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ENVIR 01 – WASH DOWN FACILITY REVIEW AND NEEDS
ASSESSMENT REPORT
08.2015
Responsible Officer:
Report prepared by:

1

Manager Technical Services
Manager Environmental Services
Natural Resource Management Officer

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Council of the recommendations from the Facility Review and
Needs Assessment Report Heavy Vehicle Washdown Facilities.
2

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

In April 2015, McMurtrie Consulting Engineers were engaged to undertake an
assessment of our public and depot washdown facility network throughout the
North Burnett region. The aim of the review was to conduct an assessment of
the general condition, environmental issues, health and safety, and
maintenance concerns, of each facility in the North Burnett.
The scope of the review and needs assessment extended to:
 An operational review of safety and environmental compliance, including
weed spread
 A technical review of the design and construction of the current facilities,
 A review of existing and future washdown facilities, and;
 A recommendation for the future direction of facilities across the region
3

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

Environment
4.1 Pest Management
4.1.1 Review and implement Pest Management Plan - Plan reviewed Annually
4.1.2 Maintain and expand existing control measures for feral animals and
weeds
4.1.3 Develop and maintain a regional washdown bay facility that is supported
by strategically placed smaller wash down facilities
4

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

All relevant NBRC policies are adhered to where applicable.
5

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Environmental Protection Act 1994 Section 319
Environmental Protection Regulation 2008 Schedule 7
Environmental Protection Act 1994 Section 440ZG
Workplace Health and Safety Act 1995
All other relevant Standards and Codes are applied where required.

3

6

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

See estimated costs in Table 1
7

RISK MANAGEMENT

Risk management is an integral part of the planning and implementation of
Environmental Services as delivered by the Environmental Services team.
WHS concerns have been assessed in this report and the recommended
actions include the required works to address any of these concerns.
8

CONSULTATION

Environmental Services and Technical Services liaised to undertake this
review and needs assessment. Depot staff and Land Protection Officers also
provided feedback as the staff that use and maintain these facilities.
9

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER

The report and estimated costings provides preliminary advice to assist
Council in the planning and upgrade of existing washdown facilities and to
determine additional operational and capital expenditure required over the
next 5 years.
Table 1: Priority and summary of required works for the North Burnett
washdown facility network.
FACILITY
MONTO DEPOT

PRIORITY
OF WORKS
Medium

MONTO PUBLIC

Low

MOUNT PERRY
PUBLIC

low

EIDSVOLD
PUBLIC

low

EIDSVOLD
DEPOT

Medium

SUMMARY OF REQUIRED WORKS
Maintenance is required to repair the oil separator
and clear the effluent drainage network. Preference
is for the effluent generated to be discharged to
council sewer network

ESTIMATED COST

$32,500

Maintenance is required to remove solid waste from
the settlement pit and stormwater grate drains. It is
$11,100
also recommended that the site be slashed to aid
proper monitoring of weed spread. Pot hole repair
and review of settlement float system should also be
undertaken.
Maintenance is required to remove solid waste from $22,500
the drainage system
Minor earthworks are required to clear silted drains
and rectify severe scouring to open swales
Maintenance is required to repair the oil separator
and storage area. The construction of bunding is
also recommended to prevent further spills. Desilting/clearing of the existing settlement slab should

4

$1,500

$4,000

also be completed
Closed

BIGGENDEN
DEPOT

No works

Maintenance only

MUNDUBERRA
PUBLIC

Medium

Maintenance review of the effluent system operation
with a view to redesigning the current basket filter. It
is also suggested testing be completed on the
effluent detention system to benchmark the facilities $37,500
capabilities before and after suggested maintenance
alterations.

MUNDUBERRA
DEPOT

Medium

Maintenance and repairs are required to address
cracking and movement in the existing slab. In
addition to this an effluent treatment system should
be designed and retrofitted to the existing facility.

Review the need for a new public facility in or near
Biggenden

GAYNDAH
PUBLIC

High

GAYNDAH
DEPOT

low

10

No Works Required

Unknown

BIGGENDEN
PUBLIC

Nil

$45,000

MCE suggest immediate maintenance works in the
form of clearing/cleaning of the effluent detention
area. A suggested restriction be placed on larger
vehicles to limit dangerous turn movements on
entry/exit of the facility.

$5,000

Consideration should be given to bunded oil
separation, overflow control (kerbing etc.) and slab
repair.

$15,000

OFFICER’S COMMENTS/CONCLUSION

In summary, both public and depot facilities require upgrade and the table of
required works and estimated costs is listed. Based on the properties given to
each facility the timing the required works is proposed to be the following: high
priority to be addressed within 1-2 years, medium in 1-4 years and low in 3-5
years. A five year plan will be presented at a future standing committee
meeting for endorsement.
It was clearly identified that the south-east corner of the region lacks a public
facility suitable for heavy vehicles. Neither Mt Perry nor Biggenden have a
dedicated public weed washdown facility, and the Gayndah facility is
recommended for restricted use only. McMurtrie Consulting Engineers have
recommended that a demand analysis be conducted to select a suitable site
in this area as the demand for weed washdown facilities increases.
11

ATTACHMENTS

The full report can be found at Doc ID 717346.

5

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that:
a) Continue regular monitoring and maintenance of Council’s current
washdown facility network.
b) Adopt the recommended required works and priorities provided in
this report; and
c)
A five year plan to be presented at a future standing committee
meeting for endorsement.
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ENVIR 02 - FLYING-FOX ROOST MANAGEMENT REPORT
08.2015
Responsible Officer:
Report prepared by:

1

Sue Paul – Manager Environmental Services
Lee Harper – Natural Resource Management Officer

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Council of planned management actions, to address community
concerns with flying-fox roosts in the North Burnett and to present the draft
Flying-fox Roost Management Options: Gayndah and Mundubbera.
2

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

North Burnett Regional Council has been actively managing community
concerns towards flying-fox roosts for almost five years. Based on historical
monitoring, the flying-fox season in the North Burnett region is approximately
September to April each year.
Over this time, Council has undertaken management actions with varying
levels of success at five of the six major towns in the North Burnett.
Management options have included:
 Monitoring of the roost;
 Community education;
 Education for school students;
 Active dispersal; and
 Significant vegetation trimming.
All of these management options have come with both negative and positive
community feedback and at a significant cost of over $400,000 in less than
three years.
3

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

Environment
Outcome 4: Increasing the quality of water, land, air, and the extent of
biodiversity in the region.
4.6 Natural Resource Management
Protecting areas of high ecological significance areas managed effectively.
4

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

All relevant NBRC policies are adhered to where applicable.

7

5

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Code of Practice Ecologically sustainable management of flying-fox roosts
Nature Conservation Act 1992.
All relevant Standards and Codes are applied where required.
6

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The 2015/2016 operational budget has set aside a small budget to undertake
management actions including educational activities and community
consultation.
The capital budget for 2015/16 has allocated funds for further planning.
7

RISK MANAGEMENT

Risk management is an integral part of the planning and implementation of
any activity delivered by the Environmental Services team.
The draft options report will manage the risk of community expectations by
including the community in decisions on actions to be undertaken to manage
flying fox roosts.
The options presented have been considered against a limited budget,
reasonable timeframes and against the Code of Practice Ecologically
sustainable management of flying-fox roosts Nature Conservation Act 1992.
8

CONSULTATION

The Environmental Services team has contracted Ecosure to assist Council
in undertaking a study of existing roost sites to provide background
information prior to preparing a flying fox management plan for the whole
region.
Ecosure has worked with Local Governments throughout Queensland and a
number of Councils in New South Wales.
Council would like to undertake further consultation with the Gayndah and
Mundubbera communities in late August or early September.
Consultation would include:
1. release of the draft document Flying-fox Roost Management Options:
Gayndah and Mundubbera for community comment;
2. consultation on the report including potential roost sites;
3. consultation on Council commitments and community member
commitments; and
4. proposed educational activities.

8
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OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER

Planned actions for the short term (15/16 season):
 release draft Flying-fox Roost Management Options: Gayndah and
Mundubbera for comment.


finalise, adopt and implement Flying-fox Roost Management Options:
Gayndah and Mundubbera.



develop, review, and publish, additional educational materials on living
with flying-foxes.

 consider a free green waste disposal weekend at the start of the flying
fox and bush fire season. This will assist community members to clean
up their yards of green waste and potential flying-fox feed trees.

10



undertake longer term planning and draft a North Burnett Flying Fox
Management Plan and a Statement of Management Intent for Flying
Fox Roost Management.



Take no action. This is an option which has been adopted by several
neighbouring Councils.

OFFICER’S COMMENTS/CONCLUSION

The management of community concerns and expectations about flying-fox
roosts can be challenging. The draft options report presented gives Council
an overview of the options available and helps direct future management
options for Council to consider and plan for.
The draft options report also allows the community to have input into
management actions and broaden their awareness of why activities are
undertaken.
11

ATTACHMENTS

The draft Flying-fox Roost Management Options: Gayndah and Mundubbera
is attached. (Doc ID 000000)

9

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that:
a) Environmental Services undertake community consultation;
b) Develop, review and publish further educational materials;
c)
Adopt the draft Flying-fox Roost Management Options: Gayndah
and Mundubbera for community comment;
d) Investigate a free green waste disposal weekend at the start of the
flying fox and bush fire season; and
e) Proceed with longer-term plans for a North Burnett Flying Fox
Management Plan.
OR
f)
Budget for an alternative program.
OR
g) Undertake no actions.

10

Flying-fox Roost Management Options:
Gayndah and Mundubbera
Final Report
July 2015
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ecology / vegetation / wildlife / aquatic ecology / GIS
11

Black flying-fox (P. alecto)

12

Executive summary
North Burnett Regional Council has been managing community concerns towards seasonal
flying-fox roosts in the towns of Gayndah and Mundubbera for a number of years. Flying-foxes
are increasingly moving into urban areas in search of food and shelter because of damage to
their natural habitat and the year round food source provided in urban parks and residential
yards. This results in the belief that flying-fox populations are increasing when some species
are actually vulnerable. All are important for ecosystem health and the pollination of both
orchards and hardwood timber plantations.
Roosts in urban areas can be problematic for communities due
to their noise and activity at night. However there are ways to
The smell associated
with a roost is not their
minimise conflict for those living close to flying-fox camps, and
guano or a sign of
this report outlines what measures can be taken specific to key
uncleanliness, but
sites identified by North Burnett Regional Council. There are a
rather scent used to
number of factors to consider when deciding how best to manage
communicate with each
other (pheromones).
a roost and each roost is different and needs to be looked at on
a case-by-case basis. Flying-foxes are misunderstood, and are
in fact, clean animals that are a vital part of the environment due to their ability to spread seeds
and pollinate native plants. The smell associated with a roost is not their guano or a sign of
uncleanliness, but rather scent used to communicate with each other (pheromones).
Grey-headed flying-foxes have decreased significantly in number over the past 50 years, but
by working together to better understand and manage the only group of mammals capable of
sustained flight and long-distance pollination, populations can be preserved benefiting our
entire environment. Fortunately, issues arising for residents from large roosts are often only
temporary as many flying-foxes move on every couple of months in search of new sources of
food.
This report provides Council with management options for four priority roost sites to address
community concerns.
The four roosts are identified as;
•

Gayndah township

•

Oakey Creek

•

Mundubbera township

•

Burnett River (including Bicentennial Park), Mundubbera.

The three species of flying-foxes identified within the North Burnett Regional Council area:
•

The grey-headed flying-fox (Pteropus poliocephalus)

•

The black flying-fox (P. alecto), and

•

The little red flying-fox (P. scapulatus).

Flying-fox roost management options – North Burnett Regional Council
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All species are protected under the state Nature Conservation Act 1992. The grey-headed
flying-fox is also listed as nationally vulnerable under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, affording it additional protection.
Management options
Presented below are a range of site-specific mitigation and dispersal options that should be
considered by Council, including:
•

establishing buffers by selectively removing vegetation and installing deterrents

•

the creation of buffers in low or medium conflict areas

•

dispersing the roost in high conflict areas

•

identifying alternative roost sites in low conflict areas

Recommendations
The following is recommended regardless of site-specific management options put into place:
1. Continue to engage the community with the aim to provide alternative management
measures and improve awareness and appreciation of the flying-fox roosts when
flying-foxes are temporarily in town.
2. Provide options to residents for management that can be done on individual properties
i.e. creating barriers by trimming select trees known to attract flying-foxes and
removing flying-fox favoured exotic tree species.
Due to the lack of nearby suitable low conflict habitat (including many sites that would be
extremely high conflict), along with the risks, costs and potential welfare and conservation
impacts of dispersal, it is suggested the Oakey Creek site be designated as a roost and
managed without dispersing the flying-foxes.
1. Create buffers between the Oakey Creek vegetation and the golf course, golf course
facilities (including the toilet building) and shed in the nearby orchard. Buffers to
nearby residential dwellings are already quite significant (100m+) however could be
increased if required. Buffers should initially be through weed management only, and
where weed management is not sufficient, progressed to installation of deterrents (if
feasible) and/or selective native vegetation removal (if deemed appropriate,
permitted under environmental legislation and a visual vegetation buffer can be
retained for residents and golf course users).
2. Provide informative signage at the golf course greens located nearest the roost site
informing users that flying-foxes are temporarily using the site, and reminding them
that flying-foxes are important for vegetation, and that walking underneath the roost
poses no health risk.
3. If flying-foxes attempt to roost at other high conflict sites in Gayndah, staged vegetation
management/dispersal will be required to encourage them back to the Oakey Creek
site.
Flying-fox roost management options – North Burnett Regional Council
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Feasibility of a roost site, suspected to be located upstream of Mundubbera township, should
be assessed. Given there have been no complaints recorded, it is likely that if it does exist it
is in a low conflict location and flying-foxes should be encouraged there. If little red flying-foxes
can be moved there during dispersal, grey headed flying-foxes and black flying-foxes will likely
join them once the roost is established.
To assist this process the following is recommended:
1. Begin selective vegetation removal (initially focusing on removing outer canopy limbs
only) and/or trial deterrents to discourage flying-foxes from the Bicentennial Park.
2. At the same time as the above, disperse flying-foxes from unsuitable sites along the
Burnett River (and town).
If the suspected alternative site upstream is deemed unsuitable, landholder consultation is
required to determine potential for a permanent roost at the Burnett River southern bank roost
location. Regeneration and/or revegetation may assist. Familiarising animals to activity on the
farm should be done as slowly as possible without impacting farm operations.
If flying-foxes continue to return to Bicentennial Park despite above management measures,
Council will need to consider the cost/benefit analysis of continued management or allowing
flying-foxes to use areas of the park (suggested management options include covering play
equipment and picnic tables, temporary fencing excluding access directly under the roost and
informative signage).

Flying-fox roost management options – North Burnett Regional Council
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Acronyms
ABLV

Australian bat lyssavirus

BPA

Biodiversity Planning Assessment

BFF

Black flying-fox

DoE

Commonwealth Department of the Environment

EHP

Qld Department of Environment and Heritage Protection

EPBC Act

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act
1999

EVNT

Endangered/vulnerable/near threatened

GHFF

Grey-headed flying-fox

HeV

Hendra virus

LRFF

Little red flying-fox

NBRC

North Burnett Regional Council

NC Act

Qld Nature Conservation Act 1992

RE

Regional ecosystem

SEQ

South East Queensland

SFF

Spectacled flying-fox

SPRP

Qld State Planning Regulatory Provisions

UFFMA

Urban Flying-Fox Management Area

VM Act

Qld Vegetation Management Act 1999

Flying-fox roost management options – North Burnett Regional Council
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1

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to provide North Burnett Regional
Council (NBRC) with management options to reduce human-wildlife
conflict associated with four seasonal flying-fox roosts in Gayndah
and Mundubbera townships. The four roosts are identified as;
•

Gayndah township

•

Oakey Creek

•

Mundubbera township

•

Burnett River (including Bicentennial Park), Mundubbera.

2

Introduction

2.1

Background

Three species of flying-foxes occur within the NBRC area: the grey-headed flying-fox
(Pteropus poliocephalus) (GHFF), black flying-fox (P. alecto) (BFF), and little red flying-fox (P.
scapulatus) (LRFF).
Flying-foxes are a critical element of ecological biodiversity and are protected in Queensland
under the Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NC Act). Long range seed dispersal by flying-foxes
is probably the most critical component for the ongoing persistence of plant populations
(Westcott et al. 2008), and is magnified in the context of large-scale habitat loss and
fragmentation. For this reason they are also critical to key economic activities such as forestry
and tourism.
Flying-foxes appear to be more frequently roosting and foraging in urban areas because of
habitat clearing elsewhere, human encroachment and drought, combined with the
opportunities presented by year-round food availability from native and exotic species in urban
areas.
In urban settings the noise, smell and excrement originating from these roosts can cause
significant concern for nearby residents and businesses. Recent cases of Hendra virus (HeV)
and isolated cases of Australian bat lyssavirus (ABLV) have increased community concern
(and misconceptions) about potential health issues.
Australian bat lyssavirus (ABLV) is a rabies-like virus found in a very small proportion of flyingfoxes. The only known transmission to humans has been through a bite or scratch from an
infected bat. Infection from a bite or a scratch can be fatal if it remains undetected, however
the disease in humans can easily be prevented by avoiding direct contact with bats. Pre- and
post-exposure vaccinations are also available that will prevent the disease.
Transmission of closely related viruses suggests that contact or exposure to bat faeces, urine
Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
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or blood do not pose a risk of exposure to ABLV, nor does living, playing or walking near bat
roosting areas (Queensland Health 2015).
Flying-foxes are also a natural host for Hendra virus (HeV), which can be transmitted from
flying-foxes to horses. Infected horses sometimes amplify the virus and can then transmit it to
other horses and humans. HeV is not transferred directly from flying-foxes to humans.
Contamination of water supplies by any animal excreta (birds, amphibians and mammals such
as flying-foxes) poses health risks to humans. Household tanks and catchment areas should
be designed to minimise potential contamination. Trimming vegetation overhanging the
catchment area (e.g. the roof of a house) will also reduce wildlife activity and associated
potential contamination. Tanks should also be appropriately maintained and flushed, and
catchment areas regularly cleaned of potential contaminants.
Public water supplies are regularly monitored for harmful bacteria, and are filtered and
disinfected before being distributed.

2.2

Education

Engaging and educating people is key to ensuring residents in the local area are aware of the
ecological values of the roost and the site, the transient nature of LRFF, low level of disease
risk, options available to reduce impacts from roosting and foraging flying-foxes and the risks
associated with dispersing the roost.
Collecting and providing information should always be the first response to community
concerns in an attempt to alleviate issues without the need to actively manage flying-foxes or
their habitat. Where it is determined that management is required, education should similarly
be a key component of any approach. This may include:
•

interpretative signage in the park

•

pamphlets or brochures for distribution to community with tips for living near flyingfoxes

•

community information days/evenings

•

school based educational flying-fox package, including visits by park rangers, wildlife
biologists or ecologists

•

web page managed by council with current information on flying-fox management
activities and links to Queensland Health, Biosecurity Qld, RSPCA, etc.

Residents should also be made aware that faecal drop and noise at night is mainly associated
with food resources, independent of roost location. Staged removal of foraging tree species
(such as fruit trees and palms) from residential yards, or management of fruit/flowers (i.e.
bagging, pruning) will greatly assist mitigating this issue.
While NBRC is not in a position to have sole responsibility of the educational role, flying-fox
education can continue to be incorporated into current environmental education roles and
resources within Council. External funding opportunities could be sought to provide more
extensive educational resources.
Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
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3

Flying-fox ecology

There are four species of flying-fox in Queensland; black flying-fox (Pteropus alecto), greyheaded flying-fox (P. poliocephalus), little red flying-fox (P. scapulatus) and the spectacled
flying-fox (P. conspicillatus). The spectacled flying-fox (SFF) does not occur in the NBRC area
and as such has not been included in this assessment.

3.1
3.1.1

Distribution and habitat
Black flying-fox (P. alecto)

Figure 1 Black flying-fox occurrence map. Source: Atlas of Living Australia 2015

The black flying-fox (BFF) (Figure 1) occurs throughout coastal areas from Shark Bay in
Western Australia, across Northern Australia into New South Wales (EHP 2011; Churchill
2008). BFF roosts are most commonly located in mangroves, rainforest and other coastal
forests. The BFF forages on the fruit and blossoms of native and introduced plant species
(Churchill 2008).

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
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3.1.2

Little red flying-fox (P. scapulatus)

Figure 2 Little red flying-fox occurrence map. Source: Living Atlas of Australia 2015

The little red flying-fox (LRFF) (Figure 2) is widely distributed throughout northern and eastern
Australia. LRFF often move sub-continental distances in search of sporadic food supplies and
sometimes in groups of hundreds of thousands. The LRFF has the most nomadic distribution,
strongly influenced by preference for nectar food resources (predominantly Eucalyptus
species) (Churchill 2008). LRFF travel south to visit the coastal areas of southeast
Queensland and northern New South Wales during the summer months. They then slowly
move up the coast and inland, until the following summer (Hall and Richards 2000). LRFF will
also feed on fruits in the absence of nectar (Birt et al. 2008). In some instances orchards are
raided, resulting in commercial fruit loss (Australian Museum 2010; Birt 2008; EHP 2011).
Habitat preferences of this species are quite diverse and range from semi-arid areas to tropical
and temperate areas, and can include sclerophyll woodland, melaleuca swamplands,
bamboo, mangroves and occasionally orchards (IUCN 2013). It roosts in closer congregations
than other Australian flying-foxes under normal circumstances (EHP 2011). As a result, the
weight of roosting individuals can break large branches and cause significant structural
damage to roost trees, in addition to elevating soil nutrient levels through faecal material (SEQ
Catchments 2012).
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3.1.3

Grey-headed flying-fox (P. poliocephalus)

Figure 3 Grey headed flying-fox occurrence map Source: Living Atlas of Australia 2015

The grey-headed flying-fox (GHFF) (Figure 3) is found throughout eastern Australia, generally
within 200 km of the coast, from Rockhampton in Central Queensland to Melbourne, Victoria
(EHP 2011). This species now ranges into South Australia and has been observed in
Tasmania (DoE 2012). It requires foraging resources and roosting sites within rainforests,
open forests, closed and open woodlands (including Melaleuca swamps and Banksia
woodlands). This species is also found throughout urban and agricultural areas where food
trees exist (DECC 2005, EHP 2011).
In the late 1920s the recorded range of the GHFF extended from Rockhampton in central Qld
to Mallacoota on Australia’s south east coast (Ratcliffe 1931). In subsequent years their
numbers have diminished and their range has shifted south by around 500 km, resulting in
their current absence from Rockhampton and the establishment of a permanent roost in
Melbourne.

3.1.4

Ecological role

Flying-foxes have a critical ecological role (Roberts et al. 2006). In Australian temperate and
tropical forests, long distance seed dispersal is provided by a handful of species, including
flying-foxes. They cross habitat boundaries and are probably the most critical component for
the long term persistence of plant meta-populations (McConkey et al. 2011, Wescott et al.
2008) contributing to the enhancement and increased genetic diversity of our native forests.
Genetic diversity helps species to adapt to environmental changes and respond to disease
pathogens. Flying-foxes are key pollinators for the persistence of eucalypt and other
sclerophyll species (DECC 2008). Flying-foxes have the ability to distribute seed and crosspollinate over significant distances during single foraging trips which is important in the context
of contemporary fragmented landscapes.

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
24

ecosure.com.au | 5

3.1.5

Economic value

The ecological importance of flying-foxes as pollinators and seed dispersers is widely
recognised. These ecosystem services also have important economic ramifications that have
the potential to directly affect local and world markets. Wiles and Fujita (1992) identified more
than 300 plants from 59 different families that were visited by flying-foxes for fruit, nectar or
pollen. Many economically important plants are bat-pollinated such as bananas and mangoes,
which although are vegetatively propagated depend on wild genetic stock to prevent genetic
erosion among cultivars (Fujita 1991). Flying-foxes are also likely to play an important role in
fruit producing areas due to their ability to pollinate across large areas.

3.1.6

Roosting, foraging and movement patterns

All flying-foxes are nocturnal, roosting during the day in communal roosts. 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 a result, roosts may range in size from a few
individuals to hundreds of thousands, fluctuating in response to local food availability.
Understanding the availability of foraging resources is difficult because flowering and fruiting
is not reliable every year, and can vary between localities (SEQ Catchments 2012). Therefore,
flying-fox roosts are generally temporary and seasonal and are tightly tied to the flowering of
their preferred food trees.
Little is known about the roosting preference of flying-foxes. 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 (based on SEQ Catchments 2012):
•

closed canopy >5 m high

•

complex and dense vegetation structure

•

within 500 m of a river or creek

•

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

•

topography <5°

•

greater than one hectare to accommodate and sustain large numbers of flying-foxes.

LRFF are generally less selective than the other species, and will often roost in any available
habitat in a suitable location. This highlights the importance of location and proximity to
important resources.
All the GHFF in Australia are regarded as one population that moves around freely within its
entire national range (Webb & Tidemann 1996). GHFF can travel as far as 50 km in a single
night in search for food, resulting in a round trip as great as 100 km. They have been recorded
as travelling up to 400 km in one night when moving from one roost to another. GHFF generally
show a high level of fidelity to roosting sites, returning year after year to the same site, and
have even been recorded returning to the same branch of a particular tree. This may be one
of the reasons flying-foxes continue to return to small urban bushland blocks that may be
remnants of historically used larger tracts of vegetation.
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BFF are largely nomadic animals with movement and local distribution influenced by climatic
variability and the flowering and fruiting patterns of their preferred food plants. Feeding
commonly occurs within 20 km of the roost site but can extend as far as 50 km. In urban areas
of Queensland they may disperse to feed as little as 8 km from their roost site if appropriate
food is available. BFF usually roost beside a creek or river in a wide range of warm and moist
habitats, including lowland rainforest gullies, coastal stringybark forests and mangroves.
During the breeding season roost sizes can change significantly in response to the availability
of food and the arrival of animals from interstate.
The LRFF has an almost exclusively nectarivorous diet. They are highly nomadic and their
movements are closely correlated with the flowering regimes of eucalypts, their main food
source. There is a general migration pattern in LRFF, whereby large congregations of over
one million individuals can be found in northern roosting sites (e.g. Northern Territory, North
Queensland) during key breeding periods (Vardon & Tidemann 1999). Outside of these
periods LRFF undertake regular movements from north to south during winter-spring (JulyOctober) (Milne & Pavey 2011). These latter movements typically align with the arrival of LRFF
in the IRC region around spring and summer. They are frequently associated with other
Pteropus species, although the duration of their stay in a roost is often shorter. In some
colonies, LRFF individuals can number many hundreds of thousands and they are unique
among Pteropus species in their habit of clustering in dense bunches on a single branch.
Throughout its range, populations within an area can fluctuate widely and roost occupation
can be for as little as 10 days or as long as 10 months, although generally just for a few months
at a time. Given this species is only a visitor that generally utilises roost sites for just a few
months at a time and may never return, impacts associated with this species are generally
temporary.

3.1.7

Reproduction

GHFF and BFF primarily conceive in March with young born in September and October
(Churchill 2008). Young are suckled and carried by the mother until between six and eight
weeks of age, when they are left at the roost during the night in a crèche tree while the mother
forages. When young remain at the roost during the night, some level of noise may continue
through the night for a short period between December and February.
LRFF peak conception is November to January, with young born in March or April (Churchill
2008). In the tropical north during the LRFF mating season in early summer, roosts can reach
up to one million individuals.
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4

Legislative framework

All flying-foxes and their habitat are protected under state legislation. The GHFF is also
nationally vulnerable, affording it additional protection under Commonwealth legislation.
Council is required by law to adhere to all legal requirements (both state and commonwealth)
when undertaking any flying-fox management action.

4.1

Queensland state legislation

Like all native species such as koalas, flying-foxes and their habitat are protected under the
NC Act. Under the NC Act, an unauthorised person may face a penalty of up to $117,000 or
one year imprisonment (correct as at July 2015) if they attempt to destroy a flying-fox roost,
or drive flying-foxes away from a roost. Significant penalties also apply for unauthorised
disturbance of a flying-fox roost.
The Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) administers the NC Act and
is responsible for the management and conservation of flying-foxes in Queensland.
On 29 November 2013, the Queensland Government revised its approach for managing flyingfoxes. This included the release of two codes of practice that provide the public and local
governments authority to undertake particular activities to manage flying-foxes. It is important
to note that this does not obligate local government to implement those revised approaches.
The latest reform implemented in 2013 allows management of flying-fox roosts, including:
•

The ‘as-of-right’ authority for local governments to manage and/or disperse flying-fox
roosts in Urban Flying-Fox Management Areas (UFFMA) in accordance with a code of
practice without the need for a permit under the NC Act.
Any other landholder wishing to undertake management on their land must still apply
to EHP for a Flying-fox Roost Management Permit, as must Council for activities
outside the UFFMA.

•

The ‘as-of-right’ authority for all persons to undertake low impact management
activities (e.g. weeding, mulching, mowing and minor tree trimming) at flying-fox roosts
in accordance with a code of practice.

•

A streamlined permitting process for other activities that are not authorised as-of-right.

The four roost sites occur within the UFFMA, and therefore Council is authorised (but not
obligated) to manage these sites under the Code of Practice-ecologically sustainable
management of flying-fox roosts (the Code) (EHP 2013b).
The codes do not provide exemptions to other legislation and provisions that are likely to be
relevant to flying-fox management activities, such as the Queensland Vegetation Management
Act 1999 (VM Act), Fisheries Act 1994, the Federal Environment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and various planning provisions. They also do not provide
exemptions for all vegetation under the NC Act.
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Vegetation under the NC Act
All plants that are indigenous to Australia are protected under the NC Act.
Prior to any clearing of protected plants, a person must check EHP’s Protected Plants 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.
Mundubbera township is located within a high risk area so any vegetation clearing located at
any of the Mundubbera roost sites will require a vegetation clearing survey.
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.
In an 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.

4.2

Commonwealth legislation

The GHFF is listed as a vulnerable species under the EPBC Act, meaning it is considered to
be a matter of national environmental significance (MNES).
BFF and LRFF are not listed under the EPBC Act.
A referral to the Australian Department of the
Environment (DoE) may be required under the EPBC
Act for any action that has the potential to
significantly impact on a MNES.
The Draft EPBC Act Policy Statement: camp
management guidelines for the GHFF and SFF (DoE
2014) guides whether referral for management at a
GHFF roost is required.
The draft policy statement provides best practice mitigation standards that are applicable to
any management activity (other than routine and low impact management such as mowing
around the roost) at a nationally important camp. These standards are as follows;
i.

The action must not occur if the camp contains females that are heavily pregnant
and until the young can fly independently.

ii.

The action must not occur during or immediately after climatic extremes (heat stress
event1; cyclone event2), or during a period of significant food stress3.

1

A ‘heat stress event’ is defined for the purposes of this document as a day on which the maximum temperature does (or is pr edicted
to) meet or exceed 38 °C.
A cyclone event is defined as a cyclone that is identified by the Australian Bureau of Meteorology
(http://www.bom.gov.au/cyclone/index.shtml).

2

3

Food stress events may be apparent if large numbers of low body weight animals are being reported by wildlife carers in the region.
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iii.

Disturbance must be carried out using non-lethal means, such as acoustic, visual
and/or physical4 disturbance or use of smoke.

iv.

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.

v.

Trees are not felled when flying-foxes are in or near to a tree and likely to be
harmed.

vi.

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 make an assessment of the relevant conditions and advise the
supervisor/proponent whether the activity can go ahead consistent with these
standards.

Note that the policy statement also states that the Queensland Code of Practice: ecologically
sustainable management of flying-fox roosts (EHP 2013) achieves a similar outcome and can
be followed instead of mitigation standards outlined in the draft policy statement.
As confirmed by DoE (pers. comm. DoE March 18, 2015):

4

•

these guidelines are now in force and will remain the guide as to whether referral is
required for management at a GHFF roost until the policy is finalised or otherwise
superseded

•

a referral is not required for management at any roost (including those that meet
nationally important criteria) under the draft policy, provided that best practice
mitigation standards detailed in the policy (or in state standards with the same intent)
are followed.

This may include water sprays/sprinklers or other methods of physical disturbance that will not cause harm or injury to flyin g-foxes.
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5

Background to each site

Known roost locations and potential roost habitat assessed for suitability are shown for
Gayndah in Figure 4 and Mundubbera in Figure 5. These are discussed below.
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5.1.1

Gayndah township

A number of known roost sites occur across Gayndah township (Figure 4) collectively referred
to as Gayndah township roosts). Roost locations have been concentrated along the southern
bank of the Burnett River such as behind St. Joseph’s Primary School and Maltby Place (Plate
1), as well as in patches of vegetation in residential areas along Meyer Street.

Plate 1 Flying-fox roost site at Maltby Place (left) and St. Joseph’s Primary School (right)

These roosts create concern within the community, particularly when they expand during
influxes of flying-foxes. Residences are generally located >70m from roost sites, however at
Meyer Street the roost site was within 25m of residences and at Maltby Place within 25m of a
motel. St. Joseph’s Primary School library building is located approximately 60m from a roost
site. Equine properties are located along the left bank of the Burnett River, approximately
200m from several roost sites.
The Burnett River is a stream order 7 watercourse and the riparian vegetation is mapped as
remnant vegetation. The riparian vegetation is dominated by sparse forest red gum
(Eucalyptus tereticornis). The Maltby Place roost occurs within mapped Essential Habitat for
koalas (Phascolarctos cinereus).
Historical data is only available for the Maltby Place roost site. The roost has been monitored
by the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection (EHP) since 2010 and is mostly
used by LRFF. Small numbers of BFF and GHFF have been recorded historically but are
generally only a very small proportion of the roost. LRFF appear to use the roost for several
months to more than a year and then abandon the roost for several months. Ecosure visited
the roost in late May (2015) and no flying-foxes were present.
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Figure 6 Historical flying-fox use at Gayndah township roosts including months with zero occupation. Data: EHP.

The roost is impacting on a number of residents, with conflict mainly associated with noise
and smell.
All roosts are in relatively close proximity to Gayndah Airport.
5.1.1.1 Previous decisions at this site
Previous actions or management decisions taken in the Gayndah township have included
vegetation management and flying-fox dispersals. Vegetation management has included
severe lopping of branches and trimming to make the location unfavourable to flying-foxes.
Active dispersals have also been undertaken at these roost sites.
5.1.1.2 Land tenure
Roost sites occur on freehold and council-owned land.

5.1.2

Oakey Creek

The roost site is located along Oakey Creek adjacent to the golf course. This site contains
mature vegetation and the nearest remnant vegetation (mapped as Endangered) is located
approximately 100m to the north west. Flying-foxes are known to roost in vegetation
dominated by large Eucalyptus spp. and Casuarina spp. growing along a stream order 4
watercourse (Plate 2).
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Plate 2 Flying-fox roost site at Oakey Creek

The roost was monitored by NBRC in 2014 and LRFF, BFF and GHFF were observed during
recorded. Additionally, BFF and GHFF have also been observed breeding at this site (pers.
comm. Lee Harper May 2015). No flying-foxes were present in May 2015.
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Figure 7 Historical flying-fox use at Oakey Creek including months with zero occupation. Data: EHP and NBRC.

Users of the golf course are likely to be impacted by smell and faecal drop when flying-foxes
are present at the roost site. A toilet block is located at the edge of the roost, with potential
roost vegetation overhanging it. The property opposite the golf course is a disused orchard
with a shed in close proximity to roost trees. Impacts due to smell and faecal drop can be
expected at the shed.
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The closest residential dwelling is approximately 100m from the roost.
The roost is located approximately 2.1km from Gayndah Airport.
5.1.2.1 Previous decisions at this site
Previous actions or management decisions taken at the Oakey Creek site have included flyingfox dispersals in 2013 and flying-fox monitoring by NBRC in 2014.
5.1.2.2 Land tenure
The site is zoned Recreation and Open Space under the NBRC planning scheme.

5.1.3

Mundubbera Township

A number of known roost sites occur across Mundubbera township (Figure 5 collectively
referred to as Mundubbera township roosts). Roost locations haveoccurred in patches of both
native and exotic vegetation along Mundubbera-Durong Road and the Mundubbera
Showground (Plate 3). The Mundubbera-Durong Road roost site was located in a stand of
Casuarina spp. in a paddock. The roost at the showgrounds occurred within poplar box
(Eucalyptus populnea) and poinciana (Delonix regia) trees. Neither site contains mapped
remnant vegetation, however both sites are located within a high risk area under the Protected
Plant Flora Survey Trigger Area.

Plate 3 Flying-fox roost sites at Mundubbera-Durong Road (left) and Mundubbera Showground roost crèche
tree (right)

These roosts create conflict with the community, particularly during the influx of flying-foxes in
the summer months. Residences are located >20 m from the Mundubbera Showgrounds roost
crèche tree and a motel is located 25 m from the roost site located on Mundubbera-Durong
Road. The showgrounds host monthly pony club musters and seasonal events over the
summer months resulting in horses being in close proximity to roosting flying-foxes.
All roosts are in relatively close proximity to Mundubbera Airport.
No historical data is available for these roosts.
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5.1.3.1 Previous decisions at this site
Vegetation at roost sites in Mundubbera township has been subject to trimming to deter
roosting flying-foxes.
5.1.3.2 Land tenure
Roost sites occur on freehold and Council-owned land.

5.1.4

Burnett River, Mundubbera

A number of known roosts have occurred along the Burnett River (Figure 5), including the
north-eastern bank of the Burnett River downstream of Jones Weir at the confluence of Red
Gully, and on a vegetated island on the river bed immediately downstream of Jones Weir. The
island roost site has been used as a crèche roost site. LRFF’s and BFF’s have also had a
maternity and crèche roost site at Bicentennial Park, a reserve which contains a visitor’s rest
area at the entrance to the town. LRFF’s used Bicentennial Park as a temporary camp.
The Burnett River is a stream order 7 watercourse and the riparian vegetation is mapped as
Of Concern remnant vegetation. The riparian vegetation is dominated by sparse forest red
gum. All of the roost sites are located within a high risk area under the Protected Plant Flora
Survey Trigger Area.

Plate 4 Burnett River, Mundubbera

The closest residences are approximately 120m from the nearest roost and therefore impacts
are not expected. Impacts due to smell, noise and faecal drop are expected to occur at
Bicentennial Park when flying-foxes are roosting at the site. The park is located at the entrance
to the township. Play equipment and picnic tables would become unavailable for use due to
faecal drop. Orchards are located on the right bank of Burnett River however there have been
minimal concerns to date with the orchard owner in regards to flying-foxes.
The roost is also located approximately 1.4km from Mundubbera Airport.
No historical data is available for these roosts.
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5.1.4.1 Previous decisions at this site
Roost dispersal was previously undertaken from Bicentennial Park (early 2014).
5.1.4.2 Land tenure
The sites vary in land tenure from Freehold to Recreation and Open Space and Community
Purposes under the NBRC planning scheme.
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6

Analysis of potential roost sites

An assessment was undertaken to identify potential flying-fox roost locations that would likely
create low community concern. To identify potential Robert’s (2006) habitat preference criteria
and knowledge gained from the site visit were used. The predictive criteria identifying areas
of highest likelihood of flying-fox roost occurrence are summarised as being:
•

closed canopy at least 5 m high

•

complex vegetation structure – upper, mid- and understorey layers

•

dense vegetation within 500 m of a river or creek

•

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

•

level topography, <5º incline

•

at least one hectare in size (large enough to accommodate and sustain large
numbers of flying-foxes)

•

within nightly commuting distance (generally, <20 km) of sufficient food resources to
support the population.

The identified potential habitat was assigned a potential conflict rating, according to distance
from buildings (using NBRC building footprint data), as below:
•

<50 m from buildings = high potential for conflict

•

50-100 m from buildings = moderate potential for conflict

•

>100 m from buildings = low potential for conflict.

The results of this assessment are discussed below.

6.1

Gayndah

Six potential roost sites were identified in the town of Gayndah. These sites are identified in
Table 1 and in Figure 4.
A summary of sensitive receiving sites near each roost is provided in Appendix 2.
Three sites meet the habitat preference criteria as identified in Roberts (2006) however each
site has unique advantages and disadvantages. The assessment identified the Oakey Creek
site as the most preferred location for a designated flying-fox roost site due to the flying-fox
use of the site and the low number of sensitive receptors nearby. Assessment of each site is
provided in Table 1.
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Table 1 Potential flying-fox roost sites in Gayndah

Site
Bamboo Street

Oakey Creek

Potential for
conflict
High

Current desirable
attributes
Meets habitat

preference criteria

Flying-foxes have not roosted in this Suitable
location previously



Located on
council-owned
land



Adjacent to the public pool



Close proximity to a number of
residents



Close proximity to The Big Orange



On-going vegetation management
works (weed removal) may be
required to maintain the roost site
conditions



Temporary impacts to users of the
golf course due to noise and smell
while the roost is in use

Located along
southern river
bank as flyingfoxes appear to
prefer
Located on edge
of town
Flying-foxes have
used this site
during dispersals
at other locations



Located at entrance to town, near
the public pool and opposite Big
Orange
Site is also a visitors rest area
Vegetation works would be required
to make the site suitable for flyingUnsuitable
foxes

Located out of
town



Flying-foxes have not roosted in this Unsuitable
location previously



Drier vegetation community






Beronne Road

Moderate

Current
habitat



Low-moderate 
(but significant
buffers

possible)

Tableland Road on High
Oakey Creek

Current undesirable attributes



Existing flying-fox
roost site
Nearest resident is
100m away, next
closest resident is
280m away
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Suitable

Potential to
sufficiently
improve

Likely cost
to improve

Likelihood of
success

High

Low

Low, mainly due to
the proximity to
several sensitive
receptors (public
pool, residents, The
Big Orange)

High

Low

High due to
historical use

High

High

Low

High

Low due to
proximity to
sensitive receptors
(visitors rest area,
public pool, Big
Orange and
residents)

Low, due to
unsuitable
vegetation type
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Site

Potential for
conflict

Current desirable
attributes

Current undesirable attributes

Current
habitat
Suitable

Moderate



Meets habitat

preference criteria

Located in close proximity to
residents

Burnett River at ski Moderate
ramp off Burnett
Highway



Located out of
town



Flying-foxes have not roosted in this Unsuitable
location previously



Drier vegetation community



Adjacent to active orchards

West Burnett
Terrace
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Potential to
sufficiently
improve

Likely cost
to improve

Likelihood of
success

High

High

Low due to
proximity to
residents

Low

High

Low, due to
unsuitable
vegetation type
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6.2

Mundubbera

Eight potential designated roost sites were identified in the town of Mundubbera. These sites
are identified in Table 2 and are shown on Figure 5. The most suitable site is located on the
southern bank of the Burnett River. The site meets the habitat preference criteria as identified
in Roberts (2006) as the vegetation has a denser mid-storey resulting in a more structurally
complex vegetation community which flying-foxes prefer. Vegetation works would be required
at the Burnett River below Jones Weir site to enhance the vegetation for flying-foxes which is
not practical in the flood zone of a large river. Additionally, it is considered likely that the Burnett
River below Jones Weir site would be disturbed by people accessing the river for recreational
activities during the summer months. Similar issues exist for the Burnett River, Kerles Lane
roost site.
The Killala Creek central roost site, near Red Gully has preferred canopy species present
(poplar box, forest red gum), vegetation is currently sparse and an unsuitable height for flyingfoxes (too low). The presence of preferred canopy species and suitable habitat type (floodplain
wetland) result in this site being considered suitable for flying-foxes with assisted regeneration
activities. However drainage and salinity issues would need to be addressed and the site has
the potential to move flying-foxes closer to the aerodrome along McIndoe Road. Additionally,
there is the potential for flying-foxes to creep along Red Gully down towards the river where
they have been recorded previously, and this would impact on residents of Mitchell St.
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Table 2 Potential flying-fox roost sites in Mundubbera

Site
Burnett River
southern bank
roost

Potential for
conflict
Low

Burnett River
High
below Jones Weir

Burnett River
north bank roost

High

Burnett River,
Moderate
Kerles Lane roost

Current desirable
attributes


Current undesirable attributes

Has previously been

used as a temporary

roost site by flying-foxes

Perceived water quality issues
Close proximity to recreational
water activities (boating, fishing,
swimming)

Current
habitat

Low

Moderate, although
landowner
consultation would
be required to
confirm this site as
an option

Suitable

High

Low

High due to
historical use

Located out of town
Located away from
equine precincts



Located out of town





Located away from
equine precincts

Roost would be visible from the
road



Vegetation works would be
required to enhance the site for
flying-foxes due to the sparse
mid storey



Likely that the roost would be
subject to disturbance during the
summer months when people
use the area for recreational
activities




Located at water uptake facility
Located near backpackers
camping facility



Located near car park access
Suitable
point to Jones Weir so likely to
have high level of activity over
the summer months when flyingfoxes are present due to water
based recreational activities




Located at water uptake facility
Located near backpackers
camping facility



Located near car park access
point to Jones Weir so likely to



Located out of town



Suitable canopy tree
species present and
natural regeneration
already occurring
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Likelihood of
success

High



Meets habitat
preference criteria

Likely cost
to improve

Suitable





Potential to
sufficiently
improve

Suitable

High

High

Moderate

Low mostly due to
likelihood of
community conflict
and flying-fox
disturbance

High

Low mostly due to
likelihood of
community conflict
and flying-fox
disturbance
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Site

Potential for
conflict

Current desirable
attributes

Current undesirable attributes

Current
habitat

Potential to
sufficiently
improve

Likely cost
to improve

Likelihood of
success

have high level of activity over
the summer months when flyingfoxes are present due to water
based recreational activities
Bicentennial Park High
roost



Killala Creek
north roost



Killala Creek
central roost

Killala Creek
south roost

High

Moderate

Moderate

Meets habitat
preference criteria



Located at visitors rest area



Located at entrance to town

Meets habitat
preference criteria



Located at visitors rest area



Located near motel



Located near residences



Located out of town





Located away from
equine precincts

Flying-foxes have not roosted in
this location previously





Suitable canopy tree
species present and
natural regeneration
already occurring

Drainage and salinity issues
would hinder revegetation
activities if not addressed



Flying-foxes may move down
Red Gully to existing roost site



Located near residences



Meets habitat
preference criteria
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Suitable

Low

High

Low mostly due to
likelihood of
community conflict

Unsuitable

High

High

Low mostly due to
likelihood of
community conflict
and flying-fox
disturbance

Unsuitable

Moderate

High

Low, due to site
constraints
(salinity) and
proximity to an
existing roost which
is causing conflict

Unsuitable

High

High

Low mostly due to
likelihood of
community conflict
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7

Management options

Management options are described and analysed in the following section, with
recommendations for each roost site provided in Section 8. The options can be categorised
as either mitigation or dispersal. Mitigation aims to reduce amenity impacts while allowing
flying-foxes to remain at the roost, whereas dispersal aims to non-lethally disperse the
population from the site.

7.1

Mitigation

7.1.1

Buffers

A buffer of 300m is reported to fully mitigate amenity impacts associated with a flying-fox roost
(SEQ Catchments 2012). However where there is little amenity conflict, a buffer may be as
little as preventing flying-foxes from roosting over residential structures or boundaries,
particularly for transient LRFF roosts that are generally only at any location for a short time.
Buffers can be created through vegetation removal, installation of permanent/semi-permanent
deterrents, deterring flying-foxes using active dispersal methods restricted to certain areas of
the roost or by using a combination of these methods.
7.1.1.1 Vegetation removal
Vegetation removal aims to alter the habitat sufficiently so that it is no longer attractive or
suitable as a roost. The amount of removal varies between sites and particular roosts; it may
be as little as removing a weedy under-story (to alter the microclimate, reduce protection from
predators and increase potential for disturbance) or as much as complete removal of the
canopy.
Any vegetation removal should be done in a staged manner, with the aim of removing as little
native vegetation as possible. For example, beginning with weed removal (to alter the
microclimate and vegetation structure), and then targeted at that vegetation most likely to
sufficiently modify the roost habitat but have the least ecological impact. This is of particular
importance at this site, which encompasses a number of ecological values (as detailed in
Table 1).
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NBRC may consider subsidising green waste disposal at the commencement of foraging
season to encourage landowners to manage flying-fox food resources on their properties. This
would also coincide with the commencement of higher fire danger season.
7.1.1.2 Deterrents
Permanent/semi-permanent deterrents may be installed or applied to deter flying-foxes from
a designated buffer area. While many deterrents have been trialled in the past with limited
success, there are several options worthy of further investigation:
•

Python excrement – bagged snake excrement hung in trees has previously had a
localised effect (GeoLink 2012). Logistical issues associated with sourcing and
regularly applying large amounts of snake excrement would need to be overcome.
The smell of large amounts may also impact nearby residents. There is also the
potential for flying-foxes to habituate to this deterrent.

•

Visual deterrents – visual deterrents such as plastic bags, fluoro vests (GeoLink
2012) and balloons (Ecosure personal experience) in roost trees have been shown to
have localised effects (i.e. with flying-foxes avoiding roosting within 1-10 m). The type
and placement of visual deterrents would need to be varied regularly to avoid
habituation.

•

Noise emitters on timers – noise needs to be random, varied and unexpected to
avoid flying-foxes habituating. As such these emitters would need to be portable, on
varying timers and a diverse array of noises would be required. It is likely to require
some level of additional disturbance to maintain its effectiveness, and ways to avoid
disturbing flying-foxes from desirable areas would need to be identified. This is also
likely to be disruptive to nearby residents.

•

Canopy-mounted water sprinklers – this method has been highly effective in
deterring flying-foxes during dispersals (Ecosure personal experience), and is the
most likely to be successful. This option would however be logistically difficult
(installation and water sourcing) and may be cost prohibitive, however is worthy of a
trial.

All dispersal methods/tools can also be used to deter flying-foxes from a site (i.e. smoke, etc.)
however are less automated than those above and would likely require human presence to be
used effectively/safely.
7.1.1.3 Nudging
‘Nudging’ aims to maintain sufficient space for flying-foxes to continue using the roost, but
encourage them out of the designated buffer area using noise and other light active
disturbance. This technique should be done during the day to avoid inadvertent dispersal, and
therefore would require additional approval from EHP.

7.1.2

Equine management

Contact between horses and flying-foxes should be avoided. Equine owners and/or equine
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facility managers in proximity to flying-fox roosts are encouraged to consider the following
management options:
•

cover equine feeders and waterers (i.e. feed stations,
water troughs) within five metres of a roost or foraging
tree to avoid contamination by flying-foxes

It is important to note that
HeV is generally
associated with foraging
flying-foxes rather than
roosts, and given that
flying-foxes may travel
50km from their roost to
forage equine
management is important
independent of roost
location.

•

manage foraging trees within their property through
pruning/covering/early removal of fruit/tree removal

•

vaccinate horses against HeV and exclude horses and
maintain suitable property management and husbandry
practices recommended by the Department of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Forest factsheet: HeV:
information for horse owners, handlers, competitors and
event organisers DAFF (2013b). Refer to References and Resources for further
information.

7.1.3

General management options

Landholders being impacted by noise, smell and faecal drop are encouraged to consider the
following management options (NB: approval may be required for some activities, refer to
Section 4):
•

manage foraging trees within their property through pruning/covering/early removal of
fruit/tree removal

•

cover vehicles, structures and clothes lines where faecal contamination is an issue,
or remove washing from the line before dawn/dusk

•

install double-glazed windows and air-conditioners where possible to reduce noise
disturbance and smell associated with a nearby roost

•

cover eating areas (i.e. BBQs and tables) within five metres of a roost or foraging
tree to avoid contamination by flying-foxes

•

include suitable buffers and other provisions (i.e. covered car parks) in planning of
new developments

•

create visual/sound/smell barriers between their properties and the roost using
hedges, fencing or other suitable material. To avoid attracting flying-foxes, species
selected for hedging should not produce edible fruit or nectar-exuding flowers, should
grow in dense formation between two and five metres (Roberts 2006) (or be
maintained at less than five metres). Potentially suitable native species include:
-

Acacia shirleyi

-

Acacia georginae

-

Acacia cambagei

-

Acacia tephrina

-

Atalaya hemiglauca
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-

Hovea acutifolia

-

Westringia fruticosa

-

Pultenaea villosa

-

Dodonaea viscosa

-

Jacksonia scoparia.

N.B. Not all listed species are native to the region.

7.1.4

Aircraft risk

NBRC needs to assess (including regular monitoring) and manage the risk of flying-fox/aircraft
strike. NBRC should consider any management activities that may affect flying-fox movement
patterns in the short/long term.
The Queensland State Planning Policy 1/02 (Department of State Development, Infrastructure
and Planning {DSDIP} 2014) defines the distance where flying-foxes may create a safety
hazard for strategic airports as 13 km. This aligns with the National Airports Safeguarding
Framework Guideline C – Produced by the Federal Department of Infrastructure and
Transport.
To identify any roosts within the NBRC LGA which may present a strike risk, a 13 km radius
from the nearest airport Gayndah and Mundubbera airports) was considered during the roost
assessments. All four roost sites identified in this report fall within the 13 km radius.

7.2

Dispersal

There are a range of potential risks that are greatly increased with active dispersal (compared
with in situ mitigation options described above). These include:
•

impacts to nearby residents associated with ongoing dispersal attempts

•

impact on animal welfare and flying-fox conservation

•

increased aircraft strike risk associated with changed flying-fox movement patterns

•

splintering the roost into other locations that are equally or more problematic

•

shifting the issue to another area (see Figure 5)

•

effects on the flying-fox population, including disease status and associated public
health risk

•

excessive initial and/or ongoing resource and financial investment

•

negative public perception related to dispersing flying-foxes and/or significant
vegetation management

•

unsuccessful management requiring multiple attempts, which may exacerbate all of
the above.

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
48

ecosure.com.au | 29

Successful dispersals generally require either:
1. substantial vegetation removal/modification that is likely to incur significant long-term
ecological impacts on the roost area, or
2. sustained noise disturbance at the site and intensive monitoring, with subsequent
additional dispersals from splinter roosts that are considered unsuitable.
3. Substantial financial commitment to long term dispersal by the managing body.
Each of the above dispersal approaches are very costly, require ongoing commitment and
maintenance, are often not entirely successful, and rarely result in desirable outcomes for all
stakeholders (DECC 2009; Roberts et al. 2011).
Dispersal often leads to flying-fox stress, injuries or fatalities, and may lead to increased
human health risk, nuisance issues, or human/flying-fox conflict at other sites. Given dispersal
often splinters the roost (often without alleviating issues at the initial site) it is also likely to
spread the problem to the wider community.
For reasons outlined above, the view among many land managers is that it is best to manage
roosts where they are, and develop strategies to reduce their impact (DECC 2009). However
if mitigation options are not considered sufficient, dispersal is the only feasible alternative.
Where there is no way of managing a roost in situ, dispersal can be ‘passive’ or ‘active’ as
detailed below.

7.2.1

Passive dispersal through vegetation removal

Where a roost cannot be managed in situ, vegetation management can be used as a passive
form of dispersal to gradually encourage flying-foxes to effectively self-disperse. This form is
more controlled than dispersal through disturbance as it allows flying-foxes to rest for the day
but choose alternative sites (generally other known roosts) as the roost becomes less
favourable. It is therefore considerably less stressful than dispersal through disturbance, and
reduces the risk of splinter roosts forming in new locations (that may be less suitable than the
original site).
Generally, a significant proportion of vegetation needs to be removed in order to achieve selfdispersal of flying-foxes from a roost, or to prevent roost re-establishment. For example, flyingfoxes abandoned a roost in Bundall once 40-70% (variable amounts in different areas of the
roost) of the canopy/mid-storey and 90% of the understorey had been removed (Ecosure
unpublished). Ongoing maintenance of the site is required to prevent vegetation structure
returning to levels favourable for colonisation by flying-foxes.
Habitat modification should be carried out in a staged manner to allow for the least amount of
vegetation to be removed that is required to render the site unfavourable as a flying-fox roost.
Vegetation management may be scheduled when the roost is naturally unoccupied, in the
evening after flying-foxes have left the roost to forage or following dispersal. Where works are
required while flying-foxes are present, Section 7.3 outlines measures to ensure potential
impacts to flying-fox welfare are minimised.
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7.2.2

Active dispersal without vegetation removal

Management incorporating habitat modification is always more likely to be successful than
dispersal alone. However, where extensive vegetation management is not appropriate, active
dispersal may be required.
A range of tools (noise, smoke, etc.) can be used to actively disperse flying-foxes as they
attempt to return to the roost. As detailed above, additional risk management and welfare
impact mitigation strategies are required for active dispersal. As with all management
activities, a detailed site-specific plan will be required prior to progressing.
Using a staged approach and experienced personnel, LRFF can be somewhat directed to a
desirable site during dispersal. However, BFF and GHFF do not move as a group like LRFF,
and it is therefore it is not generally possible to direct them to a pre-determined site. Similarly
they are more selective in their roost preferences, and attempts to attract them to selected
sites generally fail (even when extensive funding is allocated to trying to do this i.e. Melbourne
Botanic Gardens dispersal).

7.3

Protecting flying-fox welfare and conservation during
management

The following general measures during all management activities will minimise the potential
for animal welfare and population level impacts:
•

a clear monitoring program in place with trigger points to stop works if required

•

a wildlife carer and veterinarian on stand-by to accept injured or orphaned flyingfoxes if required

•

works timed to coincide with minimum numbers of flying-foxes at the roosts if
possible

•

all personnel briefed prior to works commencing each day

•

all personnel debrief at the end of each day of works to allow methods to be adapted
if required

•

clear roles and responsibilities of all personnel on site

•

communication maintained between all personnel at all times on site

•

works timed to avoid food bottlenecks (i.e. periods of heavy rain) which may
compromise flying-fox health

•

works not undertaken on days when temperatures are predicted to reach 40C

•

works not scheduled every 7th day to allow flying-foxes to rest at all sites

•

all personnel appropriately experienced, trained, and inducted to the program

•

where works are required during months of conception, NBRC will consider the
following to avoid interrupting the breeding cycle:

•

extending dispersal rest periods
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•

leaving at least one of the roosts (i.e. lowest conflict site) in the city as a refuge for
that period.

Additional measures will be in place should vegetation management be required while flyingfoxes are present:
•

a works buffer of at least 30 m will be maintained between vegetation management
works and any flying-fox roosting or alight

•

works will cease for the day if more than 50% of the roost alights for more than five
minutes, and/or more than 50% of individuals leave the roost

•

clearing will be done in a sequential manner, beginning at the furthest distance and
moving towards the roost to allow some level of habituation to noise and activity.

A person experienced in flying-fox ecology and behaviour will be present at each roost being
managed during any management activity (i.e. dispersal, vegetation management). This
person should be vaccinated against ABLV and able to rescue any injured or orphaned flyingfox if required.
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8

Site-specific roost management options

8.1.1

Gayndah township roosts

Vegetation along the Burnett River in Gayndah has been subject to vegetation management
to deter roosting flying-foxes, as well as impacts from severe flooding. The mature trees that
remain currently do not have sufficient canopies to support roosting flying-foxes. It is
anticipated that flying-foxes will not use the roost sites along the Burnett River for some time
(potentially years). If they do return to these sites, the following management options could be
implemented to mitigate impacts.
Selective tree trimming
Trees can be selectively trimmed to make an area unfavourable to flying-foxes without
removing canopies to the degree that has occurred along Gayndah township to date. The
degree of tree trimming has resulted in reduced visual amenity and a staged approach to
trimming is recommended. Large outer branches would be removed and this would likely be
sufficient to deter flying-foxes from roosting.
In accordance with the Qld codes of practice, a roost tree can only be trimmed while flyingfoxes are not present (i.e. during winter while flying-foxes are naturally absent, following
successful dispersal, or at night). If vegetation is to be trimmed or removed while flying-foxes
are in the general vicinity, buffers and other welfare strategies are required (see Section 7.3).
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $50,000) and maintenance costs (~$15,000/year).
Dispersal
Management incorporating habitat modification is always more likely to be successful than
dispersal alone. However, where extensive vegetation management is not appropriate, active
dispersal may be required given the proximity to the school grounds.
A range of tools can be used to actively disperse flying-foxes as they attempt to return to the
roost. As detailed above, additional risk management and welfare impact mitigation strategies
are required for active dispersal, and if this is the desired strategy a detailed site-specific
dispersal plan will be required. This must include having dispersal teams concurrently
dispersing from all unsuitable potential sites.
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Dispersal may impact on residents should splinter roosts form across the landscape, and
dispersals may be required intermittently for years. Dispersals are costly, often unsuccessful
and can result in poor welfare and conservation outcomes for flying-foxes.
Cost estimate: Usually high initial costs (>$100,000 for initial year of dispersal program across
town), and moderate-high maintenance costs (~$50,000/year), high level of uncertainty limits
ability to effectively budget.
Airport risk management
Airport staff should be notified if any management is being carried out that may affect flyingfox movement or behaviour given the proximity of these roost sites to the airport.

8.1.2

Oakey Creek

Buffers
A powerline dissects the riparian corridor at the Oakey Creek where flying-foxes are known to
roost. This break in connectivity provides a natural barrier to flying-fox movement along the
riparian zone. Flying-foxes have not been recorded upstream or downstream of the golf
course. This natural buffer will assist in retaining flying-foxes at the golf course.
A buffer can be created at either end of the riparian zone that flying-foxes have historically
used (Figure 8). This option aims to maintain sufficient space for flying-foxes to continue using
the roost, but limit roosting in the designated buffer area.
Buffers for this option can be created through vegetation management (Section 7.1.1.1) or
installation of deterrents (Section 7.1.1.2). Management will also be required around
infrastructure located in proximity to the roost site i.e. the toilet block at the western end of the
golf course and the shed at the disused orchard on the opposite side of the creek. Vegetation
removal must be considerate of retaining a visual buffer along Oakey Creek between the roost
and surrounding residents and golf course users (i.e. through selective trimming/removal with
sufficient vegetation retained as a buffer). Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $50,000)
and maintenance costs (~$10,000/year).
Informative signage
Informative signage can be installed along the Oakey Creek at the points where human-flyingfox interaction is greatest i.e. near the greens. Signage can emphasise the temporary nature
of the roost, the ecological and economic importance of flying-foxes, and that walking
underneath the roost poses no health risk.
Cost estimate: Low initial (estimated $10,000) and low maintenance costs (~$1,000/year).
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Improve habitat in roost area to be retained
Habitat within the site is affected by the high abundance of weeds. Assisting natural
regeneration of this riparian habitat will encourage flying-foxes back into this area, and away
from higher conflict locations (i.e. Gayndah township roost sites). It is important that weed
removal is done using a staged approach, and that suitable understorey and midstorey is
present at all times to ensure habitat is not made less attractive to flying-foxes.
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $20,000) and low maintenance costs
(~$5,000/year).

8.1.3

Mundubbera township roosts

Selective tree trimming
Vegetation removal aiming to modify the habitat sufficiently before flying-foxes use the site so
that it is no longer attractive or suitable as a roost. The amount of vegetation requiring removal
varies between sites and particular roosts; it may be as little as removing a weedy understorey
(to alter the microclimate, reduce protection from predators and increase potential for
disturbance) or as much as selective canopy trimming/removal.
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $50,000) and maintenance costs (~$15,000/year).
Permanent deterrent
If flying-foxes begin to return to the showgrounds proactive management where tree
trimming/removal is not suitable may include the use of permanent deterrents such as canopy
mounted sprinklers, as discussed in Section 7.1.1.2. This management approach may require
a timer system whereby the sprinkler system is timed to turn on as flying-foxes begin
attempting to return to the roost from nightly foraging.
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $30,000) and event driven maintenance costs if
required i.e. if flying-foxes return.
Equine management
Management should not be timed immediately prior to any events at the showgrounds, as
stress associated with dispersal may increase the risk of HeV.
The showgrounds have a number of covered horse stables and these should be used in
preference over open yards when flying-foxes are roosting in town. Flying-foxes may forage
in the trees surrounding the stables and yards and horses will graze on grass in this vicinity.
To reduce the risk of horse-flying-fox interactions, it is recommended that equine user groups
of the showgrounds are advised to not use the open yards if flying-foxes are roosting in town.
Additionally, temporary fencing (plastic bunting is sufficient) could provide a temporary
exclusion zone around areas where there is a higher risk of horse-flying-fox interaction.
Subsidies in the form of external grants could be available for the cost of providing covers over
watering points available at the showgrounds.
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Cost estimate: Low initial (estimated $15,000), maintenance costs (~$1,000/year) and
community consultation required.
Dispersal
A range of tools can be used to actively disperse flying-foxes as they attempt to return to the
roost. As detailed above, additional risk management and welfare impact mitigation strategies
are required for active dispersal, and if this is the desired strategy a detailed site-specific
dispersal plan will be required. This must include having dispersal teams concurrently
dispersing from all unsuitable potential sites.
Dispersal may impact on residents should splinter roosts form across the landscape, and
dispersals may be required intermittently for years. Dispersals are costly, often unsuccessful
and can result in poor welfare and conservation outcomes for flying-foxes.
Cost estimate: Usually high initial costs (>$100,000 for initial year of dispersal program across
town), and moderate-high maintenance costs (~$50,000/year), high level of uncertainty limits
ability to effectively budget.

8.1.4

Burnett River, Mundubbera

Identify alternative roost site
An alternative roost is thought to be located upstream of Mundubbera. It is recommended that
this site is identified and assessed as an alternative roost site for flying-foxes. It is possible
that flying-foxes may be encouraged to use an alternative site if active management is
conducted in Mundubbera.
Alternative roost sites closer to Mundubbera have been identified and assessed in Section
6.12.
Selective tree trimming
Selective tree trimming has already been completed at the showgrounds site, and could be
considered to modify the canopy cover at Bicentennial Park and along the river bank and
potentially make it unfavourable to flying-foxes. Tree trimming may render the site unsuitable
for maternity and crèche requirements.
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $50,000) and maintenance costs (~$15,000/year).
Permanent deterrent
If flying-foxes begin to return to Bicentennial Park proactive management should include the
use of permanent deterrents such as canopy mounted sprinklers, as discussed in Section 6.2.
This management approach would require a canopy mounted sprinkler system which is timed
to turn on at regular intervals.
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (estimated $50,000) and event driven maintenance costs is
required i.e. if flying-foxes return.
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Dispersal and managing the roost in-situ
Dispersal may be required from Bicentennial Park, Killala Creek south roost and Burnett River
north bank roost, however is not recommended from other sites along the Burnett River given
their low potential for conflict.
If flying-foxes continue to return to Bicentennial Park despite above management measures,
Council will need to consider the cost/benefit analysis of continued management or allowing
flying-foxes to use areas of the part (suggested management options include covering play
equipment and picnic tables, temporary fencing excluding access directly under the roost and
informative signage).
Burnett River, Kerles Lane roost has not previously been used, but if it is, water quality
monitoring should determine whether its proximity to the intake is having an impact. Council
will need to weigh up the cost of attempting to move flying-foxes again, or increased cost of
water treatment prior to consumption and education (to minimise negative public perception).
While the Burnett River below Jones Weir has been historically used, vegetation since flooding
appears unattractive. However if flying-foxes return to this site every effort should be made to
avoid disturbance and retain the roost at this location.
The Burnett River southern bank potential roost site, which flying-foxes anecdotally used for
several days during dispersal from other sites, appears to be ideal habitat. Residential
buildings have a significant buffer, and the working orchard on this property is citrus which is
unattractive to foraging flying-foxes unless other food is unavailable - so conflict should be
low.
Consultation with the landholder is required to determine whether this may be a suitable longterm roost site.
Activity at the working orchard was thought to have disturbed flying-foxes in the past, however
they should habituate to this level of disturbance (particularly if not being dispersed from other
areas).
Assisted regeneration and/or revegetation of the bank slightly upstream may provide habitat
further away from particularly high disturbance areas (i.e. the water pump shed) (Figure 9).
Cost estimate: Moderate initial (>$100,000 for initial year of dispersal program across town)
and maintenance costs (~$15,000/year).
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9

Recommendations

The following is recommended regardless of site-specific management options progressed:
1. Continue to engage the community to provide alternative mitigation measures and
improve awareness and appreciation of flying-foxes when they are temporarily in
town.
2. Provide options to residents for management that can be done on individual
properties i.e. creating barriers by selective tree trimming and removing favoured
exotic trees favoured by flying-foxes.

9.1

Gayndah

The assessment identified the Oakey Creek site as the most preferred location for a
designated flying-fox roost site due to flying-fox use of the site and the low number of sensitive
receptors nearby. It has buffers of approximately 100m to residential buildings, which could
be further increased with some minor vegetation management.
Due to the lack of nearby suitable low conflict habitat (including many that would be extremely
high conflict), along with the risks, costs and potential welfare and conservation impacts of
dispersal, it is suggested that the Oakey Creek site be designated as a permanent flying-fox
roost and managed in-situ.
The recommended approach for NBRC at this site is as follows:
1. Create buffers between the Oakey Creek vegetation and the golf course, golf course
facilities (including the toilet building) and shed in the nearby orchard. Buffers to
nearby residential dwellings are already quite significant (100m+) however could be
increased if required. Buffers should initially be through weed management only, and
where weed management is not sufficient, progressed to installation of deterrents (if
feasible) and/or selective native vegetation removal (if deemed appropriate,
permitted under environmental legislation and a visual vegetation buffer can be
retained for residents and golf course users).
2. Provide informative signage at the greens located nearest the roost site to remind
golf course users that flying-foxes are temporarily using the site, their importance,
and that walking underneath the roost poses no health risk.
3. Combine staged vegetation management/dispersal if flying-foxes attempt to roost at
other high conflict sites in Gayndah if required, with the aim of them roosting at the
golf course.

9.2

Mundubbera

Initially the feasibility of the roost site suspected to be located upstream of Mundubbera
township should be assessed. Given there have been no complaints recorded, it is likely that
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if it does exist it is in an ideal location and flying-foxes should be encouraged there. If LRFF
can be moved there during dispersal, GHFF and BFF will likely join them once the roost is
established.
To assist this process the following is recommended:
1. Begin selective vegetation removal (initially focusing on removing outer canopy limbs
only) and/or trial deterrents to deter flying-foxes from the Bicentennial Park.
2. Disperse concurrently from unsuitable sites along the Burnett River (and town).
If the suspected alternative site upstream is deemed unsuitable, landholder consultation is
required to determine potential for a permanent roost at the Burnett River southern bank roost
location. Assisted regeneration and/or revegetation may assist. Habituating animals to activity
on the farm should be done as slowly as possible without impacting farm operations.
If flying-foxes continue to return to Bicentennial Park despite above management measures,
Council will need to consider the cost/benefit analysis of continued management or allowing
flying-foxes to use areas of the part (suggested management options include covering play
equipment and picnic tables, temporary fencing excluding access directly under the roost and
informative signage).

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
60

ecosure.com.au | 41

References and further information
Australasian Bat Society www.abs.ausbats.org.au.
Bat Conservation and Rescue Queensland (in partnership with Logan City Council and
Redland City Council) 2014, Living with Bats https://itunes.apple.com/au/book/living-withbats/id950941470?mt=11
Bats and Human Health, Queensland Health
http://access.health.qld.gov.au/hid/InfectionsandParasites/ViralInfections/batsAndHumanHe
alth_is.asp Accessed 12/01/2015.
Biosecurity Qld, Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry. Zoonotic Diseases
http://www.daff.qld.gov.au/animal-industries/animal-health-and-diseases/zoonoses.
Accessed 12/01/2015.
Birt P, McCoy M & Palmer C 2008, Little Red Flying-fox, in The mammals of Australia (eds
S. Van Dyke and R. Strahan), pp 446-447, Reed New Holland Sydney.
Churchill, S. 2008, Australian Bats, Allen & Unwin, Crows Nest, NSW.
Civil Aviation Safety Authority 2007. Advisory circular: Laser emissions which may endanger
the safety of aircraft
http://www.casa.gov.au/wcmswr/_assets/main/rules/1998casr/139/139c23.pdf Accessed
12/06/2014.
DAFF, 2013a What is Hendra virus? Available: http://www.daff.qld.gov.au/animalindustries/animal-health-and-diseases/a-z-list/hendra-virus/general-information/what-ishendra-virus Accessed 13/06/2014.
DAFF, 2013b Hendra virus: information for horse owners, handlers, competitors and event
organisers. Available: http://www.daff.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/57218/hendravirus-info-pack-horse-owners.pdf Accessed 13/06/2014.
DECC (2008) Best practice guidelines for the grey headed flying-fox. DECC NSW, Sydney,
Australia.
DECCW, 2009. Draft National Recovery Plan for the Grey-headed Flying-fox Pteropus
poliocephalus. Prepared by Dr Peggy Eby. Department of Environment, Climate Change and
Water NSW, Sydney.
DSEWPaC, 2012 Pteropus poliocephalus in Species Profile and Threats Database,
Department of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities, Canberra.
Available from:http://www.environment.gov.au/sprat. Accessed 11/06/2014.
DoE 2013, Matters of National Environmental Signficance Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999, Commonwealth of
Australia.
Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
61

ecosure.com.au | 42

DoE 2014, Draft EPBC Act Policy Statement: camp management guidelines for the GHFF
and SFF, Australian Government, Canberra.
DSDIP 2014, Queensland State Planning Policy July 2014, The Department of State
Development, Infrastructure and Planning, Brisbane.
Eby P. 1991 Seasonal movements of grey-headed flying-foxes, Pteropus poliocephalus
(Chiroptera: Pteropodidae) from two maternity roosts in northern New South Wales. Wildl.
Res. 18, 547–59.
Ecosure unpublished Hendra Virus Risk Assessment for the Gold Coast Equine Precinct:
Residual Risk Report, unpublished 2011 report to City of Gold Coast.
EHP, 2013a Code of Practice - Ecologically sustainable management of flying-fox roosts,
Department of Environment and Heritage Protection, Queensland.
http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/wildlife/livingwith/flyingfoxes/roost-management.html. Accessed
12/01/2015.
EHP, 2013b Code of Practice - Low impact activities affecting flying-fox roosts, Department
of Environment and Heritage Protection, Queensland.
http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/wildlife/livingwith/flyingfoxes/roost-management.html. Accessed
12/01/2015.
EHP, 2013c Flying-fox roost management guideline, Department of Environment and
Heritage Protection, Queensland.
http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/wildlife/livingwith/flyingfoxes/roost-management.html. Accessed
12/01/2015.
EHP, 2013d Living with Wildlife - Flying-foxes, Department of Environment and Heritage
Protection http://www.ehp.qld.gov.au/wildlife/livingwith/flyingfoxes/index.html Accessed
11/01/2015.
Freeman, A. 2003. Monitoring Report on the Annual Spectacled Flying-fox Census 2003.
Atherton, Queensland: Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service.
Garnett, S.T., Whybird O.A. & Spencer H.G., 1999 Conservation status of the Spectacled
Flying-fox Pteropus conspicillatus. Australian Zoologist. 31:38-54.
GeoLINK, 2012 Lorn Flying-fox management strategy. Report prepared for Maitland City
Council.
Hall, L. and Richards, G. 2000 Flying foxes: fruit and blossom bats of Australia. UNSW
Press, Sydney.
IUCN Red List of Threatened Species – Grey-headed flying-fox
http://www.iucnredlist.org/details/18751/0 Accessed 11/01/2015.
Logan City Council ‘Flying-foxes’ web page http://www.logan.qld.gov.au/environment-waterand-waste/wildlife/flying-foxes Accessed 26/05/2015.
Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
62

ecosure.com.au | 43

Lunney, D., Richards, G. and Dickman, C. 2008. Pteropus poliocephalus. In: IUCN 2011.
IUCN Red List of Threatened Species. Version 2011.2. <www.iucnredlist.org>. Accessed
12/01/2015.
McIlwee, A.P. & I.L. Martin, 2002 On the intrinsic capacity for increase of Australian flyingfoxes. Australian Zoologist. 32(1).
Milne, DJ & Pavey, CR 2011, ‘The status and conservation of bats in the Northern Territory’,
Queensland Health, 2015 Australian bat lyssavirus factsheet. Available:
http://access.health.qld.gov.au/hid/InfectionsandParasites/ViralInfections/australianBatLyssa
virus_fs.asp Accessed 12/01/2015.
Ratliff, F.N. (1931) Notes on the fruit bats (Pteropus spp.) of Australia. Journal of Animal
Ecology 1:32-57.
Roberts, B, Kanowski, J and Catterall, C, 2006, Ecology and Management of flying-fox
Roosts in an Urbanising Region, Rainforest CRC Tropical Forest Landscapes, Issue 5.
Roberts, B. and Eby, P. 2013 Review of past flying-fox dispersal actions between 19902013, Unknown publisher.
Roberts, B, 2005 Habitat characteristics of flying-fox roosts in south-east Queensland. BSc.
(Hons.) Thesis, Griffith University, Brisbane.
Roberts, B.J. 2006. Management of Urban Flying-fox Roosts: Issues of Relevance to Roosts
in the Lower Clarence, NSW. Valley Watch Inc., Maclean.
Roberts, B.J., Eby, P., Catterall, C.P., Kanowski, J. and Bennett, G. (2011) The outcomes
and costs of relocating flying-fox roosts: insights from the case of Maclean, Australia. Pp.
227-287 in the Biology and Conservation of Australasian Bats, edited by Bradley Law, Peggy
Eby, Daniel Lunney and Lindy Lumsen. Royal Zoological Society of NSW, Mosman, NSW
Australia.
SEQ Catchments, 2012 Management and Restoration of flying-fox Roosts: Guidelines and
Recommendations, SEQ Catchments Ltd funded by the Australian Government’s Caring for
Our Country.
Species Profile and Threats - Grey-headed flying-fox http://www.environment.gov.au/cgibin/sprat/public/publicspecies.pl?taxon_id=186 Accessed 10/12/13
Vardon, MJ & Tidemann, CR 1999, ‘Flying-foxes (Pteropus alecto and P. scapulatus) in the
Darwin region, north Australia: patterns in camp size and structure’, Australian Journal of
Zoology, vol. 47, pp. 411 – 423.
Vardon, MJ, Brocklehurst, PS, Woinarski, JCZ, Cunningham, RB, Donnelly, CF and
Tidemann, C. R. 2001 Seasonal habitat use by flying-foxes, Pteropus alecto and P.
Scapulatus (Megachiroptera), in monsoonal Australia, Journal of Zoology London: 253.

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
63

ecosure.com.au | 44

Webb N.J. and Tidemann C.R. 1996. Mobility of Australian flying-foxes, Pteropus spp.
(Megachiroptera): evidence from genetic variation. Proceeding of the Royal Society
London Series B 263, 497–502.
Westcott DA, Dennis AJ, Bradford MG, McKeown A, Harrington GN, 2008. Seed dispersal
processes in Australia’s Wet Tropics rainforests. In: Stork N and Turton S, Living in a
dynamic tropical forest landscape. Blackwells Publishing, Malden. Pp. 210-223.
Westcott, DA, McKeown, A, Murphy, HT and Fletcher, C.S 2011. A monitoring method for
the grey-headed flying-fox, Pteropus poliocephalus, CSIRO, Queensland
Whybird, O., Clague, S. and Clague, C., 2000. Spectacled Flying Fox – the need and
justification for listing. Report to the Endangered Species Monitoring Program,
Environmental Protection Agency, Queensland.

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
64

ecosure.com.au | 45

Red Gully,
Mundubber
a

Burnett
River,
Mundubber
a

Mundubber
a-Durong
Road,
Mundubber
a

Meyer
Street,
Gayndah

Gayndah
Golf
Course

Bicentennia
l Park,
Mundubber
a

St.
Joseph’s
Primary
School,
Gayndah

Malty
Place,
Gayndah

Appendix 1 – Ecological values

-25.62427

-25.62233

-25.5963

-25.633355

-25.6280

-25.584

-25.59495

-25.598423

151.6112

151.6068

151.3027

151.62236

151.614

151.302

151.29749

151.307740

18/12

18/12

16/11

17/12

17/12

13/11

16/11

15/11

Koala
(Phascolar
ctos
cinereus)
(V)

None at
the roost
site but
koala EH
on creek to
north

None

None at the
roost site
but koala
EH on creek
to north

None at
the roost
site but
koala EH
on creek
to north

None

None

None

Wetland
areas
(Environmen
tal
Protection
Regulation
2008)

Wetland of
general
ecological
significanc
e (GES).
Not a
WPA or
Trigger
area.

None.
Wetland of
general
ecological
significanc
e (GES) to
north.

The roost
is located
adjacent
to a
wetland of
general
ecological
significanc
e (GES)
(within the
same
Lot/Plan)

None

None

None

Wetland of
general
ecological
significanc
e (GES).
Not a
WPA or
Trigger
area.

None.
Wetland of
general
ecological
significance
(GES) to
south-west.

Regional
Ecosystem
(VM Act)

12.3.7b/12
.3.7 (LC)

12.3.7b/
12.3.7 (LC)
adjacent

11.3.25/
11.3.4
(OC)

12.3.10/12.3
.3 along
creek to
north. Roost
location in
non-remnant

None

Nonremnant

11.3.25/11
.3.4 (OC)

11.3.25/
11.3.4 (OC)

NC Act
Priority

Category
X with
Category
B adjacent

Category X
with
Category B
nearby

Category
B

Category X

Category
X

Category
X

Category
B

Category B

Protected
Plant Flora
Survey
Trigger Area

None

None

High risk
area

None

None

High risk
area

High risk
area

High risk
area

Wildlife
online

1
threatened
species
and 4
special
least
concern
species

1
threatened
species
and 4
special
least
concern
species

1
threatene
d species
and 3
special
least
concern
species

No
threatened
species and
1 special
least
concern
species

No
threatened
species
and 4
special
least
concern
species

1
threatened
species
and 1
special
least
concern
species

1
threatened
species
and 3
special
least
concern
species

1 threatened
species and
2 special
least
concern
species

Communit
y purposes

Recreatio
n and
open
space

Recreation
and open
space

General
residential

General
residential

Communit
y
purposes

Recreation
and open
space

Location

Commonwealth
EPBC
Protected
Matters
State
Essential
Habitat (NC
Act)
V: Vulnerable
E:
Endangered

(within 1 km
of the roost)

Local planning scheme
Zoning map

Not
mapped in
zone plan

Flying-fox Management Options – North Burnett Regional Council
65

ecosure.com.au | 46

Appendix 2 – Roost assessment criteria and results
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resident

200m to closest
resident

100m to closest
resident

25m to closest
resident

190m to closest
resident

290m to closest
resident

120m to closest
resident

Proximity to school /
day care centre

n/a

60m to St
Joseph’s library
building

1.5km to
Mundubbera
State School

1.9km to St.
Joseph’s
Primary School
and Gayndah
State School

950m to St.
Joseph’s
Primary School
and Gayndah
State School

770m to
Mundubbera
State School

1.2km to
Mundubbera
State School

2km to
Mundubbera
State School

Proximity to
sporting field

400m to school
oval

30m to school
oval

250m to sports
field

1.9km to school
oval

950m to school
oval

770m to school
oval

400m to sports
field

400m to sports
field
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Risk/potential
impact

Malty Place,
Gayndah

St. Joseph’s
Primary
School,
Gayndah

Public park / access

Roost site
located within
riverside public
parkland

Roost site
located within
riverside public
parkland

Disturbance to
flying-foxes

n/a

Proximity to airport

Bicentennial
Park,
Mundubbera

Oakey Creek

Meyer Street,
Gayndah

Roost site
located within
public park

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

830m to
Gayndah
Airport

950m to
Gayndah
Airport

1.4km to
Mundubbera
Airport

Proximity to horses

Equine
properties
located on
opposite side of
river- approx.
200m away

Equine
properties
located on
opposite side of
river- approx.
200m away

Unknown

Other

25m to motel

MundubberaDurong Road,
Mundubbera

Burnett River,
Mundubbera

Red Gully,
Mundubbera

140m to
showground

n/a

500m to
Bicentennial
Park

n/a

n/a

n/a

n/a

1.8km to
Gayndah
Airport

1.1km to
Gayndah
Airport

1.9km to
Mundubbera
Airport

2km to
Mundubbera
Airport

1km to
Mundubbera
Airport

350m to equine
properties

500m to equine
properties

200m to equine
properties

Unknown

Unknown

50m to motel

Orchards
nearby

Orchards
nearby
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ENVIR 03

FLYING-FOX ROOST FORUM REPORT
08.2015

Responsible Officer:
Report prepared by:

Sue Paul – Manager Environmental Services
Lee Harper – Natural Resource Management Officer

1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

To inform Council about the Flying-fox Management Forum which was held
on the 22nd May 2015, and attended by Council’s Manager Environmental
Services and Natural Resource Management Officer.
2

INTRODUCTION/BACKGROUND

After numerous requests from local governments throughout Qld, LGAQ
organised a forum to determine the needs of local government to provide a
centralised, coordinated approach for monitoring flying-fox management
activities. Over 65 participants attended the forum.
Local government participants identified four outcome areas:
1. “Understanding flying-fox distribution, movement and ecology
2. Community awareness, engagement and communication
3. Informing political and operational decision making
4. Measuring the outcomes of management actions.”
3

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN

Environment
Outcome 4: Increasing the quality of water, land, air, and the extent of
biodiversity in the region.
4.6 Natural Resource Management
Protecting areas of high ecological significance areas managed effectively
4.4 Environmental Health
4

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

All relevant NBRC policies are adhered to where applicable.
5

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Code of Practice Ecologically sustainable management of flying-fox roosts
Nature Conservation Act 1992.
All relevant Standards and Codes are applied where required.
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6

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

A coordinated regional approach for monitoring flying-fox activities could
make management of the flying-foxes more cost effective and efficient.
7

RISK MANAGEMENT

Risk management is an integral part of the planning and implementation of
any activity delivered by the Environmental Services team.
Improved understanding of flying-fox activity, community awareness,
engagement, and communication.
8

CONSULTATION
Consultation is through LGAQ

9

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER

10

OFFICER’S COMMENTS/CONCLUSION

The management of community concerns and expectations about flying-fox
management is more than a local issue. It is Australia-wide.
Improved understanding of flying-fox ecology and behaviours will support
flying-fox management, and provide further information on tracking,
community service requests, actions taken, and whether service requests
have been successfully resolved.
The development of the LGAQ Flying-fox Management Monitoring and
Reporting Framework will provide a consistent basis for reporting information
and could be used to engage State government and other key stakeholders
with the view of achieving a commonly agreed set of core data requirements,
and roles and responsibilities for data capture, management and delivery.
This framework would assist the political and operational decision making
process:
 by providing evidence to support management decisions
 the development of
criteria for decision making.eg. education,
management, or dispersal
 by allowing informed political decisions and communication with the
public
 by providing information to assist strategic planning, and
 assessing the effectiveness of policies and actions
11

ATTACHMENTS

LGAQ Draft Flying-fox Monitoring and Reporting Framework
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RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that this report:
a) be accepted as information only
and
b) that Council support the development of the “LGAQ Flying-fox
Monitoring and Reporting Framework”
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INFRA 01

B DOUBLE REPORT – GLENCOE ROAD –
JOURNEY IDs 26VO-9 V3 & 26VO-9 V4

Responsible Officer:
Report prepared by:

1

Mr Tyronne Meredith – Works Engineer
Engineering & Environmental Services
Mr Warren Paulger – Consultant Engineer

PURPOSE OF REPORT
This report recommends a response from Council to the National Heavy
Vehicle Regulator (NHVR) in relation to a B-Double permit application, seeking
to utilise 25m B-Double vehicles moving livestock to/from 6497 Glencoe Road
using two (2) routes south and west of the property within North Burnett
Regional Council area.

2

INTRODUCTION / BACKGROUND
This report has been prepared following an inspection of Calrossie Rd and
Glencoe Rd and a review of a previous inspection report for Moocoorooba
Road to consider the suitability of the roads for 25m B-Double usage to
transport livestock as per the application Pat Connolly (NHVR request number
20535 and Journey ID’s – 26VO-9 {Version 3}, and 26VO-9 {Version 4}).
The routes are:
a. 26VO-9 v3 – Glencoe Rd, Calrossie Rd, Eidsvold-Theodore Rd,
and
b. 26VO-9 v4 –Glencoe Rd, Moocoorooba Rd into Banana Regional
Council
It should be noted that while there are no current approvals for 25m B-Double
permits on the nominated routes, Calrossie Road (part of one of the nominated
routes) has been recommended for approval.
Issues with the intersection of Eidsvold-Theodore Road with Calrossie Road
are within the jurisdiction of the Department of Transport and Main Roads who
undertake separate considerations for the route approval. Components of the
routes outside the North Burnett Regional Council shall be assessed by the
respective road managers.

3

CORPORATE PLAN
Outcome 1: Infrastructure
To have infrastructure facilities in place that are well planned, affordable and
offers a safe environment to the community.
Outcome 3: Economic
Developing a mix of profitable and innovative businesses which provide
sustainable economic growth including a viable primary industry sector.
Planning and development for regional growth and change is based on
sustainability principles, cultural heritage and community engagement.
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4

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
None identified at this time.

5

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS
While not a statutory requirement, this additional B-Double Route assessment
has been evaluated and reported by an experience local government engineer
holding registration under the Professional Engineers Act, Qld. The assessment
was undertaken with reference to and generally in line with the AustRoads
Guidelines for Assessing Heavy Vehicle Access to Local Roads.

6

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
In general terms, the expansion of B-Double route access across the North
Burnett Regional Council has a financial implication on Council’s operational
budget, given the warrant to maintain these roads to a higher level of safety
and maintenance than might otherwise warrant.
Any required upgrading, to allow a route to be recommended for approval,
would place a demand on Council’s capital and/or operational budget. The full
cost impact would need further review and would likely be a budget type
consideration rather than minor maintenance. See Section 10 below for some
initial order of costs associated with potential upgrades to consider the route for
approval.

7

RISK MANAGEMENT
The focus of any 23/25m B-Double route assessment is based on safety for all
road users and, in making recommendations to Council, risk to all road users is
the prime consideration. This can be evidenced by insufficient sight distances,
long steep grade (stopping capacity), structures, cross falls, radii etc.
A secondary consideration is the impact on the existing pavements. The
vertical loadings per axle / axle group are no greater than other semi-trailers but
the impact of the drive axles pulling the additional load can be detrimental to
the pavements. This is particularly a concern where the vehicle is pulling up
steeper inclines including long unsealed grades and out of gullies or floodways
where the vehicle tyres can carry water onto unsealed pavements.
With general ‘as-of-right’ traffic, the driver accepts responsibility for ensuring
the road is suitable for usage. Council undertakes development and
maintenance of the roads having due regard for their corporate plan and
budget considerations. At no time does Council provide any assurance as to
the condition of the road for any component of this traffic. However, in these
permit applications, Council receives an assessment report and then resolves
the route as being acceptable / unacceptable for the non-standard vehicles.
With any acceptance, there would be a moral and likely legal expectation or
responsibility that Council maintain the route suitable for the special vehicles in
accordance with their resolution.
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8

CONSULTATION
There has been no consultation with the applicant or the community in relation
to this particular application.
The National Heavy Vehicle Regulator (NHVR) will be advised of Council’s
position on the application who will then consider all responses and make a
determination regarding the application.
It should be noted that while previously the local police office was contacted
for advice in the approval process, this is not part of the NHVR process. No
contact has been made with local police regarding these route considerations.

9

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER
Receive the report and consider the recommendation for adoption.

10

OFFICER’S COMMENTS / CONCLUSION
Due to the multiple routes in this application, comment is made on roads
separately and then specifically on the combination of roads in each route
application.
Calrossie Rd is gravel construction, across ‘flat’ terrain with sweeping curves
and shallow gully/floodway crossing that are generally acceptable for 25m BDouble usage. The road generally has adequate clear zones with some local
areas that could be improved. Recommended improvements would be limited
to improved road furniture such as warning signage, guide posts etc. (estimated
cost - $2,500)
Glencoe Road, Calrossie Rd to Moocoorooba Rd, is a predominantly gravel
construction with adequate clear zones. There have been some recent
upgrades, particularly between Calrossie Rd and Sloss Rd. Narrow grids
impacted by curve approaches have had the grids widened, and the narrow
sealed road at Moocoorooba Rd intersection has been widened.
The road traverses undulating country but all grades in this section are less
than 5%. The road generally has adequate clear zones with some local areas
that could be improved. Recommended improvements would be limited to
improved road furniture such as warning signage, guide posts etc. (estimated
cost - $2,500)
Moocoorooba Road is predominantly a formation only construction using the
natural site material with variable clear zones. There are three (3) narrow onelane grids along the road. Two of these either have a straight road approach or
a high radius curves such that they are not a concern for the tracking rear
axles. The third is on a tighter curve of concern such that the grid should be
widened or road realigned if the longer vehicles are to be approved.
The road traverses undulating country and has two grades greater than 5% and
greater than 200m long. There is significant risk to the gravel pavement by the
drive axles as they drag the increased load up these slopes. The absence of
gravel pavement generally is also a concern for any grades even less than 5%
due to the standard axle loads and the drive axles. Upgrading of these
pavements to gravel and the slopes with a heavier pavement and bitumen
surfacing would address this defect.
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Intersection – Calrossie Rd / Glencoe Road
This intersection is unsealed gravel standard in a ‘Y’ configuration in relatively
level terrain that gives a general easy turning movement for even the longer
vehicles. From a traffic safety aspect, the configuration is not desirable, but the
risks are limited due to the low traffic volumes through the intersection.
Intersection – Glencoe Road/ Moocoorooba Rd
This intersection is sealed pavement standard in an open sealed configuration
with a moderate terrain grade. The layout provides a safe environment for
turning between Glencoe Rd and Moocoorooba Rd (in any direction) having
regard for the low traffic volumes through the intersection.
11

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that “the National Heavy Vehicle Regulator be advised
that
a. Council endorses approval of the permit application for 25 metre BDouble vehicles to transport livestock to / from 6497 Glencoe Rd,
along Glencoe Rd and Calrossie Rd to Eidsvold-Theodore Rd, subject
to the following conditions:
a) A maximum speed limit of 60kph is to be observed by BDouble transports along the route, except where official traffic
signs indicate a lower speed, and
b) the operation of B-Double transports on these roads is to be
suspended in the event of rainfall of 20mm or more being
received in the area. Such access is to be restricted until
such time as the road pavements and gullies dry sufficiently to
prevent damage to the road surface by B-Doubles using the
road.
but
b. Council does not endorse approval of the permit application for 25
metre B-Double vehicles to transport livestock to / from 6497
Glencoe Rd, along Glencoe Rd and Moocoorooba Rd, into Banana
Regional Council, within the North Burnett Regional Council area
due to the inadequacy of the existing infrastructure, namely




Lack of gravel pavement on Moocoorooba Road,
long unsealed grades greater than 5%, and
narrow grid with curve approach.

c. Council’s decision does not include
a. consideration of the intersection of Eidsvold-Theodore Rd
with Calrossie Rd, as this assessment would be
undertaken by the Qld Department of Transport and Main
Roads, or
b. route components outside the North Burnett Regional
Council area.
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WORKS SUPERVISOR – MONTHLY REPORT – PERIOD ENDING 19‐07‐15

SEALED ROADS
District
Central
West

Work Details
Bitumen patching
Bitumen patching

UNSEALED ROADS
District

Roads Graded

Central
Yarrol Road
Elliots Creek Road
East

West

Roads
Re‐sheeted
Monogoriliby Road R2R
Sections of:
Greenbank Road R2R
Bania Road R2R
Sandy Camp Road R2R
Stoney Creek Road R2R

Zwislers Road
Harrami Road
Dingley Dell Road
McLeods Road
Moutain View Road
Sections of:
Normans Road
Brown Road
Schmike Road
Ostwalds Road
Yerilla Road
Yarrol Road

Roads Other Works

Commence formation
works on Cheltenham Road
Replace collapsed RCP on
O’Bil Bil Road

CAPITAL PROJECTS
District

Central

East
West

Work Details
Gayndah Airport Stockpile Site
Janke Road complete formation works and gravel resheeting(School
Bus).
Gayndah Mundubbera Road
A Creek Road Culvert
Bitumen Seal Coalstoun Lakes School Car Park
Cranks Avenue complete gravel resheeting(School Bus).
Town Street kerb and channel
Splinter Creek bridge approaches
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Status [%
complete]
100%
100%
20%
100%
100%
10%

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT & MAIN ROADS WORKS
(Including RMPC, Private Works, RPC etc)
Anything outside of normal routine maintenance

District

Work Details

Central
East
Gayndah Mt Perry Road Culvert
West
FUTURE WORKS: Planning for a month in advance:
Central
Slashing
East
Bitumen Patching
West

Status [%
complete]
100%

TOWN CREW
Anything outside of normal routine maintenance

District
Central
East
West

Work Details

Status [%
complete]

Nil

BRIDGE AND DRAINAGE CREW
Anything outside of normal routine maintenance

District

Work Details

Central
East
West

PRIVATE WORKS
District
Central
East
West

Work Details

Nil
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Status [%
complete]

INFRA 03 - MINGO CROSSING CARAVAN PARK
08/2015
Responsible Officer: Trevor Harvey – Manager Technical Services
Report prepared by: Trevor Harvey –Manager Technical Services,

1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

The purpose of this report is to inform Council of current status of the sewerage
treatment plant at the Mingo Crossing Caravan Park and the previous resolution to
remove the recently installed caravan dump point.
2

INTRODUCTION / BACKGROUND

The Mingo Crossing Caravan Park was severely damaged in the 2013 Flood. Flood
damage repairs required the installation of a new sewerage treatment plant.
A new environmental license (ERA63) to operate the plant was required and
obtained. The conditions of the license were written into the technical specification
for the new treatment plant.
The new plant was purchased and installed as per the tender specification.
During the above process the company engaged to reconstruct the Caravan Park
donated and installed a caravan dump point at the rear of the ablution block which is
plumbed into the sewage reticulation system.
The use of this facility has resulted in a sewage composition which the new plant
cannot treat to the required environmental conditions.
Investigation as to the possibility of plant modification has shown that this type of
treatment plant will not process the chemical used in caravan toilets at the
concentration evident in the sewage.
Council resolution 215-05-2015 was passed to have the dump point removed and
relocated. Work to remove the dump point was halted after consultation with park
staff and campers.
A subsequent motion (July General Meeting) was passed to investigate an upgrade
of the Mingo Crossing Caravan Park Sewerage Treatment Plant as part of an
external funding opportunity. This motion will be the subject of a future report,
however the size of the infrastructure required to cater for the continued operation of
the dump point should cater for any future proposed expansion of the park capacity.
3

CORPORATE / OPERATIONAL PLAN

In accordance with Outcome 1 Section 1.4 of the 2013-2018 Corporate Plan
4

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

Nil
5

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

Compliance with the ERA 63 license requirements.
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6

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

See Appendix 1.
7

RISK MANAGEMENT

The continued use of the caravan dump point arrangement will mean the sewerage
treatment plant will be operating outside the required environmental limits.
8

CONSULTATION

Consultation has occurred with the sewerage treatment plant supplier, park users
and staff, local tank supplier and effluent pumping contractor.
9

OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER

Options for Council are
 Endorse the previous Council recommendation for the immediate
decommissioning and removal of the dump point.
 Maintain the dump point operation, install the proposed tank and pump out
facility. This option will increase the operational cost of the park by up to an
estimated $17,250 pa (this is based on a fortnightly pump-out which is
estimated to be the maximum service level).
 Continue to use dump point and operate outside environmental license. Note
this option has the possibility of leading to an environmental fine as reporting on
periodic water quality testing is also part of the license requirements.
10

OFFICER’S COMMENTS / CONCLUSION

Investigation has continued into the possibility of maintaining the dump point at the
caravan park after consultation with operators and users.
From a treatment perspective the only compliant solution to keeping the dump point
is to separate the two sewage sources, purchase and install a collection tank
adjacent the dump point and have this pumped out regularly. The effluent from this
tank will need to be taken to a large treatment plant (Bundaberg) as this amount of
chemically treated sewage would severely affect any treatment plant in the North
Burnett Regional Council.
Any future upgrade of the current park sewerage facilities would still require the
separation of the two sewage streams as the ratio of the two sources would be
expected to be comparable at higher quantities.
11

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 – Estimated capital and operational costs of pump-out facility.
12

RECOMMENDATION

For Council’s recommendation.
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ATTACHMENT 1:
Capital estimate for pump-out facility






Concrete Tank - $4,000
Tank Installation - $4,500
Pump-out pipework - $2,000
Level Alarm - $2,500
TOTAL CAPITAL ESTIMATE - $11,000

Operational Expenditure estimate





Annual pumping costs (based on fortnightly service) - $15,600
Depreciation (based on 80 yr life) - $150
Maintenance & operating cost (NBRC) - $1,500
ANNUAL OPERATIONAL ESTIMATE - $17,250

90

INFRA 04 - TECHNICAL SERVICES INTERNAL REPORTS
Responsible Officer: Trevor Harvey – Manager Technical Services
Report prepared by: Trevor Harvey –Manager Technical Services
PART A WATER AND WASTE WATER
Reporting Period: 16/06/2015 to 15/07/2015
Water Operations:
Monthly Statistics
Water usage across the Council area was close to average compared to previous years. The
previous three years demand figures have been averaged for each scheme. This will allow
an easy comparison to the average use.

Water Consumption Litres/Connection/Day
2012/15
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2012/15

2500

2015/16

2015/16
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2000
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1500
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1000
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500

0

0

Biggenden

Eidsvold

2012/15

2500

2012/15

2500
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2015/16
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2000

1500

1500

1000

1000

500

500
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0

Gayndah

Monto
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2012/15
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2012/15

2500
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2015/16
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Mount Perry

Mulgildie

2012/15

2500

2015/16

2000
1500
1000
500
0

Mundubbera
Water Maintenance:
General
Data capture of reticulation assets was completed. This information has been collated in a
format that will allow an easy upload into the asset register system as well as DCDB
correction on Council mapping programs.
Meter readings were completed for the next rates issue.
The following table represents the last three years data of NBRC water main failure rates for
each reticulation scheme. There is also the NBRC Customer service Standard and Industry
Standard to allow comparison of asset service levels.
Interpretation of the results reflect the extreme flood / drought conditions and corresponding
ground water table levels experienced in the 2013/14 financial year which caused higher
than normal stressing on the aged water main materials and consequent high failure rates.

92

NBRC WATER MAIN & SERVICE CONNECTION FAILURE STATISTICS
Main Length
(km)

Main
Failures
2012/13

Main
Failures
2013/14

Main
Failures
2014/15

Failures /
100km
2012/13

Failures /
100km
2013/14

Failures /
100km
2014/15

NBRC CSS

Industry
Average CSS

Biggenden

11.3

3

0

3

27.27

0

27.27

< 10

< 13

Eidsvold

16.3

3

4

6

18.75

25

37.5

< 10

< 13

Gayndah

26

10

13

9

38.46

50

34.62

< 10

< 13

Monto

24

25

40

21

104.17

166.67

87.5

< 10

< 13

Mt Perry

22

0

0

0

0

0

0

< 10

< 13

Mulgildie

2

2

17

0

100

850

0

< 10

< 13

Mundubbera

14

12

33

16

85.71

235.71

114.29

< 10

< 13

< 10

< 13

Water Scheme

TOTAL

115.6

Biggenden
Work was of routine nature during the month. Three service connection breaks were
repaired.
Eidsvold
Work was of routine nature during the month with one service connection break repaired.
Gayndah
Work was of routine nature during the month. Eleven service connection breaks were
repaired.
Monto
Work was of routine nature during the month with two main and thre service connection
breaks repaired.
Mount Perry
Work was of routine nature during the month.
Mundubbera
Work was of routine nature during the month. Seven service connection breaks were
repaired.
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Mulgildie
2.5
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Flow (l/s)
Pressure (kPa/100)
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1
0

Standing Water Level
Pumping Water Level

2
0
2/5/2013

Mulgildie Artesian Bore Production

2/5/2014

2/5/2015

Mulgildie Artesian Bore Level

Closed bore pressure has continued to reduce significantly from the early March level during
the month. The water level in the bore during pumping has also dramatically reduced going
from an overflow state to a negative 6m.
The deterioration of the bore performance has coincided with the re-commissioning of the
mining operations at Goondicum. A slight improvement in both monitored parameters was
noticed at the end of the reporting period, this
Negotiations have been ongoing with Melliors (mine owner) regarding potential solutions to
the Mulgildie Town raw water supply once the mine recommences production. Three options
are currently being considered by Melliors, a meeting between Council and Melliors prior to
the June Council occurred. Minutes of the meeting have been distributed to all parties with
actions pending from Melliors.
Work was of routine nature.
Waste Water Maintenance
General
Data capture of reticulation assets was completed. This information has been collated in a
format that will allow an easy upload into the asset register system as well as DCDB
correction on Council mapping programs.
Biggenden
Work was of routine nature during the month.
Eidsvold
The recently completed subsurface rock filter modification to No3 sewerage lagoon is being
commissioned.
Gayndah
The recent smoke testing of the reticulation system resulted in one minor odour leak at a
Council manhole (which has been rectified) and three possible odour sources from private
system failures
Monto
Work was of routine nature during the month.
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Mundubbera
Work was of routine nature during the month.

Water & Waste Water Capital 2014/15:
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PART B: ASSET MANAGEMENT / GIS REPORT
Reporting Period: 16/06/2015 to 15/07/2015
2015 Flood Damage
The assets team has been assisting with the recovery effort after Tropical Cyclone Marcia by
assisting with the development of submissions, preparation of file structures for information
and photographs, tablets for field capture through construction, and development of process
around capture of financial and as constructed information including job cost numbers and
segmentation forms. Involvement is to be significantly reduced as alternate resources
become available and construction work commences.
Two Way Repeaters/Communication
Arrangements are being made to visit surrounding Councils to investigate the
implementation of their digital radio systems and the software they are running.
The access track to the top of Mt Perry Mountain has also been repaired to allow vehicular
access up the mountain.
Roads
The assets team has been working with the finance department to update records within
Assetic including roads, reseals, kerb, footpaths, water and sewerage infrastructure.
Traffic counts are currently being collected on Dalgangal Rd, Dappil Rd, Ideraway Rd, John
Taylors Rd, Reids Creek Rd, Rifle Range Rd and Tableland Rd.
The previous years road maintenance costs have been entered into the road register to
assist in analysis of what road types and hierarchies are receiving the most
maintenance/money.
A list of major culvert structures and Armco pipes has been identified for inspection to
ensure they meet a satisfactory condition.
Grid inspections are also planned to commence in conjunction with other inspections such
as culverts and traffic counts.
GIS
The Council Chainage system is undergoing updates to assist in effective and consistent
management of Councils road infrastructure. Trials have resulted in updates which are being
carried out to ensure accuracy of information.
Data verification of the entire North Burnett Regional Council water reticulation scheme is
now complete with the information to be uploaded into Asset Registers and maps.
Data verification of the sewerage schemes in Monto and Eidsvold are complete with the
information to be uploaded into Councils asset registers and maps.
Assetic
Development of a data dictionary is ongoing to identify fields of data that require capture to
populate the Asset Register.
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Assetic staff visits are scheduled for 10th – 14th August to assist in further analysis of
Councils asset registers.
Rural Addressing
Further updates have been submitted to Google to update incorrect road names.
Other rural addressing requests have been actioned as required.
Additional investigation is underway to continue on the road renaming program.
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PART C: PLANT REPORT
Reporting Period: 16/06/2015 to 15/07/2015
Plant Procurement


Deliveries

The 2 Nissan Patrols were delivered late June. Vehicles had been on order since December
2014 awaiting new model release.
A Isuzu D-Max 4x4 Dual Cab ute was delivered by Bundaberg Motor Group at the end of
June.


Ordered

Tenders were called for two bogie drive tipper trucks and the tender was awarded to VCV
Rockhampton for two UD GW26470. Delivery expected before September.
Quotes have been received for two super dog trailers and an order has been placed with
Shepard Transport Equipment with delivery expected in early September.
Three automatic spreader boxes were purchased at Tomkins auctions Rockhampton which
will improve Council staff safety when spreading screenings.
A replacement tractor has been ordered from Seng’s Sales and Service for Mt Perry.
An order for a Ford Territory AWD wagon has been placed with Coral Coast Ford.


Current Tenders

A tender is currently released through Local Buy Vendor Panel for a 13,000 litre dedicated
water truck. Tender closes 27th August.


Disposals

Items of plant sold at the recent auction in Biloela include 2 Ford Ranger utilities, Toyota
Prado, John Deere tractor and an Isuzu job truck.


Awaiting Disposal

Currently awaiting disposal is one MB Sprinter bus (Jena Boran) to be sent to Brisbane for
disposal in August.
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PART D

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

Reporting Period: 20/06/2015 – 19/07/2015
Maintenance


As of 19 July, 2015, there are 37 open tasks to be actioned.



Approximately 107 tasks have been received this month.



During the month approximately 54 task requests were completed.

CONSTRUCTION
Works in Progress
Eidsvold SES Shed Fit out:


Alterations to the roller doors of the Shed and installation of the secure fence around
the compound have been completed.



Electricity has been connected to the Shed.



Quotes are being obtained to complete the internal fit out. It is anticipated this work
will commence in September 2015.

Monto Sportsground Hand Rail replacement:


Hand Rails have been replaced and painted.

Grease Trap Installation


Installation of Town Hall grease traps have been completed have completed in
Biggenden, Eidsvold, Mt Perry and Mundubbera.
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Public Convenience Upgrades


Public Conveniences were upgraded at Lions Park Biggenden, external toilets
adjacent to Hall, Biggenden and Archer Park, Mundubbera.

Biggenden Aged Home Unit 2 Kitchen replacement


This work has been completed.

Gayndah McConnell’s Lookout Toilet replacement (Insurance)


The toilet was installed with work completed on Tuesday 21 July. Timely completion
with the delegates from Women in Local Government visiting McConnell’s Lookout
on Thursday afternoon 23 July.
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PART E

TECHNICAL SERVICES CAPITAL PROGRAM
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