An overview of the approach is to use a
range of short- and medium-term measures to reduce conflict through reducing impacts
experienced by nearby residents and park users, as outlined in the table below, whilst
improving lower conflict areas as part of a longer term strategy.

Education will form an important part of the ongoing management of flying-foxes to alleviate
misconceptions and unnecessary fears. Fear of disease was identified as one of the main
issues concerning community members and primary-impacted residents. Educational material
should aim to cover key messages in a way that educates and informs, rather than cause
alarm e.g. emphasising that there is no risk associated with living or playing near a flying-fox
roost (Queensland Government 2021) — ‘no touch, no risk’ (BCRQ 2019). Council should aim
to provide regular and easily accessible information, through educational signs, informational
sheets, updates on Council's website and school engagement programs. Community
engagement will be particularly important during large influxes of flying-foxes.

The long-term plan for the site is to encourage flying-foxes to roost further away from
residential properties by creating buffers, alongside improving/creating habitat at alternative
sites. Two sites with potential for lower conflict roosting include Witherin (previously occupied)
and a Council-owned site north of the end of Picnic Place, along Canungra Creek and adjacent
to Finch Road. If habitat is created/restored to suitable flying-fox roosting habitat (see
Section 2.3), and managed appropriately, these sites may offer lower conflict alternatives to
the current Canungra roost location (further detail provided in Table 3). Habitat restoration
may also be considered on the Kokoda Barracks property, though Council should liaise with
the Department of Defence to determine the suitability of this option.

Habitat at these sites should be improved/created through:
removing woody weeds, especially where they are creating a monoculture (e.g.
Witherin)

assisted regeneration / planting to replace weeds removed and create preferred
complex structure

ensuring canopy succession

removing vines to improve canopy health and habitat values of the site, as well as
preventing weed spread throughout the park, particularly in restoration areas

maintaining sufficient water flow below the roost to allow flying-foxes access to pool
areas when rainfall is sufficient to belly-dip during hot weather (e.g. removing fallen
branches following storms, periodically removing debris from waterway and sediment
if required).
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Table 3 Management actions at the Canungra flying-fox roost. Further detail on general management options is provided in Appendix 4. Note: implementation must consider
legislative requirements and measures to avoid impacts to flying-foxes outlined in Section 6.1.

Management
type

Management action

Permits/DES notification permits
required

Timeframe

Education and |*

awareness
programs

Increase engagement with the community to ensure up-to-date health information is available,
and residents are aware of impact mitigation options available at a property level (e.g. double-
glazing, odour-neutralising gel pots, sound-proof curtains, white noise machines) and legislative
responsibilities.

Direct, one-on-one engagement should be ongoing for primary-impacted residents; particularly
those with core roost footprint on their properties. Educational material should ensure residents
understand the risk associated with undertaking management actions such as vegetation
removal and the potential for loss of control of the roost.

Council should also provide regular updates on work being done by Council to manage the
conflict.

Consider facilitating an educational program targeting sensitive receptors (such as Canungra State
School given its proximity to the roost footprint). Information should include the ecological and cultural
importance of flying-foxes, information on human health, and ways to coexist with flying-foxes.
Educational material developed by the NSW Government and Hunter Joint Organisation as part of
the Little Aussie Battler campaign may provide suitable material for distribution throughout the
community and schools.

Install interpretive signage at high-traffic areas in Lions Park to convey key flying-fox information and
promote conservation. Signs should be sturdy to prevent damage, and protected against vandalism
(e.g. enclosed in a plastic box).

No.

ASAP and
ongoing.

Consider by
2025.

By August
2023.

Roost
monitoring

Undertake monthly monitoring to assess species present, numbers, roost extent, and age of flying-
foxes present (whether dependent or independent young are present). Though monitoring will not
directly reduce conflict in the community, data from regular monitoring is valuable in identifying trends,
evaluating management, and to predict influxes and pre-emptively engage with the community.

No.

Monthly.

Operational

park
modifications

Continue to maintain gardens in Lions Park to provide a buffer between the roost and Council
workers/contractors during mowing maintenance.

Relocate or cover the picnic table at Lions Park.

No.

Ongoing.

ASAP.

Consider trimming in limited areas to reduce roosting over pathways and cover other impacted
sections of the walkway. If this is not possible, Council should regularly clean the walkway using a
high-pressured hose during flying-fox influxes. Council should liaise with DES for approval to conduct

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

Vegetation clearing approval from
DES in koala priority area.

If undertaking vegetation works

By October
2023.
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Management . Permits/DES notification permits .
Management action . Timeframe
type required
vegetation management in a koala priority area. outside the low impact COP, DES
Note: Vegetation modification could potentially shift roosting to another area, therefore should be | Notification will be required.
minimised to trimming over high-conflict areas. This should be undertaken in conjunction with
buffering around private residences (e.g. through vegetation modification or CMS installation).
Subsidy Property modifications (resident responsibility but a portion of costs could be subsidised by Council | No. Establish
program if subsidies program approved) For vegetation modification see line | Program
Noise- and odour-reducing items such as odour-neutralising gel pots (Hostogel pots), sound- | ‘Buffers through vegetation funding by
proof curtains, white noise machines. modification’. February 2024.
Property modifications such as double-glazed windows, air-conditioning units, and insulation to
reduce noise and odour impacts.
Shade sails over animal enclosures.
Selective tree trimming/removal (see row for ‘Buffers through vegetation removal’ on private
property).
CMS in select areas to maintain a 10 m buffer from residences.
Rebates No. Investigate
Investigate options to provide water rebates to subsidise residents for increased water use efficacy of
required to clean faecal mess off property rebate scheme
Investigate options to provide rebates to primary-impacted residents (i.e. those with core roost 2362F4ebruary
footprint on private property) under a Conservation Agreement (similar to Land for Wildlife). ’
Services ASAP.
Loan of Council owned pressure cleaners for residents to undertake cleaning of their properties
Routine roost Continue maintenance of the park under the Low Impact COP, including trimming of branches | Ng permit required for weed As required.
maintenance near Beaudesert-Nerang Road to ensure safety to flying-foxes and drivers, at appropriate management or habitat improvement,
times. and no notification required if tree
Reduce streetsweeping schedules or conduct evening streetsweeping during influxes trimming is in compliance with the Low
Impact COP.
Alternative The Witherin roost is most likely to provide alternative roosting habitat given its historical flying-fox | No. Started by
habitat occupancy, though habitat restoration is required to encourage flying-foxes to return. Consider cost October 2023.
creation / feasibility of habitat improvement / restoration at the Witherin roost, while also maintaining buffers
habitat between roads and houses to avoid impacts experienced in the past, to encourage roosting at this

lower conflict site.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan
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Management M . Permits/DES notification permits .
t anagement action ired Timeframe
ype require

improvement Facilitate and/or support habitat creation and restoration works in suitable, low conflict locations Specific site
in the local area. Of the options cited by Council and residents, the end of Picnic Place (Council selected by
land adjacent to Canungra Creek and Finch Road) may provide a long-term alternative roosting October 2023,
option with suitable habitat creation and restoration works. A site-suitability assessment should with habitat
be undertaken to confirm this site (or any other site) as an appropriate location for restoration creation works
works. Habitat creation should ensure buffers between surrounding landholders to ensure started by
minimal conflict. January 2024.

Habitat restoration may also be considered on the Kokoda Barracks property, though Council
should liaise with the Department of Defence to determine the suitability of this option.

Reduce road

Liaise with the Department of Transport and Main Roads (DTMR) to discuss:

DTMR approval/ responsibility.

Start liaison by

speed along a bypass (already under investigation for other reasons) to avoid heavy traffic driving through August 2023.

Beaudesert- the middle of the roost and causing disturbance

Nerang Road . . . .
other traffic calming measures e.g. signage, speed reduction, temporary/permanent speed
cameras, speed humps etc., and specific signage for trucks to avoid exhaust brakes which is
reportedly very disruptive.

Research Undertake annual reviews of relevant flying-fox management literature (reputable news articles, | Research permit and Animal Ethics Ongoing with
scientific papers, council articles) to keep up-to-date with new and innovative management Committee (AEC) approval may be detailed review
techniques, trials, and outcomes, movements (e.g. based on flowering) and anything that may | required for some research. annually.
inform ongoing flying-fox management at the Canungra roost.

Consider trialling rehabilitated flying-fox release into lower conflict areas (e.g. with a soft-

release flying-fox aviary in a low conflict area) with the aim of encouraging roosting away from

high conflict areas.
Continue liaising with other SEQ Councils to share ideas and learnings. No. Quarterly.
Incorporate planning controls where possible to avoid new developments being built on/near suitable As required.
roosting habitat.

Appropriate Investigate options to incorporate appropriate planning controls for new developments around known | No. By December

land-use flying-fox roosts or suitable roost habitat. 2024.

planning

Buffers Vegetation modification in a 10 m buffer surrounding occupied dwellings where the core roost is | Vegetation clearing approval from By October

through located (see management areas in Figure 8) could be considered, including whole or partial tree | DES and Council in koala priority 2023.

vegetation removal to reduce proximity between flying-foxes and residential dwelling and/or domestic animal | area/regulated vegetation area.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan
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Management
type

Management action

Permits/DES notification permits
required

Timeframe

modification

enclosures.

Vegetation removal in core koala habitat and koala priority areas is prohibited, therefore approval
from DES would be required. Areas also mapped at regulated vegetation under Scenic Rim Planning
Scheme require Council approval.

CMS may be considered around occupied dwellings if vegetation removal is not possible within the
legislative framework (see next row). Buffers must consider potential impacts to neighbouring
properties (i.e. risk of shifting flying-foxes to adjacent high conflict areas) and buffering value for
traffic noise.

As this vegetation management (if approved by DES and Council) will occur on private property,
Council should consider subsidising the costs of vegetation management, and engage with DES to
determine if landholders could undertake works under Council’s ‘as-of-right’ authority. If this is not
possible, private landholders will need to apply for an FFRMP.

If undertaking vegetation works on
Council land outside the Low Impact
COP, DES naotification will be
required.

Vegetation works (other than minor
trimming) on private land will require
an FFRMP, or Council may permit
landholders to work under their ‘as-of-
right’ authority.

Buffers
without
vegetation
modification —
CMS

Consider installation of CMS (could be part of a subsidies program or joint-funded in line with
Council’'s SoMI), prioritising areas where occupied dwellings are adjacent to the core roost (see
Figure 8 for recommended placement based on historic roost extent). A temporary sprinkler system
(e.g. hose with sprinkler connection) could be trialled, if water pressure is sufficient, before investing
in more permanent fixtures.

Investigate need for additional CMS adjacent to occupied dwellings if roost extent changes.

Notification to DES for installation
works and possible approval under
the VM Act (if removing vegetation to
install sprinklers).

Investigate by
October 2023.

As required.

Nudging using
low intensity
disturbance

Where buffers with vegetation modification / CMS are not possible, investigate options for primary-
impacted residents to undertake nudging in specific areas (e.g. potentially under Council’s ‘as-of-
right’ authority, or assist private residents to obtain an FFRMP). Nudging should be limited to very
specific areas to reduce major impacts (noise, smell, mess) while also avoiding the risk of roost
splintering. All nudging activities must be approved by Council prior to any implementation (if private
landholders are working under Council’s ‘as-of-right’ authority). Nudging may also be considered
from private properties if there is known roost habitat available at Lions Park sufficient to accept
animals from private properties. This would require a risk assessment and should be strategically
managed by Council.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan

Council’s ‘as-of-right’ authority under
the Roost Management COP does
allow for nudging but should not be
very early during in the day to avoid
inadvertent dispersal/splintering. DES
notification is required prior to nudging
activities and consultation with DES to
determine if residents are able to
operate under Council’s as-of-right
authority or a permit required.

As required (to
be undertaken
only when
dependent
young will not
be impacted).
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® cms Management area (10 m buffer)
Figure 8: Canungra roost management actions Educational sign Consider covering/trimming trees
Picnic table (consider covering/relocating) overhanging path in high-mess areas to
Scenic Rim Regional Council Pig enclosure reduce cleaning

. . General park maintenance area
Walking trails p
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6.1

Avoiding impacts to flying-foxes

This RMP does not recommend dispersal as a viable management approach. During on-
ground works, a person with experience in flying-fox behaviour will monitor for welfare triggers
and direct works in accordance with the criteria outlined in Table 4. Following these welfare
triggers and actions will ensure the welfare of flying-foxes during proposed minor works.

Table 4 Planned actions for potential impacts during any works under or near a flying-fox roost.

W_elfare Signs Action
trigger
Unacceptable | If any individual is observed: Works to cease for the day
levels of panting
stress . .
saliva spreading
located on or within two metres
of the ground
Fatigue In situ management In situ management
more than 30% of the roost Works to cease and recommence only when
takes flight flying-foxes have settled* / move to alternative
individuals are in flight for more locations at least 50 m from roosting animals
than five minutes
flying-foxes appear to be leaving
the roost
Dispersal Dispersal
low flying Works to cease for the day
laboured flight
settling despite dispersal efforts
Injury/death a flying-fox appears to have Works to cease immediately and DES notified
been injured/killed on-site Rescheduled
(including aborted foetuses) . o .

) ) Adapted sufficiently so that significant impacts
any flying-fox death is reported (e.g. death/injury) are highly unlikely to occur, as
within one kilometre of the confirmed by an independent expert
dispersal site that appears to be . . ;
related to the dispersal Stopped indefinitely and alternative management

options investigated.
loss of condition evident P g
Reproductive females in final trimester Works to cease immediately and DES notified
condition dependent/créching young Rescheduled
present Stopped indefinitely and alternative management
options investigated.

*maximum of two unsuccessful attempts to recommence work before ceasing for the day.

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan
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7/  Plan evaluation and review

7.1 Evaluation and review

A review of the RMP should be scheduled annually, with community consultation and expert
input sought on an ad hoc basis. This RMP shall remain in force until superseded.

The following may trigger an earlier RMP update:

changes to relevant policy/legislation

new management techniques becoming available
outcomes of research that may influence the RMP
incidents associated with the roost.

Progress and priority of management actions in the RMP will be evaluated annually by
Council.

7.2 Reporting

Council will complete the DES evaluation form for actions under its ‘as-of-right’ authority
(excluding activities listed under the Low Impact COP), returned within six weeks of the date
of actions being completed, and will comply with any reporting obligations under other permits
or approvals obtained to implement the RMP. DES notification requirements are outlined in
Table 2.
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Appendix 1 Legislation

Commonwealth
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999

The Commonwealth’s EPBC Act provides protection for the environment, specifically matters
of national environmental significance (MNES). A referral to the Commonwealth Department
of Climate Change, Energy, the Environment and Water (DCCEEW) is required under the
EPBC Act for any action that is likely to significantly impact on an MNES. The GHFF is listed
as a vulnerable species under the EPBC Act, meaning it is an MNES.

MNES under the EPBC Act that relate to flying-foxes include:

. world heritage sites (where those sites contain flying-fox roosts or foraging habitat)

. wetlands of international importance (where those wetlands contain flying-fox roosts
or foraging habitat)

. nationally threatened species and ecological communities.

The GHFF is also considered to have a single national population. DAWE has developed the
Referral guideline for management actions in GHFF and spectacled flying-fox (P.
conspicillatus) roosts (DoE 2015) (the Guideline) to guide whether referral is required for
actions pertaining to the GHFF.

The Guideline defines a nationally important GHFF roost as one that has either:

contained 210,000 GHFF in more than one year in the last 10 years, or

been occupied by more than 2500 GHFF permanently or seasonally every year for
the last 10 years.

Provided that management at nationally important roosts follows the mitigation standards
below, DAWE has determined that a significant impact to the population is unlikely, and
referral is not likely to be required. Referral will be required if a significant impact to any other
MNES is considered likely as a result of management actions outlined in the Plan. Self-
assessable criteria are available in the Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1 (DoE 2013) to assist
in determining whether a significant impact is likely; otherwise, consultation with DAWE will
be required.

Mitigation standards:

The action must not occur if the roost contains females that are in the late stages of
pregnancy or have dependent young that cannot fly on their own.

The action must not occur during or immediately after climatic extremes (HSE,
cyclone event), or during a period of significant food stress.
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Disturbance must be carried out using non-lethal means, such as acoustic, visual
and/or physical disturbance or use of smoke.

Disturbance activities must be limited to a maximum of 2.5 hours in any 12-hour
period, preferably at or before sunrise or at sunset.

Trees are not felled, lopped or have large branches removed when flying-foxes are in
or near to a tree and likely to be harmed.

The action must be supervised by a person with knowledge and experience relevant
to the management of flying-foxes and their habitat, who can identify dependent
young and is aware of climatic extremes and food stress events. This person must
assess the relevant conditions and advise the proponent whether the activity can go
ahead consistent with these standards.

The action must not involve the clearing of all vegetation supporting a nationally-
important flying-fox roost. Sufficient vegetation must be retained to support the
maximum number of flying-foxes ever recorded in the roost of interest.

State

Nature Conservation Act 1992

As native species, all flying-foxes and their roosting habitat are protected in Queensland under
the NC Act. State approval is required to:

a) destroy a flying-fox roost;

b) drive away, or attempt to drive away, a flying-fox from a flying-fox roost (‘drive away’
is defined to mean "cause the flying-fox to move away from the roost; or if the flying-
fox has moved away from the roost, deter the flying-fox from returning to the roost");
and/or

c) disturb a flying-fox in a flying-fox roost.

Note that the definition under Queensland law means that once a flying-fox roost is
established, it remains as such even when it is unoccupied. The Interim policy for determining
when a flying-fox congregation is regarded as a flying-fox roost under section 88C of the NC
Act (DES 2021a) has recently been released and is currently in consultation. It is our
understanding that the RMP aligns with this roost policy, however amendments can be made
to the RMP in consultation with DES if required.

A ‘flying-fox roost’ is defined under the NC Act as ‘a tree or other place where flying-foxes
congregate from time to time for breeding or rearing their young’.

Council ‘as-of-right’ management

Under the NC Act, local governments have an ‘as-of-right’ authority under the NC Act to
manage flying-fox roosts in mapped Urban Flying-fox Management Areas (UFFMAs), without
the requirement for a permit, in accordance with the Code of Practice — Ecologically
sustainable management of flying-fox roosts (Roost Management COP) (DES 2020a).

Canungra Creek Lions Park Flying-fox Roost Management Plan ecosure.com.au | 52

Item 10.2 - Attachment 1 Page 72



Ordinary Meeting Agenda 4 July 2023

Councils must however still notify DES of the planned management. Notification is by means
of a completed ‘flying-fox management notification form’ from the DES website submitted at
least two business days prior to commencing any management actions, unless an authorised
person from DES provides written advice that these actions can commence earlier. Local
governments may also choose to, with the relevant landholder’s permission, exercise their ‘as-
of-right’ authority on private land. Notification is valid for all notified management actions within
a four-week timeframe.

The Flying-fox Roost Management Guideline (DES 2020b) has also been developed to
provide local government with additional information that may assist decision making and
management of flying-fox roosts. Councils are required to apply for a FFRMP to manage
flying-fox roosts outside an UFFMA, or for management actions not specified in the COP. It
must be noted that this ‘as-of-right’ authority does not oblige Council to manage flying-fox
roosts, and does not authorise management under other relevant sections of the NC Act or
other legislation (such as the Vegetation Management Act 1999 [VM Act].

Anyone other than local government is required to apply to DES for a FFRMP for any
management directed at roosting flying-foxes, or likely to disturb roosting flying-foxes. Certain
low impact activities (e.g. mowing, minor tree trimming) do not require approval if undertaken
in accordance with the Code of Practice — Low impact activities affecting flying-fox roosts (Low
Impact Code) (DES 2020c).

Flying-fox roost management permits

Councils wishing to manage flying-fox roosts located outside an UFFMA or to conduct flying-
fox management activities that are not Code-compliant, must apply to DES for a FFRMP.
Under the Nature Conservation (Animals) Regulation 2020 (the Animals Regulation), a
FFRMP may only be approved for management of a flying-fox roost where its resident flying-
foxes are causing or may cause damage to property; or represent a threat or potential threat
to human health or wellbeing. The Roost Management COP may generally also apply where
such a requirement is stated on the FFRMP. Such a permit is valid for a period of one year,
or up to three with a DES-approved flying-fox management plan (e.g. this RMP).

Anyone other than local government is required to apply for an FFRMP to conduct flying-fox
roost management activities.

Low impact roost management

All landholders — private or public — can undertake low impact activities such as mulching,
mowing and weeding near flying-fox roosts, as well as allowing trimming of up to 10% of the
total canopy of the roost without a FFRMP if it is done in accordance with the Low Impact
Code (DES 2020c). This authorisation is provided these activities not being undertaken with
the intention of destroying the roost, or disturbing or driving away the flying-foxes.

Flying-fox management statements and planning

Council has a Statement of Management Intent (SoMI) to articulate the approach that Council
will take to the management of flying-fox roosts in the Scenic Rim region. Local councils may
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also opt to develop a RMP for the whole of their local government area (LGA). If the RMP is
approved by DES, the local council can be granted three years’ approval to manage flying-
foxes outside their UFFMAs under an FFRMP.

The Flying-fox roost management guideline was developed to provide local councils and other
entities wishing to manage flying-fox roosts with additional information that may assist their
decision-making, including developing SOMIs and RMPs.

Vegetation under the NC Act 1992

All plants native to Australia are protected under the NC Act. Prior to any clearing of protected
plants, a person must refer to the flora survey trigger map to determine if the clearing is within
a high-risk area.

in a high-risk area, a flora survey must be undertaken and a clearing permit may be
required for clearing endangered, vulnerable and near threatened (EVNT) plants and
their supporting habitat.

if a flora survey identifies that EVNT plants are not present or can be avoided by
100 m, the clearing activity may be exempt from a permit. An exempt clearing
notification form is required.

. inan area other than a high-risk area, a clearing permit is only required where a
person is, or becomes, aware that EVNT plants are present.

. clearing of least concern plants will be exempt from requiring a clearing permit within
a low-risk area.

Vegetation under the Fisheries Act 1994

All marine plants, including mangroves, seagrass, saltcouch, algae, samphire vegetation and
adjacent plants (e.g. melaleuca and casuarina), are protected under Queensland law through
provisions of the Fisheries Act 1994. Approval must be gained from Fisheries Queensland to
destroy, damage, or disturb any marine plant. Under the Fisheries Act, a ‘marine plant’
includes:

a) a plant (a ‘tidal plant’) that usually grows on, or adjacent to, tidal land, whether it is
living or dead, standing or fallen;
The Fisheries Act does not define ‘adjacent’ as it relates to marine plants. In
the absence of a definition, the Fish Habitat Management Operational Policy
describes the application of ‘adjacent’ in terms of when a marine plant
development permit application would be required for disturbance of plants in
or adjacent to the tidal zone.

b) the material of a tidal plant, or other plant material on tidal land;

c) a plant, or material of a plant, prescribed under a regulation or management plan to
be a marine plant.
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Vegetation Management Act 1999

The clearing of native vegetation in Queensland is regulated by the VM Act, the Sustainable
Planning Act 2009 and associated policies and codes.

The type of clearing activity allowed, and how it is regulated, depends on:
the type of vegetation (as indicated on the regulated vegetation management map
and supporting maps)
the tenure of the land (e.g. freehold or Indigenous land)
the location, extent and purpose of the proposed clearing

the applicant proposing to do the clearing (e.g. state government body, landholder).
Depending on these factors, clearing activities will either:

be exempt from any approval or notification process
require notification and adherence to a self-assessable code
require notification and adherence to an area management plan

require a development approval.

VM Act exemptions allow native vegetation to be cleared for a range of routine property
management activities without the need for a development approval or notification. A number
of VM Act exemptions may apply to clearing vegetation that is flying-fox roosting or foraging
habitat. However, specific advice should be obtained from Department of Natural Resources
and Mines for each proposed vegetation clearing activity.

No explicit VM Act exemptions for clearing flying-fox roosting or foraging vegetation were in
place as of December 2021.

Animal Care and Protection Act 2001

The Animal Care and Protection Act 2001 (ACP Act) provides for animal welfare. The ACP
Act is administered by Biosecurity Que