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Scoring matrix

Distance from roost >250m 200-250m 150-200m 100-150m 50-100m <50m
Months of occupation in <6 mths 6-9 mths 9-12 mths 12-15 mths 15-18 mths >18 mths
last 24 months

Density of flying-fox <1/10m? 1/5-10m? 1/2-5m? 1/1-2m? 1-2/m? >2/m?
Number of flying-fox 0-500 500-1,000 1,000-2,000 2,000-5,000 5,000-10,000 10,000+

Is it value for money i.e. is No
it likely to achieve long-
term results (12 months)

Is it a maternity roost No

Do LRFF frequent
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SERVICE TYPE
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Before After

Current impact of flying-fox roost

Grant effectiveness
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Were the people happy?

Level of satisfaction with the grant assistance
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Scenario

time

* There are 16 high
conflict sites, with 250
Impacted properties

 What do you think is
an appropriate amount of
funding to support them?

« With a fixed budget,
how would you prioritise
them?




How much should we be spending?

Appropriate funding for FF mgmt per site
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<$1K/roost $1-3K/roost $3-6K/roost $6-10K/roost >$10K/roost




Where should the money go?

Priorities
35%
30%
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Adjacent Category  Closestto  Could not Equal High-density Longest time Most flying- Nearby Rural areas
residents system properties  categorise support to all urban areas foxes businesses

woken up
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%" Uptake — 46%

- Ave funding - $3521.04

# Residential ave - $2883.19
les Business ave - $7348.15

&#  Co-contribution - $27,273.98

@ TOTAL OFFERED = $73,941.89

www.sunshinecoast.qgld.gov.au
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Thank you.
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See council’s website for further details
www.sunshinecoast.gld.gov.au
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