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ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE NO. 1
10 FEBRUARY 2022
AGENDA
WELCOME TO COUNTRY OR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE AGENDA
BUSINESS OUTSTANDING

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
1.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
COMMITTEE NO. 2021(11) OF 1 DECEMBER 2021

RECOMMENDATION
That the Minutes of the Meeting held on 1 December 2021 be confirmed.

OFFICERS’ REPORTS
2.

AGGRESSIVE NATIVE BIRD PROGRAM UPDATE
This is a report providing an update on Council’s Aggressive Native Bird Program.
The program experienced high volumes of requests in 2021 and the successful
delivery of the program resulted in positive community safety outcomes by means
of education and awareness communications, and the relocation of aggressive birds
in sensitive and vulnerable locations.

RECOMMENDATION
That the report be received and the contents noted.

3.

UPDATES TO THE IPSWICH ENVIROPLAN PROGRAM AND LEVY POLICY
This is a report concerning recommendation 4 from the Environment Conservation
Strategies and Compliance Audit (A2021-10) that ‘Enviroplan policy be amended to
the extent that it is clear that the Enviroplan funds are accounted within Council's
general ledger through accounts that are specifically identified for the Enviroplan’.
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In order to action this recommendation, alternative wording is presented below
which more accurately reflects the practice whilst trying to maintain the intent of
the statements purpose. In this regard the following change is proposed.
‘All revenue raised through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s
general revenue and is not at any time available for expenditure as general
revenue.’
is updated to:
‘All revenue raised through the levy is placed into Council’s general revenue and is
accounted for in a clear and transparent way to ensure it is used for Enviroplan
project and program spending only.’
And
•

All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved levy business
activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.

•

Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure as general
revenue.

is updated to;
•

All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved environment
levy business activities is held in Councils general revenue but accounted for
separately.

•

Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure on items which
fall outside the purpose, principles and intent of this policy.

RECOMMENDATION
A.

That the current policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy” as
outlined in Attachment 1 be repealed.

B.

That the draft policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy” as outlined
in Attachment 3, be adopted.

4.

IPSWICH INTEGRATED CATCHMENT PLAN
This is a report concerning the Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan (IICP). The IICP is
the culmination of over 2.5 years of work across multiple departments and is the
most detailed and comprehensive flood study ever undertaken by council. The Plan
is intended to ensure the Ipswich community is ready, informed, and resilient ahead
of the next flood event.
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The IICP attempts to look at flooding and flood risk through the lens of Council’s
roles within catchment management and community impacts. The outcome of the
plan is in depth and detailed technical evidence report supporting six chapters of
work across: land use and planning; physical mitigation; community awareness and
resilience; emergency management; property specific actions; current and future
flood risk. Each chapter is connected and yet each is focused on addressing a
different aspect of floodplain management.
It is presently a national exemplar for integrated planning and generating interest
from other regional state and industry.
The IICP includes an actions list/investment strategy with 72 recommendations.
The IICP was scoped and began prior to the appointment of the new Council
however Councillor and community engagement has been significant and ongoing.
Most recently the IICP was presented to Councillors as a Briefing on the 7th
September. Subsequently further supplementary information was supplied in
response to that session.
RECOMMENDATION
A.

That Council adopt the Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan and associated technical
report and studies, as the primary strategic local floodplain management plan as
recommended by the Queensland Flood Commission of Inquiry and the Brisbane
River Strategic Floodplain Management Plan.

B.

That Council develop an implementation and investment plan that identifies current
and future funding requirements for the implementation of the Ipswich Integrated
Catchment Plan actions and seek to identify funding sources in future operational
and capital budgets and/or external grants.

5.

FRANKLIN VALE CREEK CATCHMENT RESTORATION PLAN 2021-2026
This is a report concerning the development of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment
Restoration Plan 2021-2026 (refer to Attachment 1). The plan was developed by the
Australian River Institute/Griffith University in collaboration with Council staff and
landholders within the catchment. The purpose of the plan is to guide delivery of
future projects as part of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative. Projects are
funded through the Council’s Stormwater Quality Offsets Program.

RECOMMENDATION
A.

That the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Restoration Plan 2021-2026 be received
and noted.

B.

That Council’s partnership with the Australian Rivers Institute/Griffith University be
perpetuated through the participation and collaboration of student internships and
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research programs (when required) in association with the Franklin Vale Creek
Initiative.

NOTICES OF MOTION

MATTERS ARISING
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ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE NO. 2021(11)
1 DECEMBER 2021
MINUTES
COUNCILLORS’ ATTENDANCE:

Councillor Russell Milligan (Chairperson); Councillors
Andrew Fechner (Deputy Chairperson), Mayor Teresa
Harding, Jacob Madsen, Kate Kunzelmann and Marnie
Doyle (Observer)

COUNCILLOR’S APOLOGIES:

Nil

OFFICERS’ ATTENDANCE:

Chief Executive Officer (Sonia Cooper), General Manager
Community, Cultural and Economic Development (Ben
Pole), Acting General Manager Corporate Services (Sylvia
Swalling), Manager Environment and Sustainability (Kaye
Cavanagh), Natural Environment and Land Manager (Phil A
Smith), Procurement Operations Manager (Stephen Bailey),
Senior Policy and Communications Officer (David Shaw),
Senior Sustainability Officer (Samantha Smith), Manager
Economic and Community Development (Cat Matson),
Environmental Events and Partnerships Officer (Jennifer
Mouritz), Senior Digital Media and Content Officer (Jodie
Richter) and Theatre Technician (Trent Gray)

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE AGENDA
Nil

BUSINESS OUTSTANDING
Nil

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
1.

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES OF THE ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
COMMITTEE NO. 2021(10) OF 4 NOVEMBER 2021

RECOMMENDATION
Moved by Councillor Andrew Fechner:
Seconded by Councillor Kate Kunzelmann:
That the minutes of the Environment and Sustainability Committee
No. 2021(10) on 4 November 2021 be confirmed.
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Milligan
Fechner
Harding
Madsen
Kunzelmann
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2022

NEGATIVE
Councillors:
Nil

The motion was put and carried.

OFFICERS’ REPORTS
2.

SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGY
This is a report concerning the submission of the final draft of Ipswich’s
Sustainability Strategy (Attachment 1) to Council for adoption. A final round of
community consultation has been undertaken, as has internal consultation with
key stakeholders. Minor amendments that do not materially change the strategy
have been made in response to the internal and community consultation
feedback to produce the final draft of the Sustainability Strategy.

RECOMMENDATION
Moved by Councillor Andrew Fechner:
Seconded by Councillor Jacob Madsen:
That the Sustainability Strategy be received and adopted.
AFFIRMATIVE
Councillors:
Milligan
Fechner
Harding
Madsen
Kunzelmann

NEGATIVE
Councillors:
Nil

The motion was put and carried.

3.

OUTCOMES - YOUTH SUSTAINABILITY SUMMIT
This is a report concerning the Ipswich Youth Sustainability Summit. The Summit
was held at the Ipswich Civic Centre on Wednesday 3 November and was a full
day forum for Primary School students in grades 4 & 5. The day was designed to
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educate and inform students on sustainability and to develop and be involved
with sustainability projects, innovations or ideas identified as important within
their community.
Students from Springfield Central State School will be attending the meeting to
provide an overview of their experience at the Youth Sustainability Summit.
RECOMMENDATION
Moved by Councillor Andrew Fechner:
Seconded by Mayor Teresa Harding:
That Council receive and note the outcomes of the Youth Sustainability Summit.
AFFIRMATIVE
Councillors:
Milligan
Fechner
Harding
Madsen
Kunzelmann

NEGATIVE
Councillors:
Nil

The motion was put and carried.

NOTICES OF MOTION
Nil

MATTERS ARISING
UPDATE ON TRADITIONAL OWNER REFERENCE GROUP
The Manager Environment and Sustainability outlined the progress of the Traditional
Owner Reference Group which was discussed at the 16 September 2021 Council meeting
where it was referred to the November Environment and Sustainability Committee for
further consideration. The committee noted that a report is scheduled to be submitted to
the February 2022 Environment and Sustainability Committee.

PROCEDURAL MOTIONS AND FORMAL MATTERS
The meeting commenced at 11.23 am.
The meeting closed at 12.01 pm.
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Doc ID No: A7809006

ITEM:

2

SUBJECT:

AGGRESSIVE NATIVE BIRD PROGRAM UPDATE

AUTHOR:

PROGRAM OFFICER (NATURAL ENVIRONMENT)

DATE:

15 DECEMBER 2021

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is a report providing an update on Council’s Aggressive Native Bird Program. The
program experienced high volumes of requests in 2021 and the successful delivery of the
program resulted in positive community safety outcomes by means of education and
awareness communications, and the relocation of aggressive birds in sensitive and
vulnerable locations.
RECOMMENDATION
That the report be received and the contents noted.
RELATED PARTIES
•

Queensland Fauna Consultancy

•

Any business or resident in Ipswich that is directly impacted by aggressive native bird
behaviour

IFUTURE THEME
Natural and Sustainable
PURPOSE OF REPORT/BACKGROUND
History of Council’s Aggressive Native Bird Management Program
Between July and December, several species of bird such as magpies, pied currawongs,
torresian crows, masked lapwings, and butcherbirds display aggressive behaviour to protect
their young. On Council land, it is important that Council manages these human-wildlife
interactions in an appropriate manner to minimise harm to the community and to the birds.
Prior to the 2020-2021 Financial Year, Council did not have a formal Aggressive Native Bird
Management program. Before the development of the Aggressive Native Bird administrative
directive (attachment A) and Aggressive Native Bird procedure (attachment B) in 2020, basic
scripting was used by Council’s Customer Call Centre to guide Council’s response to
aggressive native bird complaints on Council land. This scripting was reactive to complaints,
with most complaints resulting in the engagement of a consultant for assessment and
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potential relocation. In the absence of a formal program, minimal community awarenessbuilding and education communications were delivered to the community.
This resulted in almost every request leading to a relocation of the bird, whereas the
community could have been protected from the aggressive behaviour through signage and
education programs, without relocation.
Aggressive Native Bird Review 2019-2020
In 2019, a review of Council’s approach to aggressive native bird management was
undertaken, whereby similar programs in other Councils in SEQ were assessed as a
benchmarking exercise. Furthermore, an analysis of the current program was undertaken
and opportunities to strengthen the program were identified.
The key findings from the review were:
• Many Councils did not have a swooping bird program
• Most Councils did not engage consultants to undertake assessments and bird
relocations
• Of the councils that did engage consultants, all installed temporary signs in response
to aggressive native birds, and only engaged consultants for assessment and
potential removal of the aggressive birds in exceptional (e.g. high risk) circumstances.
The signs were found to be a successful method of mitigating the human-wildlife
conflicts in these Council areas.
• There was limited direction and governance for the Ipswich swooping bird program
at the time of the review.
It was concluded that an administrative directive and procedure should be created for the
program, and that the program should incorporate proactive measures such as education,
marketing, and signage. It was also identified that proactive measures should be
implemented, where possible, prior to the engagement of a consultant.
The Aggressive Native Bird Procedure incorporates five criteria that determine the
management of aggressive native bird service requests:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Is the bird nesting on council land?
Has the bird’s swooping caused injury?
Have other complaints been made this swooping season about the bird?
Is the bird within/or into a highly sensitive area?
Is it possible to avoid the bird for a duration of 6-8 weeks?

The criteria form a decision-making matrix which helps the staff at the Customer Call Centre
determine the most suitable action for the service request.
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Success of the program since the review
The new Aggressive Native Bird program commenced in the 2020-2021 financial year. A
summary of the program’s progress over the past 5 years (the three years pre-review, and 2
years post-review) is detailed below.
It is evident from figure 1 that post-review, there have been significant advancement in
management outcomes, and cost savings. These funds have been re-invested into
education, awareness, and safety-related communications such as signs and marketing
materials.

Figure 1 average cost per service request for aggressive native birds

These cost savings are due to a reduction in the number of fauna assessments (figure 2).
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Figure 2 Proportion of service requests for aggressive native birds that result in fauna assessments

Program Engagement
An anomaly for this year was the number of service requests that were received by Council.
There was a 360% increase in service requests raised this year, in comparison to the mean
number of job requests from the previous 4 years (figure 3). This is most likely due to two
factors; environmental conditions and heightened awareness. The preferential conditions
after significant rainfall and an associated heavy abundance of bird food and habitat this
year may have potentially increased the fertility rates of birds. Secondly, there was
heightened swooping bird awareness this year due to a fatal incident involving a swooping
magpie and a baby in Brisbane in August 2021.
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Figure 3 Service request numbers per financial year

The program was sensitively managed this year with the public’s health at the forefront.
Despite the increase in service request numbers this year, Council’s Aggressive Native Bird
program successfully protected the community’s safety whilst managing the allocated
budget.
Positive collaborations
The Aggressive Native Bird program is a demonstration of positive cross-Council
collaboration, engaging stakeholders from across Council such as the Customer Services and
Support Branch, the Works and Field Services branch and the Environment and Sustainability
Branch. This was particularly evident with the increased number of requests this year, which
required refinement of scripting and extensive engagement with the Customer Call Centre.
Two orders of swooping bird signs were printed as urgent requests, with the assistance of
Council’s sign shop. Lastly, the field services team installed >100 signs in response to service
requests. Furthermore, the community are greatly appreciated for raising requests regarding
aggressive native birds, as this provides Council with the opportunity to keep the community
safe, and effectively manage these human-wildlife conflicts.
Delivery of the program next financial year
The most important mechanism in maintaining community safety with native birds is the
delivery of community awareness of aggressive bird behaviour and ways to maintain safety
around aggressive birds. A media release will be distributed to the public in June/July this
year to provide the community with information and advice on maintaining safety and how
to report aggressive birds to Council.
LEGAL/POLICY BASIS
This report and its recommendations are consistent with the following legislative provisions:
Environmental Protection Act 1994
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Nature Conservation Act 1992
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
As aggressive native birds can cause severe injury or death directly through impact or
indirectly via reactions to the swooping behaviour, there is an element of risk associated
with the management of this program.
The decision-making matrix in the Aggressive Native Bird Procedure has been designed to
reduce these risks and to maximise community safety.
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPACTS
RECEIVE AND NOTE REPORT
The Recommendation states that the report be received and the contents noted. The
decision to receive and note the report does not limit human rights. Therefore, the
decision is compatible with human rights.
FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial or resource implications from this report.
COMMUNITY AND OTHER CONSULTATION
Ongoing consultation will occur between the various Council stakeholders, and the
community to ensure that the program can be delivered most effectively now and into the
future. The Program Officer (Natural Environment) led the review, in consultation with the
following Council stakeholders: Biodiversity Officer, Senior Planning Officer, Principal Officer
(Parks and Sports) and Supervisor (Natural Areas).
CONCLUSION
A review on Council’s management of aggressive native birds was undertaken in 2019. Out
of this review, the Aggressive Native Bird Administration Directive and Procedure were
developed in 2020 and management was implemented in the 2020/21 financial year. This
report looks at the success of this new program, particularly during the 2021 where 360%
more requests were raised in comparison to the previous 4 years.
ATTACHMENTS AND CONFIDENTIAL BACKGROUND PAPERS
1.
2.

Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People ⇩
Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People Procedure ⇩

Dani Andlemac
PROGRAM OFFICER (NATURAL ENVIRONMENT)
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
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Stephani Macarthur
TEAM LEADER (ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY EDUCATION AND AWARENESS)
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Phil A. Smith
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Kaye Cavanagh
MANAGER, ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Sean Madigan
GENERAL MANAGER - INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENVIRONMENT

“Together, we proudly enhance the quality of life for our community”
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IPSWICH CITY COUNCIL | Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People Administrative Directive

Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People

Version Control and Objective ID

Version No: 1

Administrative Directive Owner

The General Manager (Infrastructure and Environment) is the
directive owner and the Environment and Sustainability
Manager is responsible for authoring and reviewing this
directive.

Approved by CEO on

5 January 2021

Date of Review

5 January 2025

1.

Objective ID: A5921775

Statement
With respect to the management of risk associated with native birds that show aggression towards
people, Council has the ability to undertake a small range of actions. These are limited and take into
consideration safety of the community, conservation impacts and ecology of native birds, animal
welfare, community attitudes and legislative requirements.

2.

Purpose and Principles
This directive outlines the scope and delivery of Council’s actions around the management of risk
associated with aggressive birds. The objective is to provide responding Council officers with a
guideline for a consistent approach to managing interactions between native birds showing
aggression and people.
The program manages the risks to human welfare associated with aggressive bird behaviour through
a range of proactive and reactive mechanisms.
Council is committed to:
•

Proactively mitigating the real risks to community members during swooping season through
education and awareness activities.
Understanding that relocating birds is a last resort; for birds that are extremely dangerous, and
are in unavoidable, high-traffic locations and other actions to reduce risk have been exhausted
Ensuring management actions are guided by an understanding of current best practice, science
and the Department of Environment and Science Guideline on Wildlife Management: relocating
problem magpies and comply with the Nature Conservation Act 1992

•
•

3.

Strategic Plan Links
This administrative directive aligns with the following iFuture 2021-2026 Corporate Plan themes:
•
•

Safe, Inclusive and Creative
Natural and Sustainable
Page 1 of 4
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4.

Regulatory Authority
•
•
•

5.

Nature Conservation Act 1992
Local Government Act 2009
Public Health Act 2005

Scope
This directive is regarding native birds found within the Ipswich LGA that may exhibit aggressive
behaviour including (but not limited to):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Australian Magpie (Gymnorhina tibicen)
Plover/ Masked Lapwing (Vanellus miles)
Pied Butcherbird (Cracticus nigrogularis)
Grey Butcherbird (Cracticus torquatus)
Laughing Kookaburra (Dacelo novaeguineae)
Torresian Crow (Corvus orru)
Pied Currawong (Strepera graculina)
Magpie-lark/Peewee (Grallina cyanoleuca)

Bird ‘swooping’ at people is the leading aggressive behaviour, which can be intimidating and may
result in injuries to people as a consequence of direct physical contact with the bird. Potential
injuries can include a scratch on the head or other body part caused by the bird’s beak or foot, or an
accident such as falling off a bicycle in reaction to a swooping bird.
Aggressive behaviour can relate to seasonal attacks during breeding season and nesting activity –
typically from July from November as well as circumstances where the birds have been previously
fed by other people. The community has an expectation that the Council, as the manager of public
lands, will respond in situations where conflict occurs on such land.
The scope of this administrative directive relates to:
•
•

Community education and awareness; and
Managing aggressive birds impacting people on public land including –
o Parks
o Sporting fields
o Natural Area Network
o Nature Strips, Footpaths, Road Reserves

Queensland Department of Environment and Science, as the State’s wildlife agency, will respond
where conflict occurs on all other lands e.g. private property.
Removal or tampering with birds or their nests directly by Council officers is not in the scope of this
Administrative Directive. Where this action is required, Council is to source a suitably qualified
contractor with a relevant Damage Mitigation Permit registered under the Nature Conservation Act
1992.
6.

Roles and Responsibilities
•
•

The Chief Executive Officer approves and issues this Administrative Directive to all staff.
All staff are responsible for ensuring their own compliance with this directive.
Page 2 of 4
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•
•
•
•
•

7.

The Natural Environment and Land Manager will own the scripts and procedure regarding the
aggressive native bird program
The Program Officers (Natural Environment) will manage the administration of the aggressive
native bird program
The City Maintenance branch will install signage around the territory of aggressive birds
The Planning Officer (Biodiversity) will inform and advise the Program Officers (Natural
Environment) regarding biodiversity implications of the native aggressive bird program
The Customer Call Centre will raise requests in accordance with the program scripting, in
response to customer complaints

Key Stakeholders
Feedback will be requested from the following officers should a change be required to this
Administrative Directive:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.

Manager, Environment and Sustainability
Natural Environment and Land Manager
Program Officers (Natural Environment)
Principal Officer (Natural Environment)
Principal Officer (Parks and Sport)
Coordinator (Natural Areas)
Planning Officer (Biodiversity)

Monitoring and Evaluation
The implementation of this Administrative Directive will be considered successful if:
•
•
•

9.

Education activities are delivered in a timely manner.
Management activities are undertaken consistent with the directive and procedure
Council is compliant with the Nature Conservation Act 1992

Definitions

Term

Definition

Bird
management

If an authorised fauna assessor/relocator determines that a bird meets the criteria
to be removed, the bird will be humanely captured and relocated into a suitable
area as per their permit issued by the Department of Environment and Science

Breeding Season

Between July and November when birds breed and raise their young

Conservation
Estates

Large parcels of land with significant values and have been identified in the Nature
Conservation Strategy. Level 1 reserve in the Natural Area Network Hierarchy.

Education and
awareness
activities

Education and awareness activities for this program include the installation of signs,
articles in the Environment Matters newsletter, articles in Ipswich First, and
Facebook Posts.

Local Bushland
Reserves

Smaller reserves with low conservation values. Level 3 reserves as defined in the
Natural Area Network Hierarchy.

Native

Any taxon or species of wildlife indigenous to Australia
Page 3 of 4
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Natural Area
Network

Citywide Conservation Estate, District Conservation Reserve or Local Bushland
Reserve

Nature Strips

An area of grass beside a roadway, potentially with trees or shrubs, located between
a road and a footpath, if there is one.

Parks/sporting
field

Any park or sporting field as listed here:
https://www.ipswich.qld.gov.au/about_ipswich/parks_reserves_precincts/parks_se
arch

Swooping/
breeding season

Between July and November, when native birds breed and raise their young

10.

Related Documents

Document Name

Objective Reference

Aggressive Native Bird Procedure

A5863306

Swooping Bird Sign

A6089323

Scripting Aggressive Native Birds

A5922180

Department of Environment and Science Guideline on Wildlife Management:
relocating problem magpies

A6265160
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Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People

Version Control and Objective ID

Version No: 1

Name of parent Policy / Directive

Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People
Administrative Directive

Procedure Owner

The Environment and Sustainability Manager is responsible
for authoring and reviewing this procedure.

Approved by GM on

24 December 2020

Date of Review

24 December 2024

1.

Objective ID: A5863306

Background
This procedure outlines the process for the delivery of Council’s management of aggressive birds in
alignment with the Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People Administrative
Directive. This program is referred to as the native aggressive bird program. The objective is to
provide responding Council officers with a consistent approach to managing interactions between
native birds showing aggression and people.
This directive is regarding native birds found within the Ipswich LGA that may exhibit aggressive
behaviour including (but not limited to):









Australian Magpie (Gymnorhina tibicen)
Plover/ Masked Lapwing (Vanellus miles)
Pied Butcherbird (Cracticus nigrogularis)
Grey Butcherbird (Cracticus torquatus)
Laughing Kookaburra (Dacelo novaeguineae)
Torresian Crow (Corvus orru)
Pied Currawong (Strepera graculina)
Magpie-lark/Peewee (Grallina cyanoleuca)

Bird ‘swooping’ at people is the leading aggressive behaviour, which can be intimidating and may
result in injuries to people as a consequence of direct physical contact with the bird. Potential
injuries can include a scratch on the head or other body part caused by the bird’s beak or foot, or
an accident such as falling off a bicycle in reaction to a swooping bird.
Aggressive behaviour can relate to seasonal attacks during breeding season and nesting activity –
typically from July from November as well as circumstances where the birds have been previously
fed by other people
IPSWICH CITY COUNCIL | Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People (Procedure)
Page 1 of 8
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The program manages the risks to human welfare associated with aggressive bird behaviour
through a range of proactive and reactive mechanisms.

The native aggressive bird program undertakes a proactive approach to minimise harm to both
community members and the birds through a deployment two pillars:
1. Community Education and Awareness
2. Aggressive Bird Management on Council Land

This program prioritises community education and awareness over bird management
The implementation of this program requires inter-department collaboration. Stakeholders from
the Community, Cultural and Economic Development department receive enquiries from the
community regarding swooping birds, and stakeholders from the Environment and Infrastructure
Department manage and deliver the actions contained within this procedure, including installing
and removing signs, providing direction to the fauna consultant and receiving invoices from the
consultant.
2.

Purpose
This procedure outlines the process for managing native birds demonstrating aggressive behaviour
towards the community on Council land. The program manages the risks to human welfare
associated with aggressive bird behaviour through a range of pro-active and reactive mechanisms.
Council is committed to:




3.

Proactively mitigating the risks to community members during swooping season through
education and awareness activities.
Relocating birds as a last resort; for birds that are extremely dangerous, and are in
unavoidable, high-traffic locations.
Ensuring management actions are guided by the Department of Environment and Science
Guideline on Wildlife Management: relocating problem magpies (year) and comply with the
Nature Conservation Act 1992

Regulatory Authority




Local Government Act 2009
Nature Conservation Act 1992
Department of Environment and Science Guideline on Wildlife Management: relocating
problem magpies
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4.

Roles and Responsibilities






5.

The Natural Environment and Land Manager will own the scripts and work instructions
regarding the native aggressive bird program
The Program Officers (Natural Environment) will coordinate and provide technical advice on
the native aggressive bird program
The City Maintenance branch will install signage around the territory of aggressive birds
The Planning Officer (Biodiversity) will inform and advise the Program Officers (Natural
Environment) regarding biodiversity implications of the native aggressive bird program
The Customer Service Officer will raise requests in accordance with the program scripting, in
response to customer complaints

Key Stakeholders
Feedback will be requested from the following officers should a change be required to this
Procedure:








6.

The Program Officers (Natural Environment)
Manager, Environment and Sustainability
Natural Environment and Land Manager
Principal Officer (Parks and Sport)
Coordinator (Natural Areas)
Planning Officer (Biodiversity)
Customer Service Officer

Education and Training Requirements
N/A

7.

Procedure

Step 1.0

Receive request from customer


Customer Service Officer receives complaint from customer. To follow script
7127 (A5922180)

The Customer Service Officer will undertake the following actions in accordance
with the answers to the questions below:
Question
A. Is the bird nesting or
swooping on Council land?
(refer section 10.0
Definitions)
B. Is the bird causing serious
injury? (refer section 10.0
Definitions)
C. Have other complaints
been made this swooping

Answer

Action

No

Customer Service Officer refers
customer to DES

Yes

Proceed to question B

No

Proceed to question C

Yes

Proceed to question D

No

Step 2.0

Yes

Step 3.0
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season in regards to this
bird?
Note: the Customer Service
Officer can check CES for
previous complaints of
swooping behaviour at
the location
D. Is the bird swooping in a
sensitive area?
(refer section 10.0
Definitions)
E. Is it possible to avoid the
bird for a duration of 6-8
weeks? (refer to section
10.0 Definitions)
Step 2.0

No

Step 2.0

Yes

Proceed to question E

Yes

Step 2.0

No

Step 4.0

Install Swooping Bird Sign
2.1 Customer Service Officer determines the location of the aggressive bird using
iKnow to ascertain if the complaint is in the Natural Area Network or Road Reserve,
Footpath, Nature Strip, Park or Council managed sports fields
Natural Area Network
2.1.1 For complaints regarding a bird/s within the Natural Area Network, the
Customer Service Officer proceeds with the following service request:



Raise a service request to the Coordinator (Natural Areas), requesting that
signs are to be installed around the perimeter of the swooping zone within
two (2) working days.
Specify the exact location (including the park name, general description of
the location) of the swooping zone (as accurately as possible) and the
species of bird.

Road Reserves, Footpaths, Nature Strips, Parks & Council Managed Sports Fields
2.1.2 For complaints regarding a bird/s within a road reserve, footpath, nature
strip, park or Council managed sports field, the Customer Service Officer proceeds
with the following service request:




Raise a service request to the Principal Officer (Parks and Sport), requesting
that signs are installed around the perimeter of the nest within two (2)
working days.
Specify the exact location of the nest (as accurately as possible) and the
species of bird.

2.1.3 SWOOPING BIRD SIGN INSTALLATION
Signs are stored at the Yamanto depot (322-326 Warwick Rd, Ipswich).
Once a job is raised by the Customer Service Officer, the recipient of the service
request will then assign the job to a particular crew, depending on the location of

IPSWICH CITY COUNCIL | Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People (Procedure)
Page 4 of 8

Page 26 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 2 / Attachment 2.

the request. The crew will pick up the signs from the Yamanto depot and will install
them in accordance with the standards noted below.
Signs are installed to the following standard:
 Signs can be installed on existing Council assets where suitable, or installed
with two metal star pickets attached to the back of a corflute sign with zip
ties.
 The signs should be at least 2.2 metre above the ground once installed.
 If installing on star pickets, signs should be appropriately installed using a
pole driver to ensure that the signs are sturdy.
 The signs should be installed adjacent to a footpath or recreation walking
trail (if they exist).
 Signs should be set away from the road and must not cause an obstruction
or distraction to road traffic.
 A minimum of 2, and maximum of 4 signs should be installed at each site,
ensuring that there are signs visible to all pathways and thoroughfares (in
both directions)
View figure 1 below for an example of how to install the signs below:

Figure 1 Swooping Bird Sign Installation

The Program Officer (Natural Environment) provides assistance with queries
regarding the installation of signs. Contact partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au or
3810 7173.
2.1.4 SWOOPING BIRD SIGN UNINSTALLATION
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All signs are to be removed in January by the teams who installed the signs. In
January, the Program Officer (Natural Environment) will remind the Coordinator
(Natural Areas), and the Principal Officer (Parks and Sport) that signs should be
removed and will provide a list of all of the sites where signs have been installed
during the swooping season. All signs will then be returned to the Yamanto Depot
for storage.
Step 3.0

1. The Customer Service Officer raises a service request and sends the job to
the Program Officer (Natural Environment) on
partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au, requesting approval to undertake step 4
as per scripting 7127.
The Program Officer will review the request to ascertain if a fauna consultant
should be engaged. The Program Officer (Natural Environment) will return the
service request back to the Customer Call Centre, containing advice on whether to
proceed with step 4.0.

Step 4.0

The Customer Services Officer will Inform the customer that a fauna consultant will
be engaged to assess the swooping bird. They also advise the customer to avoid the
area during swooping season and alter their travel route.
The Customer Services Officer will send the following form (QFC Swooping Bird
Form) with the notification to Queensland Fauna Consultancy.
2. The Customer Services Officer will send an email from the 'Customer Call Centre
Mailbox' To: Queensland Fauna Consultancy - fauna@qfc.com.au, and cc:
Partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au with the following information:
'Can you please inspect a nuisance bird at (location), the bird has/has not
made
contact. Please relocate the bird if necessary.’
 Customer Name (insert)
 Customer Phone Number (insert)
 Please send invoice to invoices@ipswich.qld.gov.au and CC
Partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au
 Please contact the customer to share the outcome of the fauna assessment
 Please provide a summary of the site inspection to the Program Officer
(Natural Environment) at Partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au within 24 hours
of undertaking the site visit.
1.

3.

The Customer Services Officer will advise the customer that their contact details
will be provided to the consultant should they require additional information.
Create a Service Request using the following information:
Request Type

Public Health & Environment

Request Code

Wildlife Enquiry
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Problem Summary
Incident Address

A brief description of action to be taken and
bird species
Location of the bird/s

Specific information required in notes:
 Location of the nest (e.g. large tree in front of 10 Smith Street, Goodna)
 Whether injuries have occurred or not
 Contact details of the primary complainant
 Copy and paste the email sent to the fauna consultant
The Customer Services Officer will provide the customer with the Request Number
and the Resolve By Date, which is automatically populated in the Service Request.
Within 24 hours of the fauna consultant completing the assessment, they should
send through a site visit report to the Program Officer (Natural Environment) on
Partnerships@ipswich.qld.gov.au.
If the consultant concluded that the bird/s should not be relocated, the Program
Officer (Natural Environment) will raise a service request to either Principal Officer
(Parks and Sport) or the Coordinator (Natural Areas) for swooping bird signage to
be installed. The signs should be installed and removed as per step 2.0
If the fauna consultant concludes that the bird/s should be removed, they will do so
under their permit assigned by the Department of Environment and Science.

8.

Monitoring and review
The implementation of this procedure will be considered successful if:





Compliance with the Nature Conservation Act
Human welfare is preserved with minimal disturbance to the aggressive native birds
The warning signs are installed in appropriate locations/positions
Proactive mechanisms (e.g. signage, education programs) are prioritised over reactive
mechanisms (bird relocation)

Success will be measured through annual inspections at the cessation of the swooping season.
9.

Related documents

10.

Document

Objective Reference Number

Aggressive Native Bird Administrative Directive

A5921775

Aggressive Native Bird Scripting

A5922180

Draft Swooping Bird Sign

A6089323

Definitions
Term

Definition

IPSWICH CITY COUNCIL | Management of Native Birds that Show Aggression to People (Procedure)
Page 7 of 8

Page 29 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 2 / Attachment 2.

Bird
management

If an authorised fauna assessor/relocator determines that a bird meets the criteria to
be removed, the bird will be humanely captured and relocated into a suitable area as
per their permit issued by the Department of Environment and Science

Education and Education and awareness activities for this program include the installation of signs,
awareness
articles in the Environment Matters newsletter, articles in Ipswich First, and Facebook
activities
Posts.
Native

Any taxon or species of wildlife indigenous to Australia

Natural Area
Network

Citywide Conservation Estate, District Conservation Reserve or Local Bushland Reserve

Nature Strip

An area of grass beside a roadway, potentially with trees or shrubs, located between a
road and a footpath, if there is one.

Nesting or
swooping on
Council land

If the bird’s nest is located on Council land OR the swooping is occurring on Council
land.

Parks/sportin
g fields

Any park or sporting field as listed here:
https://www.ipswich.qld.gov.au/about_ipswich/parks_reserves_precincts/parks_sear
ch

Possible to
avoid the bird

If there are alternative routes that can be taken to avoid the defence zone of the
bird/s

Sensitive area

An area with high pedestrian traffic and areas directly adjacent to facilities for
marginalised groups (e.g. hospital, school, residential aged care facility)

Serious injury

Has made contact with a person during a swooping event

Swooping/
breeding
season

Between July and November, when native birds breed and raise their young
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3

SUBJECT:

UPDATES TO THE IPSWICH ENVIROPLAN PROGRAM AND LEVY POLICY

AUTHOR:

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER

DATE:

29 NOVEMBER 2021

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is a report concerning recommendation 4 from the Environment Conservation
Strategies and Compliance Audit (A2021-10) that ‘Enviroplan policy be amended to the
extent that it is clear that the Enviroplan funds are accounted within Council's general ledger
through accounts that are specifically identified for the Enviroplan’.
In order to action this recommendation, alternative wording is presented below which more
accurately reflects the practice whilst trying to maintain the intent of the statements
purpose. In this regard the following change is proposed.
‘All revenue raised through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s
general revenue and is not at any time available for expenditure as general
revenue.’
is updated to:
‘All revenue raised through the levy is placed into Council’s general revenue and is
accounted for in a clear and transparent way to ensure it is used for Enviroplan
project and program spending only.’
And
•

All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved levy business
activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.

•

Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure as general
revenue.
is updated to;

•

All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved environment
levy business activities is held in Councils general revenue but accounted for
separately.

•

Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure on items which
fall outside the purpose, principles and intent of this policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
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A.

That the current policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy” as
outlined in Attachment 1 be repealed.

B.

That the draft policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy” as
outlined in Attachment 3, be adopted.

RELATED PARTIES
There was no declaration of conflict of interest in relation to matters in this report.
IFUTURE THEME
Natural and Sustainable
PURPOSE OF REPORT/BACKGROUND
In 2021, Council conducted an internal audit of environment and conservation strategies and
compliance. As part of the audit, it was identified that the Enviroplan levy, collected
alongside the quarterly rates, was being included into the general revenue of Council rather
than being separately collected and accounted for as per the terms of Council’s adopted
Enviroplan policy (Attachment 1). The audit recommendation is that: The Enviroplan policy
be amended to the extent that it is clear that the Enviroplan funds are accounted within
Council’s general ledger through accounts that are specifically identified for the Enviroplan.
The relevant part of the policy that is in contradiction of this is Section 2 and Section 5 (as
noted below) where it stipulates that the Enviroplan revenue is held and accounted for
separately in order to achieve the outcomes and principles of the Policy specifically in
relation to Transparent, systematic and practical delivery.
2. Purpose and Principles
•

All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved levy business
activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.

•

Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure as general
revenue.

5. Scope
This policy supports the allocation of funds and management of the levy through
Enviroplan’s projects and initiatives that complement council’s core environmental
activities; and applies to all Council endorsed Enviroplan projects and initiatives that
are funded and supported, wholly or partly with revenue from the levy.
Ipswich supports a highly diverse range of vegetation communities that provide home
for a wide number of native flora and fauna - all of which help support the lifestyle,
liveability, and livelihoods of the region.
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Council’s seminal document for citywide natural environment management, its Nature
Conservation Strategy, is used to inform investment and resource focus.
The environment levy (charge) is a key revenue source to assist in the implementation
of Council’s terrestrial nature conservation – the Ipswich Enviroplan Program. Council
can only use funds raised via a separate charge for the specific purpose identified in
the revenue statement adopted each year as part of Council’s annual budget process.
All revenue raised through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s
general revenue and is not at any time available for expenditure as general revenue.
To ensure Council is acting in line with its own policies it is proposed that the Ipswich
Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy in its present form be repealed and the new Policy be
updated to clarify that the funding is not ‘held’ separately to general revenue but is
accounted as such. The bullet points in Section 2 regarding general revenue is to be
replaced with similar wording clarifying that funding is collected in general revenue though
reported and accounted for to show where it is expended.
LEGAL/POLICY BASIS
This report and its recommendations are consistent with the following legislative provisions:
Local Government Act 2009
Local Government Regulation 2012
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
The recommendation of the audit and subsequent draft policy (attachment 2) acts to
manage the risk to Council which presently exists due to misalignment between the present
policy wording and the current accounting practice.
The accounting and management of the funds will still be carried out to support
environmental programs and projects through clear and transparent accounting. The
revenue and expenditure of the Enviroplan Levy funds is reported annually in the Enviroplan
report published on Council’s website. Furthermore, there is action underway to publish the
Enviroplan annual program expenditure on the Transparency and Integrity Hub.
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPACTS
OTHER DECISION
(a) What is the
Act/Decision being
made?

A.

That the current policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan
Program and Levy Policy” as outlined in Attachment 1
be repealed.

B.

That the draft policy titled “Ipswich Enviroplan
Program and Levy Policy” as outlined in Attachment
3, be adopted.
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(b) What human rights
are affected?
(c) How are the human
rights limited?
(d) Is there a good
reason for limiting
the relevant rights?
Is the limitation fair
and reasonable?
(e) Conclusion
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Council’s decision will not be unlawful under the Human Rights
Act 2019
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

The decision is consistent with human rights.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
The policy change will reflect present practice. There will be no tangible changes to
operations, finances, or resource implications.
COMMUNITY AND OTHER CONSULTATION
As a minor amendment to an existing policy no public or internal stakeholder consultation
was done in preparation of this report outside of that carried to complete the audit.
The original audit was carried out in conjunction with Stakeholders from Natural
Environment and Land Management, the Broader Environment and Sustainability Team as
well as the relevant areas of Planning and Regulatory service, Treasury and Finance.
CONCLUSION
Discrepancies between the Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy and present
accounting practice was acknowledged and highlighted within a recent audit. The
recommendation of the audit is to change the policy to more accurately represent the
present practice and make it clear that the Enviroplan Levy fund is collected into general
revenue and is then recorded and reported on discreetly by running a report across the
allocated programs and project rather than being held and accounted for within a separate
fund or account.
As such it is a recommendation of this report that the wording of the present policy be
amended to more accurately reflect this.
ATTACHMENTS AND CONFIDENTIAL BACKGROUND PAPERS
1.
2.
3.

Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy current policy ⇩
Draft Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy tracked changes ⇩
Draft Ipswich Enviorplan Program and Levy Policy clean ⇩

Phil A. Smith
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
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Kaye Cavanagh
MANAGER, ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Sean Madigan
GENERAL MANAGER - INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENVIRONMENT

“Together, we proudly enhance the quality of life for our community”
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Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy
Version Control and Objective ID

Version No: 1.

Approved by Council on

19 November 2019

Date of Review

19 November 2023

1.

Objective ID: A5667330

Statement
Council recognises that identifying, protecting and maintaining the health of vital ecosystems
and natural environmental values is a priority in creating a sustainable and liveable
community.
The levy provides funding for Enviroplan projects and initiatives, associated with
implementation of council’s strategies/plans.
These projects and initiatives directly address the protection and enhancement of Ipswich’s
natural environmental values including, but not limited to:
• Significant habitat for flora & fauna
• Vegetation communities
• Aboriginal Cultural Landscape values and regional landscape corridors

2.

Purpose and Principles
This policy guides Council’s decision making to inform allocation of revenue generated from
the levy.
This policy is guided by the following principles:
•
•
•
•

Transparent, systematic and practical delivery;
Conservation, improvement and adaptive management;
Collaborative partnerships with stakeholders; and
Council’s Nature Conservation Strategy.

The intended outcomes of this policy are:
•
•
•
•
•

support for Council to achieve its nature conservation vision;
create a healthy and vibrant natural environment, highly valued by, and connected to the
community;
support development and implementation of nature conservation strategies/plans;
acquisition of land with significant nature conservation values and protection in council’s
Natural Area Estate;
preserve, manage and promote Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Cultural Landscape
values within the Natural Area Estate;
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•
•
•
•
•

maintain and protect European cultural heritage values within the Natural Area Estate;
embellishment and promotion of nature-based recreation within the Natural Area Estate
while maintaining their nature conservation and cultural landscape values;
effective nature conservation partnerships with a range of stakeholders;
community nature conservation engagement and support initiatives; and
an increased level of awareness and engagement with regard to nature conservation
issues.

To achieve this the Environment Levy Revenue will be distributed to the Enviroplan Program
in the following ways:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The annual levy charge per rateable property is reviewed and determined by Council as
part of adopting its annual revenue statement.
All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved levy business
activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.
In addition to revenue generated from property charges, levy funding may also be
generated through approved levy business activities which may include grants, fund
matching, fees, payments, penalty charges, donations and sponsorships.
All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved environment levy
business activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.
Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure as general revenue.
Levy can be used in the development of the annual Ipswich Enviroplan Program.
The levy can only be expended with the Ipswich local government area.
The amount of environment levy revenue allocated to each of the four primary Ipswich
Enviroplan Program funding themes is determined based on an assessment of annual
priorities and emerging needs and endorsed by council.
Expenditure of the levy for enhancing core environmental values is guided by the Nature
Conservation Strategy which is developed based on evidence based research and studies
using qualified independent specialists, and reviewed every 5 years.
Any unspent funds associated with each of the four funding themes is returned to the
Enviroplan Levy fund.

The Enviroplan Program (the program) aims to deliver outcomes to protect and enhance the
health of Ipswich’s natural environment through four program funding themes:
•

•
•

Acquisition of significant nature conservation land o Protect and enhance the City’s and region’s environmental values and ecological
processes by expanding nature conservation areas through a strategic approach
to acquiring land.
Community nature conservation partnerships and support –
o Protect, manage and enhance nature conservation through building community
capacity and effective partnerships with stakeholders.
Nature conservation planning –
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•

3.

o Create a resilient natural environment and lessen the impact of detrimental
processes through city-wide systematic planning, management and research
activities/projects.
Embellishment, capital and operational management investment within the Natural Area
Estate
o Protect, manage and enhance the Natural Area Estate (the Estate) through the
application of sound environmental management principles – consistent with the
Conservation Estates and Reserves Management Policy.
o Funding supports Council’s nominated environmental operational management
activities within the Estate in accordance with their strategies, plans and service
levels.

Strategic Plan Links
This policy aligns with the following iFuture 2021-2026 Corporate Plan themes:
•
•

4.

Natural and Sustainable
A Trusted and Leading Organisation

Regulatory Authority
The implementation, application and governance of Enviroplan will give consideration to the
following regulatory authority:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.

Local Government Act 2009
Local Government Regulation 2012
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
Nature Conservation Act 1992
Land Title Act 1994
Vegetation Management Act 1999
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
Environmental Protection Act 1994

Scope
This policy supports the allocation of funds and management of the levy through Enviroplan’s
projects and initiatives that complement council’s core environmental activities; and applies
to all Council endorsed Enviroplan projects and initiatives that are funded and supported,
wholly or partly with revenue from the levy.
Ipswich supports a highly diverse range of vegetation communities that provide home for a
wide number of native flora and fauna - all of which help support the lifestyle, liveability and
livelihoods of the region.
Council’s seminal document for citywide natural environment management, its Nature
Conservation Strategy, is used to inform investment and resource focus.
The environment levy (charge) is a key revenue source to assist in the implementation of
Council’s terrestrial nature conservation – the Ipswich Enviroplan Program. Council can only
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use funds raised via a separate charge for the specific purpose identified in the revenue
statement adopted each year as part of Council’s annual budget process. All revenue raised
through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue and is not at any
time available for expenditure as general revenue.
The intent of the Ipswich Enviroplan Program is to ensure terrestrial nature conservation
values within the city are managed and maintained for future generations. Enviroplan aims to
provide both strategic and locally based environmental initiatives to facilitate the retention
and management of the natural resources within Ipswich City.
6.

Roles and Responsibilities
Council will review the environment levy charge, Policy and Program annually.
The implementation of the Enviroplan Program and Policy is integrated across the business
area of Infrastructure and Environment Department, and the following key roles are
responsible for specifics aspects:
Role
General Manager (Infrastructure &
Environment)

Responsibility
For the overall coordination of the Enviroplan
Program and levy including policy guidance to
Council, coordination of corporate and other
reporting requirements, the preparation of a five
year program.
Coordinates decision making and recommends
the Nature Conservation Strategy and other
studies to Council.
Ensure consultation with Council is undertaken
as part of the review of the Enviroplan levy.

Manager (Environment and
Sustainability)

Ensure that the Enviroplan Program and
associated projects are delivered in accordance
with the policy and funds are applied
accordingly. Ensure the delivery of the Nature
Conservation Strategy.

Manager (Works and Field Services)

Ensure that delivery of maintenance and
management within the Natural Area Estate is in
accordance with the policy and funds and
applied respectively.

Manager Business Services
Infrastructure and Environment

Support with the provision of financial reporting
on a regular basis.
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Role

Responsibility

Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)

7.

Support with the financial modelling and funding
direction.

Key Stakeholders
The following will be consulted during the review process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.

Manager (Environment and Sustainability)
Manager (Works and Field Services)
Manager Business Services Infrastructure and Environment
Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)
Business Finance Officer
Natural Environment and Land Manager
Senior Planning Officer (Strategic Conservation Planning)

Monitoring and Evaluation
Enviroplan monitoring and evaluation includes:
• A report is tabled with Council on an annual basis to report on financial year
performance/achievements on program delivery.
• Core environmental values are monitored and measurement on a 5-year basis using
independent qualified scientists.
• A reviewed after 3 years and after assessing the balance of acquisitions and
enhancements.

9.

Definitions
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage: is anything that is (in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Act 2003) –
(a) a significant Aboriginal area in Queensland; or
(b) a significant Aboriginal object; or
(c) evidence, of archaeological or historic significance, of Aboriginal occupation of an area
of Queensland.
Aboriginal Cultural Landscape Feature: is a feature valued by an Aboriginal group (or groups)
because of their long and complex relationship with that land. Features include, but are not
limited to rock outcrops, caves, areas of biogeographical significance, waterholes, springs,
particular types of vegetation and some hill and mound formations. Aboriginal cultural
landscape emphasises the landscape-scale of history and the connectivity between people,
places and heritage items. It recognises that the present landscape is the product of longterm and complex relationships between people and the environment.
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Embellishment: Additions added to improve the visitor experience or management within
Natural Area Estates.
Environment Levy: refers to a levy (charge) raised by Ipswich City Council (in accordance with
the Queensland Local Government Act 2009), on all rateable properties within its jurisdiction,
in order to assist with environmental protection and management.
Natural Area Estate: Collection of Council’s public open space lands comprising Conservation
Estates and Conservation Reserves (excluding local bushland reserves) that are specifically
managed by Council for their nature conservation values and ecological importance.
Nature-Based Recreation: Activities that are dependent on the natural environment; have an
appreciation of nature as a motivational factor; do not require substantial modification to the
natural environment; and are environmentally sustainable.
Nature Conservation Values: A tool used to classify prioritise conservation efforts for
ecosystems, habitat and their constituent parts such as plant and animal species.
Operational Management: Activity concerned with planning, organising and delivering
habitat restoration works.
Significant Nature Conservation Land: Defined areas that contain ecosystems and habitat of
highest priority for protection and maintenance efforts.
Terrestrial: relating to land based aspects rather than water and air.
10.

Policy Owner
The General Manager (Infrastructure and Environment) is the policy owner and the relevant
Manager (Environment and Sustainability) is responsible for authoring and reviewing this
policy.
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Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy

Version Control and Objective ID

Version No: 1.

Objective ID: A7854873

Approved by Council on

Date of Review

1.

Statement
Council recognises that identifying, protecting, and maintaining the health of vital ecosystems
and natural environmental values is a priority in creating a sustainable and liveable
community.
The levy provides funding for Enviroplan projects and initiatives, associated with
implementation of council’s strategies/plans.
These projects and initiatives directly address the protection and enhancement of Ipswich’s
natural environmental values including, but not limited to:
• Significant habitat for flora & fauna
• Vegetation communities
• Aboriginal Cultural Landscape values and regional landscape corridors

2.

Purpose and Principles
This policy guides Council’s decision making to inform allocation of revenue generated from
the levy.
This policy is guided by the following principles:
•
•
•
•

Transparent, systematic and practical delivery;
Conservation, improvement and adaptive management;
Collaborative partnerships with stakeholders; and
Council’s Nature Conservation Strategy.

The intended outcomes of this policy are:
•
•
•

support for Council to achieve its nature conservation vision;
create a healthy and vibrant natural environment, highly valued by, and connected to the
community;
support development and implementation of nature conservation strategies/plans;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

acquisition of land with significant nature conservation values and protection in council’s
Natural Area Estate;
preserve, manage and promote Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Cultural Landscape
values within the Natural Area Estate;
maintain and protect European cultural heritage values within the Natural Area Estate;
embellishment and promotion of nature-based recreation within the Natural Area Estate
while maintaining their nature conservation and cultural landscape values;
effective nature conservation partnerships with a range of stakeholders;
community nature conservation engagement and support initiatives; and
an increased level of awareness and engagement with regard to nature conservation
issues.

To achieve this the Environment Levy Revenue will be distributed to the Enviroplan Program in
the following ways:
•

•

The annual levy charge per rateable property is reviewed and determined by Council as part
of adopting its annual revenue statement.
All revenue raised through the levy is placed into Council’s general revenue and is
accounted for in a clear and transparent way to ensure it is used for Enviroplan project
and program spending only.

• All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved levy business activities
is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.
• In addition to revenue generated from property charges, levy funding may also be generated
through approved levy business activities which may include grants, fund matching, fees,
payments, penalty charges, donations and sponsorships.
• All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved environment levy
business activities is held and accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue.
• Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure as general revenue.
• All revenue collected including any revenue raised through approved environment levy
business activities is held in Councils general revenue but accounted for separately
• Levy revenue should not be available at any time for expenditure on items which fall outside
the purpose, principles and intent of this policy.
• Levy can be used in the development of the annual Ipswich Enviroplan Program.
• The levy can only be expended with the Ipswich local government area.
• The amount of environment levy revenue allocated to each of the four primary Ipswich
Enviroplan Program funding themes is determined based on an assessment of annual
priorities and emerging needs and endorsed by council.
• Expenditure of the levy for enhancing core environmental values is guided by the Nature
Conservation Strategy which is developed based on evidence based research and studies
using qualified independent specialists, and reviewed every 5 years.
• Any unspent funds associated with each of the four funding themes is returned to the
Enviroplan Levy funds.
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The Enviroplan Program (the program) aims to deliver outcomes to protect and enhance the
health of Ipswich’s natural environment through four program funding themes:
•

•
•

•

3.

Acquisition of significant nature conservation land o Protect and enhance the City’s and region’s environmental values and ecological
processes by expanding nature conservation areas through a strategic approach
to acquiring land.
Community nature conservation partnerships and support –
o Protect, manage and enhance nature conservation through building community
capacity and effective partnerships with stakeholders.
Nature conservation planning –
o Create a resilient natural environment and lessen the impact of detrimental
processes through city-wide systematic planning, management and research
activities/projects.
Embellishment, capital and operational management investment within the Natural Area
Estate
o Protect, manage and enhance the Natural Area Estate (the Estate) through the
application of sound environmental management principles – consistent with the
Conservation Estates and Reserves Management Policy.
o Funding supports Council’s nominated environmental operational management
activities within the Estate in accordance with their strategies, plans and service
levels.

Strategic Plan Links
This policy aligns with the following iFuture 2021-2026 Corporate Plan themes:
•
•

4.

Natural and Sustainable
A Trusted and Leading Organisation

Regulatory Authority
The implementation, application and governance of Enviroplan will give consideration to the
following regulatory authority:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.

Local Government Act 2009
Local Government Regulation 2012
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
Nature Conservation Act 1992
Land Title Act 1994
Vegetation Management Act 1999
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
Environmental Protection Act 1994

Scope
This policy supports the allocation of funds and management of the levy through Enviroplan’s
projects and initiatives that complement council’s core environmental activities; and applies
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to all Council endorsed Enviroplan projects and initiatives that are funded and supported,
wholly or partly with revenue from the levy.
Ipswich supports a highly diverse range of vegetation communities that provide home for a
wide number of native flora and fauna - all of which help support the lifestyle, liveability and
livelihoods of the region.
Council’s seminal document for citywide natural environment management, its Nature
Conservation Strategy, is used to inform investment and resource focus.
The environment levy (charge) is a key revenue source to assist in the implementation of
Council’s terrestrial nature conservation – the Ipswich Enviroplan Program. Council can only
use funds raised via a separate charge for the specific purpose identified in the revenue
statement adopted each year as part of Council’s annual budget process. All revenue raised
through the levy is placed into Council’s general revenue and is accounted for in a clear and
transparent way to ensure it is used for Enviroplan project and program spending only.All
revenue raised through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue
and is not at any time available for expenditure as general revenue.
The intent of the Ipswich Enviroplan Program is to ensure terrestrial nature conservation
values within the city are managed and maintained for future generations. Enviroplan aims to
provide both strategic and locally based environmental initiatives to facilitate the retention
and management of the natural resources within Ipswich City.
6.

Roles and Responsibilities
Council will review the environment levy charge, Policy and Program annually.
The implementation of the Enviroplan Program and Policy is integrated across the business
area of Infrastructure and Environment Department, and the following key roles are
responsible for specifics aspects:
Role
General Manager (Infrastructure &
Environment)

Responsibility
For the overall coordination of the Enviroplan
Program and levy including policy guidance to
Council, coordination of corporate and other
reporting requirements, the preparation of a
five year program.
Coordinates decision making and recommends
the Nature Conservation Strategy and other
studies to Council.
Ensure consultation with Council is undertaken
as part of the review of the Enviroplan levy.
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Role

7.

Responsibility

Manager (Environment and
Sustainability)

Ensure that the Enviroplan Program and
associated projects are delivered in accordance
with the policy and funds are applied
accordingly. Ensure the delivery of the Nature
Conservation Strategy.

Manager (Works and Field Services)

Ensure that delivery of maintenance and
management within the Natural Area Estate is
in accordance with the policy and funds and
applied respectively.

Manager Business Services
Infrastructure and Environment

Support with the provision of financial
reporting on a regular basis.

Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)

Support with the financial modelling and
funding direction.

Key Stakeholders
The following will be consulted during the review process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.

Manager (Environment and Sustainability)
Manager (Works and Field Services)
Manager Business Services Infrastructure and Environment
Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)
Business Finance Officer
Natural Environment and Land Manager
Senior Planning Officer (Strategic Conservation Planning)

Monitoring and Evaluation
Enviroplan monitoring and evaluation includes:
• A report is tabled with Council on an annual basis to report on financial year
performance/achievements on program delivery.
• Core environmental values are monitored and measurement on a 5-year basis using
independent qualified scientists.
• A reviewed after 3 years and after assessing the balance of acquisitions and
enhancements.

9.

Definitions
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage: is anything that is (in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Act 2003) –
(a) a significant Aboriginal area in Queensland; or
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(b) a significant Aboriginal object; or
(c) evidence, of archaeological or historic significance, of Aboriginal occupation of an area
of Queensland.
Aboriginal Cultural Landscape Feature: is a feature valued by an Aboriginal group (or groups)
because of their long and complex relationship with that land. Features include, but are not
limited to rock outcrops, caves, areas of biogeographical significance, waterholes, springs,
particular types of vegetation and some hill and mound formations. Aboriginal cultural
landscape emphasises the landscape-scale of history and the connectivity between people,
places and heritage items. It recognises that the present landscape is the product of longterm and complex relationships between people and the environment.
Embellishment: Additions added to improve the visitor experience or management within
Natural Area Estates.
Environment Levy: refers to a levy (charge) raised by Ipswich City Council (in accordance with
the Queensland Local Government Act 2009), on all rateable properties within its jurisdiction,
in order to assist with environmental protection and management.
Natural Area Estate: Collection of Council’s public open space lands comprising Conservation
Estates and Conservation Reserves (excluding local bushland reserves) that are specifically
managed by Council for their nature conservation values and ecological importance.
Nature-Based Recreation: Activities that are dependent on the natural environment; have an
appreciation of nature as a motivational factor; do not require substantial modification to the
natural environment; and are environmentally sustainable.
Nature Conservation Values: A tool used to classify prioritise conservation efforts for
ecosystems, habitat and their constituent parts such as plant and animal species.
Operational Management: Activity concerned with planning, organising and delivering
habitat restoration works.
Significant Nature Conservation Land: Defined areas that contain ecosystems and habitat of
highest priority for protection and maintenance efforts.
Terrestrial: relating to land based aspects rather than water and air.
10.

Policy Owner
The General Manager (Infrastructure and Environment) is the policy owner and the relevant
Manager (Environment and Sustainability) is responsible for authoring and reviewing this
policy.

Page 6 of 6

Page 47 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 3 / Attachment 3.

IPSWICH CITY COUNCIL | Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy

Ipswich Enviroplan Program and Levy Policy

Version Control and Objective ID

Version No: 1.

Objective ID: A7854873

Approved by Council on

Date of Review

1.

Statement
Council recognises that identifying, protecting, and maintaining the health of vital ecosystems
and natural environmental values is a priority in creating a sustainable and liveable
community.
The levy provides funding for Enviroplan projects and initiatives, associated with
implementation of council’s strategies/plans.
These projects and initiatives directly address the protection and enhancement of Ipswich’s
natural environmental values including, but not limited to:
• Significant habitat for flora & fauna
• Vegetation communities
• Aboriginal Cultural Landscape values and regional landscape corridors

2.

Purpose and Principles
This policy guides Council’s decision making to inform allocation of revenue generated from
the levy.
This policy is guided by the following principles:
•
•
•
•

Transparent, systematic and practical delivery;
Conservation, improvement and adaptive management;
Collaborative partnerships with stakeholders; and
Council’s Nature Conservation Strategy.

The intended outcomes of this policy are:
•
•
•

support for Council to achieve its nature conservation vision;
create a healthy and vibrant natural environment, highly valued by, and connected to the
community;
support development and implementation of nature conservation strategies/plans;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

acquisition of land with significant nature conservation values and protection in council’s
Natural Area Estate;
preserve, manage and promote Aboriginal Cultural Heritage and Cultural Landscape
values within the Natural Area Estate;
maintain and protect European cultural heritage values within the Natural Area Estate;
embellishment and promotion of nature-based recreation within the Natural Area Estate
while maintaining their nature conservation and cultural landscape values;
effective nature conservation partnerships with a range of stakeholders;
community nature conservation engagement and support initiatives; and
an increased level of awareness and engagement with regard to nature conservation
issues.

To achieve this the Environment Levy Revenue will be distributed to the Enviroplan Program
in the following ways:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The annual levy charge per rateable property is reviewed and determined by Council as
part of adopting its annual revenue statement.
All revenue raised through the levy is placed into Council’s general revenue and is
accounted for in a clear and transparent way to ensure it is used for Enviroplan project
and program spending only.
In addition to revenue generated from property charges, levy funding may also be
generated through approved levy business activities which may include grants, fund
matching, fees, payments, penalty charges, donations and sponsorships.
Levy can be used in the development of the annual Ipswich Enviroplan Program.
The levy can only be expended with the Ipswich local government area.
The amount of environment levy revenue allocated to each of the four primary Ipswich
Enviroplan Program funding themes is determined based on an assessment of annual
priorities and emerging needs and endorsed by council.
Expenditure of the levy for enhancing core environmental values is guided by the Nature
Conservation Strategy which is developed based on evidence based research and studies
using qualified independent specialists, and reviewed every 5 years.
Any unspent funds associated with each of the four funding themes is returned to the
Enviroplan Levy fund.

The Enviroplan Program (the program) aims to deliver outcomes to protect and enhance the
health of Ipswich’s natural environment through four program funding themes:
•

•
•

Acquisition of significant nature conservation land o Protect and enhance the City’s and region’s environmental values and ecological
processes by expanding nature conservation areas through a strategic approach
to acquiring land.
Community nature conservation partnerships and support –
o Protect, manage and enhance nature conservation through building community
capacity and effective partnerships with stakeholders.
Nature conservation planning –
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•

3.

o Create a resilient natural environment and lessen the impact of detrimental
processes through city-wide systematic planning, management and research
activities/projects.
Embellishment, capital and operational management investment within the Natural Area
Estate
o Protect, manage and enhance the Natural Area Estate (the Estate) through the
application of sound environmental management principles – consistent with the
Conservation Estates and Reserves Management Policy.
o Funding supports Council’s nominated environmental operational management
activities within the Estate in accordance with their strategies, plans and service
levels.

Strategic Plan Links
This policy aligns with the following iFuture 2021-2026 Corporate Plan themes:
•
•

4.

Natural and Sustainable
A Trusted and Leading Organisation

Regulatory Authority
The implementation, application and governance of Enviroplan will give consideration to the
following regulatory authority:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.

Local Government Act 2009
Local Government Regulation 2012
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2003
Nature Conservation Act 1992
Land Title Act 1994
Vegetation Management Act 1999
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
Environmental Protection Act 1994

Scope
This policy supports the allocation of funds and management of the levy through Enviroplan’s
projects and initiatives that complement council’s core environmental activities; and applies
to all Council endorsed Enviroplan projects and initiatives that are funded and supported,
wholly or partly with revenue from the levy.
Ipswich supports a highly diverse range of vegetation communities that provide home for a
wide number of native flora and fauna - all of which help support the lifestyle, liveability and
livelihoods of the region.
Council’s seminal document for citywide natural environment management, its Nature
Conservation Strategy, is used to inform investment and resource focus.
The environment levy (charge) is a key revenue source to assist in the implementation of
Council’s terrestrial nature conservation – the Ipswich Enviroplan Program. Council can only
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use funds raised via a separate charge for the specific purpose identified in the revenue
statement adopted each year as part of Council’s annual budget process. All revenue raised
through the levy is accounted for separately from Council’s general revenue and is not at any
time available for expenditure as general revenue.
The intent of the Ipswich Enviroplan Program is to ensure terrestrial nature conservation
values within the city are managed and maintained for future generations. Enviroplan aims to
provide both strategic and locally based environmental initiatives to facilitate the retention
and management of the natural resources within Ipswich City.
6.

Roles and Responsibilities
Council will review the environment levy charge, Policy and Program annually.
The implementation of the Enviroplan Program and Policy is integrated across the business
area of Infrastructure and Environment Department, and the following key roles are
responsible for specifics aspects:
Role
General Manager (Infrastructure &
Environment)

Responsibility
For the overall coordination of the Enviroplan
Program and levy including policy guidance to
Council, coordination of corporate and other
reporting requirements, the preparation of a
five year program.
Coordinates decision making and recommends
the Nature Conservation Strategy and other
studies to Council.
Ensure consultation with Council is undertaken
as part of the review of the Enviroplan levy.

Manager (Environment and
Sustainability)

Ensure that the Enviroplan Program and
associated projects are delivered in accordance
with the policy and funds are applied
accordingly. Ensure the delivery of the Nature
Conservation Strategy.

Manager (Works and Field Services)

Ensure that delivery of maintenance and
management within the Natural Area Estate is
in accordance with the policy and funds and
applied respectively.

Manager Business Services
Infrastructure and Environment

Support with the provision of financial
reporting on a regular basis.
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Role

Responsibility

Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)

7.

Support with the financial modelling and
funding direction.

Key Stakeholders
The following will be consulted during the review process:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

8.

Manager (Environment and Sustainability)
Manager (Works and Field Services)
Manager Business Services Infrastructure and Environment
Principal Officer (Finance & Funding)
Business Finance Officer
Natural Environment and Land Manager
Senior Planning Officer (Strategic Conservation Planning)

Monitoring and Evaluation
Enviroplan monitoring and evaluation includes:
• A report is tabled with Council on an annual basis to report on financial year
performance/achievements on program delivery.
• Core environmental values are monitored and measurement on a 5-year basis using
independent qualified scientists.
• A reviewed after 3 years and after assessing the balance of acquisitions and
enhancements.

9.

Definitions
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage: is anything that is (in accordance with the Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Act 2003) –
(a) a significant Aboriginal area in Queensland; or
(b) a significant Aboriginal object; or
(c) evidence, of archaeological or historic significance, of Aboriginal occupation of an area
of Queensland.
Aboriginal Cultural Landscape Feature: is a feature valued by an Aboriginal group (or groups)
because of their long and complex relationship with that land. Features include, but are not
limited to rock outcrops, caves, areas of biogeographical significance, waterholes, springs,
particular types of vegetation and some hill and mound formations. Aboriginal cultural
landscape emphasises the landscape-scale of history and the connectivity between people,
places and heritage items. It recognises that the present landscape is the product of longterm and complex relationships between people and the environment.
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Embellishment: Additions added to improve the visitor experience or management within
Natural Area Estates.
Environment Levy: refers to a levy (charge) raised by Ipswich City Council (in accordance with
the Queensland Local Government Act 2009), on all rateable properties within its jurisdiction,
in order to assist with environmental protection and management.
Natural Area Estate: Collection of Council’s public open space lands comprising Conservation
Estates and Conservation Reserves (excluding local bushland reserves) that are specifically
managed by Council for their nature conservation values and ecological importance.
Nature-Based Recreation: Activities that are dependent on the natural environment; have an
appreciation of nature as a motivational factor; do not require substantial modification to the
natural environment; and are environmentally sustainable.
Nature Conservation Values: A tool used to classify prioritise conservation efforts for
ecosystems, habitat and their constituent parts such as plant and animal species.
Operational Management: Activity concerned with planning, organising and delivering
habitat restoration works.
Significant Nature Conservation Land: Defined areas that contain ecosystems and habitat of
highest priority for protection and maintenance efforts.
Terrestrial: relating to land based aspects rather than water and air.
10.

Policy Owner
The General Manager (Infrastructure and Environment) is the policy owner and the relevant
Manager (Environment and Sustainability) is responsible for authoring and reviewing this
policy.
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Doc ID No: A7737766

ITEM:

4

SUBJECT:

IPSWICH INTEGRATED CATCHMENT PLAN

AUTHOR:

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER

DATE:

22 NOVEMBER 2021

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is a report concerning the Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan (IICP). The IICP is the
culmination of over 2.5 years of work across multiple departments and is the most detailed
and comprehensive flood study ever undertaken by council. The Plan is intended to ensure
the Ipswich community is ready, informed, and resilient ahead of the next flood event.
The IICP attempts to look at flooding and flood risk through the lens of Council’s roles within
catchment management and community impacts. The outcome of the plan is in depth and
detailed technical evidence report supporting six chapters of work across: land use and
planning; physical mitigation; community awareness and resilience; emergency
management; property specific actions; current and future flood risk. Each chapter is
connected and yet each is focused on addressing a different aspect of floodplain
management.
It is presently a national exemplar for integrated planning and generating interest from other
regional state and industry.
The IICP includes an actions list/investment strategy with 72 recommendations.
The IICP was scoped and began prior to the appointment of the new Council however
Councillor and community engagement has been significant and ongoing. Most recently the
IICP was presented to Councillors as a Briefing on the 7th September. Subsequently further
supplementary information was supplied in response to that session.
RECOMMENDATIONS
A.

That Council adopt the Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan and associated
technical report and studies, as the primary strategic local floodplain
management plan as recommended by the Queensland Flood Commission of
Inquiry and the Brisbane River Strategic Floodplain Management Plan.

B.

That Council develop an implementation and investment plan that identifies
current and future funding requirements for the implementation of the Ipswich
Integrated Catchment Plan actions and seek to identify funding sources in future
operational and capital budgets and/or external grants.
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RELATED PARTIES
There are no declared conflicts of interest.
IFUTURE THEME
Natural and Sustainable
Safe, Inclusive and Creative
PURPOSE OF REPORT/BACKGROUND
Flooding by simplistic definition is when land is not normally covered in water becomes
covered in water. This does not necessarily mean anything is wrong or not working. The
reality is that this is a normal function of river and a river basin and is the reason flood plains
exist. As such the risk of a flood occurring will always exist, this is important to acknowledge,
however its impacts and risk can be managed or reduced through good planning decisions,
good development and building resilience and building understanding in our communities.
Ipswich is a ‘river city’ and as such has a long and intrinsic history of flooding. The most
notable recent events occurred in 1974 and 2011. Both events saw multiple properties,
major roads and large areas of land under water from both the Brisbane and Bremer Rivers
as well as in local creeks. Both events are embedded indelibly in memory and social fabric
and understandably but not always appropriately act as a yard stick of comparison for future
events and risk.
In Queensland local governments have remit and responsibility in regard to managing
present and future flood risk within and across our communities. These include but are not
limited to local drainage; management, construction and improvement, strategic and town
planning, emergency and disaster management, warning and informing and building
community resilience.
The impacts and scale of flooding across South East Queensland in 2011 triggered the
Queensland Flood Commissions of Inquiry (QFCoI) and a number of other local reviews into
how agencies and communities responded to that event and to ensure we are as prepared
and resilient to any future floods as possible.
The Brisbane River Catchment Flood Studies (BRCFS) responds to recommendations from
the QFCoI, including undertaking a comprehensive flood study or studies of the Brisbane
River Catchment in its entirety and delved into other (floodplain management) matters.
The BRCFS was delivered in a partnership between the Queensland Government, Seqwater
and the four local governments of Brisbane City Council, Ipswich City Council, Somerset
Regional Council and Lockyer Valley Regional Council. The flood studies were a major
program of work, which encompassed a new approach to integrated management of the
Brisbane River its catchment and floodplains in which many people live work and play. The
studies and the corresponding planning work represent a firm commitment between the
Queensland Government and local governments to deliver on a long-term plan that will

Page 55 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022

further manage the impact of future floods and enhance community safety and resilience in
the Brisbane River floodplain. The full program of works comprises of four phases.
Phase 1

Data Collection (2013)

Phase 2

Brisbane River Catchment Flood Study (2017)

Phase 3

Brisbane River Strategic Floodplain Management Plan and Technical
Evidence Report (2018)

Phase 4

Local Floodplain Management Plans (2018-2021).

OUTPUTS
For Ipswich City Council the Local Floodplain Management Plan (LFMP) forms part of the
Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan (IICP). The IICP is the largest flood-related project
undertaken in Ipswich. It builds upon the work of the Brisbane Strategic Flood Management
Plan, completed last year, and incorporates the latest flood studies, modelling and data for
the whole of Ipswich Local Government area. The Plan has six (6) interdependent work
packages that each aim to increase the city’s readiness for future floods and improve
catchment management. These work packages are:
•

Current and Future Flood Risk: analyses the available flood models to provide an
understanding of the hydraulic risk profile across the city now and into the future.

•

Community Awareness and Resilience identifies areas of highest vulnerability and
strategies for improving flood awareness and resilience.

•

Physical Mitigation: analyses and identifies options for structural and other physical
flood mitigation measures (such as revegetation and natural floodplain management)
to reduce flood risk.

•

Emergency Management: investigates options for emergency planning and response
in high flood risk areas.

•

Property Specific Actions: identifies measures to improve resilience at the individual
property level and reduce property damages.

•

Land Use Planning: identifies considerations for planning, locating, and designing
future land uses to ensure development appropriately responds to the level of flood
risk.

From each of these chapters there are many associated actions which have been compiled
into a single action plan with over 70 recommendations or proposed areas of investment for
Council across all areas of the business.
Flooding and its effect remain a sensitive and emotive topic with the potential for both
physical and social damage in the short and long term. As such there has long been a will to
‘fix’ or ‘stop’ the occurrences. Contemporary understanding is that the causes and effects of
flooding are unique and complex in every event and as such the management of the risks
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from multiple impacts presented from a river, the creeks and the water off the land
including any subsequent flooding, needs an equally well considered and integrated
approach.
The approach and intent of the IICP is to take a holistic view of both catchment function and
flood risk for Ipswich and the community and understand the inter dependencies and cross
functional processes within Council which deal with, contribute to or are impacted by Flood
Risk.
As such wherever possible the IICP looks at overlap and synergies to offer efficient and
effective flood risk mitigation outcomes and also looks reciprocally at the actions of Council
more broadly and how they can consider flood risk as part of decision-making processes.
As well as the document report ICC received a number of spatial or GIS tools and data sets
which we have not had access to previously which are useful tools in making risk-based
planning and decisions. This data includes:
- digital mapping products and layers which identify flood risk based on depth velocity
and vulnerability,
- flood damage data estimates for all at risk properties,
- road inundation data,
- time to inundation and
- identified ‘flood islands’

LEGAL/POLICY BASIS
This report and its recommendations are consistent with the following legislative provisions:
Local Government Act 2009
Planning Act 2016
Disaster Management Act 2003
Building Act 1975
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
The primary intent of the IICP is to examine, understand and provide guidance and direction
in regards to the impacts of flood and flood risk to the Ipswich Local Government Area, its
community and to the Council in a considered and holistic fashion. Acknowledging that
there are significant interdependencies across areas of the organisation and there is
potential to shift this risk from one area to another if the catchments and the risk is not
considered in its whole. The philosophy of the IICP is to consider through the Source
Pathway Receptor models the implications and risks of all actions and choose mitigation
options in an informed and considered manner.
The risk of not adopting the plan lies in the exposure of Council not having an up-to-date
Local Floodplain Management plan in the event of another flood. This is a recommendation
of both the Brisbane River Strategic Floodplain Management Plan and the Queensland Flood
Commission of Enquiry.
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Presently there is risk in not having a formalised or adopted contemporary Local Flood
Management Plan.
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPACTS
OTHER DECISION
(a) What is the
Act/Decision being
made?

The recommendations of this report are regarding a strategy
and plan. As such they have no impacts, detrimental or
otherwise in relation to human rights.

(b) What human rights
are affected?

Whilst there are Queensland Government legislative
responsibilities to carry out flood risk management functions
and recommendation from the Queensland Flood Commission
of Inquiry around the development of a number of planning
instruments, the content and style by which Council choose to
exercise its conditions and responsibilities is flexible as such
Ipswich City Council has a semblance of discretion in this
instance.

(c) How are the human
rights limited?
(d) Is there a good
reason for limiting
the relevant rights?
Is the limitation fair
and reasonable?
(e) Conclusion

Not applicable
Not applicable

The decision is consistent with human rights.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Whist there are some clear actions which have already begun, there are a number roles and
responsibilities regarding the implementation of the recommendations within the IICP and
Floodplain Management in general which are yet to be clearly determined. It is proposed
that the working group responsible for developing the plan continue as the basis for the
implementation steering group.
At this stage financial and resource implications are not yet known and these will be
developed through the implementation action plan. Of note most of the recommendations
fit under the provision of existing programs or subprograms though they may require
additional resourcing and investment. It is worthy of note that the previous 2 flood risk
management capital sub programs have included minimal funding whilst the IICP was
developed to provide strategic direction.
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COMMUNITY AND OTHER CONSULTATION
Community engagement has been important to the Plan decision-making process. Early
community input was provided in late 2019 through the Managing Future Floods survey. The
results are summarised in Attachment 3. At the time the level of interaction was one of the
largest sample sizes regarding comments and community members taking part.
The objective was to gather community input to several IICP work packages, particularly
testing resilience and awareness, tolerability, and mitigation options.
A 30-question survey was devised and shared with the community via Shape Your Ipswich,
paper forms and Survey Monkey. It took on average 15 minutes to complete.
Where possible the questions aligned with BRSFMP market research to allow comparisons
The survey was open from November 8 to December 8 with 190 respondents (target 200).
Shape Your Ipswich had 48 contributors. Survey Monkey had 142 respondents (77 paper and
65 via web link)
Comments/submissions and questions during this phase of engagement were considered in
the development of the Draft Plan.
Each of the six (6) discussion papers were released and two (2) discussion panels carried out;
one face to face and one online live streamed.
Discussion papers for each Chapter were circulated to Councillors before the public release,
as were the final plans.
COMMUNICATIONS/MEDIA
•

8 Nov 2019: Residents needed to shape Ipswich’s plan for next big flood (Ipswich First
and media release)

•

13 Jan 2020: Survey reveals level of flood concern in Ipswich (Ipswich First and media
release)

•

Draft media release prepared to promote opportunity for community participation

•

Community engagement on Shape Your Ipswich nearly 200 responses (24 August
2020)

•

Close community engagement on Shape Your Ipswich (w/c 12 October 2020)

•

Live streamed and face to face community public presentation and discussion of the
plan progress to date (November 2010)

•

Councillor briefings on IICP documents and work packages delivered (from November
2020 to March 2021)

•

Publication of the Flood Wen site May 2021

•

Internal Council Officer Briefings April/May 2021

•

Councillor Briefing September 2021
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CONCLUSION
The Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan has been completed and is being presented for
adoption as a corporate document. The adoption of the plan will meet Ipswich City Council’s
commitments and requirements under the Queensland Flood Commission of Inquiry and the
Brisbane River Strategic Floodplain Management Plan (led by QRA). Council has a
commitment to delivering actions.
Further the plan will lay down a direction and guide investment and resourcing in the areas
of flood risk mitigation for the next 5-10 years.
ATTACHMENTS AND CONFIDENTIAL BACKGROUND PAPERS
1.
2.

Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan Final Report (under separate cover)
Ipswich Integrated Catchment Plan - Technical Evidence Report (under separate
cover)

Phil A. Smith
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Kaye Cavanagh
MANAGER, ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Sean Madigan
GENERAL MANAGER - INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENVIRONMENT

“Together, we proudly enhance the quality of life for our community”
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FRANKLIN VALE CREEK CATCHMENT RESTORATION PLAN 2021-2026

AUTHOR:

WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT OFFICER

DATE:

8 NOVEMBER 2021

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is a report concerning the development of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment
Restoration Plan 2021-2026 (refer to Attachment 1). The plan was developed by the
Australian River Institute/Griffith University in collaboration with Council staff and
landholders within the catchment. The purpose of the plan is to guide delivery of future
projects as part of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative. Projects are funded through
the Council’s Stormwater Quality Offsets Program. Recommendation/s
A.

That the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Restoration Plan 2021-2026 be received
and noted.

B.

That Council’s partnership with the Australian Rivers Institute/Griffith University
be perpetuated through the participation and collaboration of student internships
and research programs (when required) in association with the Franklin Vale
Creek Initiative.

RELATED PARTIES
Several external stakeholders were involved in the development of the plan including:
-

Griffith University

-

Australian Rivers Institute

-

Landholders within the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment

IFUTURE THEME
Natural and Sustainable
PURPOSE OF REPORT/BACKGROUND
The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the plan and its development.
The Australian Rivers Institute/Griffith University has worked in partnership with Council and
catchment landholders to deliver the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Restoration Plan 20212026 (as per Committee Report in September 2020).
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The plan focuses on five themes (Land, Water, Plants, Animals and People) and includes
actions and goals for each. The plan is a guide for effective targeted rehabilitation strategies
for the catchment to improve on water quality and waterway health. This also includes the
opportunity for Franklin Vale Creek to be a case study in broader research projects in the
future.
Development of the plan involved liaison with key council staff, landholder engagement
activities and on-ground condition assessments. A Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Condition
Assessment Report (refer Attachment 2) and a Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Monitoring &
Evaluation Plan (refer Attachment 3) to assess the effectiveness of the proposed
interventions have also been included as part of the plan.
Ongoing collaboration from Australian Rivers Institute/Griffith University is beneficial for
Council and landholders as they provide specialised expertise in water management. The
collaboration also provides insight into the effectiveness of best practice applications in
catchment improvement such as water quality for the Franklin Vale Creek Initiative.
LEGAL/POLICY BASIS
This report and its recommendations are consistent with the following legislative provisions:
Local Government Regulation 2012
RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
There are no risk management implications
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS
HUMAN RIGHTS IMPACTS
RECEIVE AND NOTE REPORT
Recommendation A and B state that the report be received and the contents noted. The
decision to receive and note the report does not limit human rights. Therefore, the
decision is compatible with human rights.

FINANCIAL/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Funding for the plan’s implementation will be considered as part of the Stormwater Quality
Offsets Program and other relevant internal programs.
COMMUNITY AND OTHER CONSULTATION
The development of the plan involved:
-

Conversations and liaison with relevant internal stakeholders such as the
Partnerships Team, Waterway Health Officer and Waterway Improvement Officer

-

Landholder engagement including delivery of three workshops to gain input
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External stakeholders such as Healthy Land and Water, Green Fleet, Ipswich Rivers
Improvement Trust and Resilient Rivers Catchment Officer (Bremer).

CONCLUSION
The development of a plan for the Franklin Vale Catchment using a collaborative approach
has shown to be very positive and constructive, especially when building relationships with
the landholders.
The final product represents input from Council officers, community, relevant external
stakeholders and university partnerships. A collaborative approach is essential in the
successful delivery and implementation of this plan and will be an informing document for
the delivery of the Stormwater Quality Offsets Program.
ATTACHMENTS AND CONFIDENTIAL BACKGROUND PAPERS
1.
2.
3.

Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Restoration Plan 2021-2026 ⇩
Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Condition Assessment ⇩
Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Monitoring and Evaluation Plan ⇩

Jennifer Mackay-Ortiz
WATERWAY IMPROVEMENT OFFICER
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Darryl Porche
ACTING TEAM LEADER (STRATEGIC CATCHMENT AND CONSERVATION PLANNING)
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Phil A. Smith
NATURAL ENVIRONMENT AND LAND MANAGER
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Kaye Cavanagh
MANAGER, ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY
I concur with the recommendations contained in this report.
Sean Madigan
GENERAL MANAGER - INFRASTRUCTURE AND ENVIRONMENT

“Together, we proudly enhance the quality of life for our community”
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1. Introduction
1.1 Context
The Franklin Vale catchment is a relatively small catchment (~ 138 km2) situated
approximately 35 km south-west of Ipswich in south-east Queensland. Franklin Vale Creek
drains into the Bremer River (via Western Creek) which, in turn, is a tributary of the Brisbane
River. The catchment is currently home to a small community of landholders and supports a
range of land uses including grazing, cropping, forestry and conservation. Significant
vegetation clearing has occurred in the catchment since it was settled by Europeans in the
mid-1800s. A lack of vegetation, especially in riparian areas, in combination with steep slopes
and grazing pressure have been associated with river bank instability and erosion in the
catchment’s waterways, as well as gully erosion in the broader catchment (Alluvium, 2014a,
b). While bank instability in the catchment was identified as being high compared to other
catchments within the Ipswich City Council (Council) area, such instability is unlikely to be
major contributor to sediment loads in the lower Bremer River (Alluvium, 2014a, b).
To address concerns associated with the degradation of water quality and the ecological
values of the Franklin Vale catchment and its receiving waters, as well as the catchment’s
agricultural productivity, Council has established the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative.
This programme seeks to restore and enhance the ecological condition of the Franklin Vale
Creek and catchment by working with landholders to mitigate threats and rehabilitate and
renew degraded areas through the implementation of on-ground actions (e.g., revegetation).
The Initiative is funded by Council’s stormwater quality offsets scheme.
In late 2020, Council engaged a project team from the Australian Rivers Institute at Griffith
University to develop a catchment restoration plan to inform the design and development of
the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative.

1.2 Purpose
The main purpose of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Restoration Plan is to support
decision-making regarding the selection, prioritisation and implementation of restoration
actions in the Franklin Vale Creek catchment. More specifically, the aims of the plan are to:





synthesise existing knowledge concerning the ecology of the Franklin Vale
catchment;
assess current ecological conditions of the Franklin Vale catchment, including
its key values and threats to these;
provide a strategic plan for prioritising on-ground actions; and
identify monitoring and evaluation needs to assess the effectiveness of these
interventions and guide future adaptive management.

Australian Rivers Institute
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1.3 Approach
To develop a catchment restoration plan for the Franklin Vale catchment, three work
packages were completed as follows:
1. Catchment condition assessment:
 compilation of an information log for the catchment
 synthesis of available relevant knowledge
 an evaluation of key ecological values of the catchment
 an assessment of the major risks and vulnerabilities facing the catchment
2. Strategic Restoration Plan development:
 co-design of restoration objectives for the Franklin Vale catchment
 compilation of a catalogue of potential on-ground interventions
 identification of priority actions to address restoration goals
3. Monitoring and Evaluation guidelines:
 design and testing of rapid field condition assessment methods
 intervention monitoring methodology
 water quality monitoring protocols
 longer-term catchment-scale condition monitoring and evaluation
To support the development of this catchment restoration plan, thorough literature searches
of published and unpublished literature were conducted and existing sources of relevant
regional data (e.g., LiDAR, satellite imagery, regional ecosystem mapping) were identified.
This knowledge was then synthesised and analysed to describe the status of key catchment
components with respect to five themes (land, water, plants, animals and people) and to
identify appropriate restoration approaches. A comprehensive information log and detailed
methods of the spatial data analysis is provided in the Catchment Condition Assessment
package, Appendices 1 and 2.
Additionally, field surveys were conducted at 30 sites along Franklin Vale Creek and main
tributaries to provide a rapid condition assessment of these waterways including bank
condition and erosion, riparian vegetation cover and condition (including exotic species),
water quality and stream condition (sedimentation, aquatic vegetation), animal habitat
(instream and terrestrial) and infrastructure. Detailed methods are provided in the Catchment
Condition Assessment package, Appendix 3.
Two community workshops were also held during the project to ascertain community values
and collate local knowledge regarding the condition of the catchment and its vulnerability as
well as interest and support for various management approaches. A summary of each event
is provided in the Catchment Condition Assessment package, Appendix 6.
It should be noted that this project was initially designed during the 2020 Covid-19 lockdown
period. Consequently, neither field work nor face to face community events were included in
the budget or timeline but were conducted as the opportunity arose.

Australian Rivers Institute
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1.4 Structure of this document
This document presents the outputs of the second work package – a strategic restoration plan
for the Franklin Vale catchment. As per the accompanying Catchment Condition Assessment
report, this plan is presented in relation to five broad themes – land, water, plants, animals,
and people.
The first section describes restoration goals for each of these five themes as determined
through a combination of community and stakeholder consultation during this project as well
as drawing on the project team’s expertise and the knowledge gleaned during the catchment
condition assessment and associated knowledge reviews.
The second section provides a catalogue of candidate on-ground interventions that could be
implemented to address bank erosion and declining water quality as well as an overview of
various approaches to riparian vegetation restoration. A selection of catchment restoration
case studies discussing the effectiveness of such approaches are also presented as an
Appendix to this plan.
The third section identifies possible actions in relation to the restoration goals of the Franklin
Vale catchment. As per the restoration goals, these actions reflect ideas raised at community
engagement activities held during this project as well as the expertise of the project team.
Finally, some key recommendations for priority actions under the Franklin Vale Creek
Catchment Initiative are presented.

Australian Rivers Institute
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2. Restoration goals
Restoration goals for the Franklin Vale Creek catchment were co-developed for each of the five themes through a combination of community
and stakeholder consultation, the project team’s expertise and knowledge gleaned from the catchment condition assessment and associated
knowledge reviews (Table 1).
Table 1. Restoration goals for the Franklin Vale Creek catchment
Goal

Rationale

Priority

1.1 Maintain bank stability and minimise further bank erosion

Reduce sediment loads into waterways, protect habitat
stability, protect agriculturally productive land

High

1.2 Reduce current areas of bank erosion

Reduce sediment loads into waterways, improve stability
of aquatic habitats, protect agriculturally productive land

High

1.3 Protect geomorphic stability of catchment (e.g., prevent
further gully erosion)

Reduce sediment loads into waterways, protect habitat
stability, protect agriculturally productive land

High

1.4 Promote the resilience of landforms to large flood events

Protect landform and habitat stability, protect
agriculturally productive land

Moderate

Maintain habitat for aquatic species, provide a water
source to terrestrial species and people

High

1. Land

2. Water
2.1 Protect and enhance flowing water in the creek

Australian Rivers Institute
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2.2 Maintain and improve water quality within waterways and
wetlands

Protect water availability and condition for biodiversity
and human uses, limit impacts on downstream, receiving
waters

High

2.3 Slow down and disperse floodwaters

Reduce flood damage to landforms, vegetation, crops and
infrastructure

Moderate

2.4 Maintain wetlands, seeps and other wet catchment areas
during droughts

Hydrate the landscape, maintain vegetation health,
promote agricultural sustainability

Moderate

2.5 Maintain and restore healthy and stable billabongs/pools

Protect aquatic biodiversity, especially during droughts

High

2.6 Protect water security

Support agricultural productivity

High

2.7 Improve understanding of water quality in the catchment,
particularly during high flow events

Support adaptive catchment management

High

3.1 Protect remnant vegetation

Protect biodiversity and ecosystem functions, promote
geomorphic stability

High

3.2 Restore degraded riparian vegetation

Improve and maintain bank stability, provide a buffer to
waterways, restore biodiversity habitat and connectivity

High

3.3 Increase the cover and diversity of native understorey and
groundcover vegetation

Protect biodiversity and ecosystem function, protect soils,
support agricultural productivity (e.g., pasture growth)

Moderate

3. Plants

Australian Rivers Institute
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3.4 Restore floodplain woodlands and open forests

Enhance biodiversity and ecosystem function, promote
geomorphic stability

Moderate

3.5 Reduce and control herbaceous and woody weeds

Protect biodiversity and ecosystem functions

High

4.1 Limit stock access to waterways and riparian buffers

Protect bank stability, reduce sediment loads from heavy
stock access, promote vegetation regrowth

High

4.2 Protect waterholes / aquatic refuges

Protect aquatic habitat and biodiversity

Moderate

4.3 Protect and maintain aquatic fauna (e.g., fish)

Protect catchment biodiversity

High

4.4 Improve understanding of native wildlife in the catchment

Improved understanding for better management of native
and exotic populations

Moderate

4.5 Reduce or maintain stable feral dog and fox populations in
the catchment

Improve understanding of pest prevalence and hotspots to Low
inform management.

4. Animals

Protect native animal populations, livestock and domestic
pets
4.6 Improve connectivity of remnant vegetation habitat
5. People
5.1 Get 100 % of landowners onboard with Franklin Vale Creek
Catchment Initiative

Australian Rivers Institute

Enhance catchment biodiversity, promote resilience of
biodiversity

Moderate

Build momentum and cohesion in actions to protect and
maintain the quality of the catchment and water quality

Moderate
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5.2 Maintain and enhance community engagement in
catchment restoration and governance

Build on the successes of community events and to build
and maintain relationships between landholders and
Council

High

5.3 Promote continuity of catchment history and
environmental knowledge in the community

Encourage sharing and knowledge stewardship

Moderate

Maintain sustainable population levels

Low

Acknowledge and celebrate the natural environment

Low

Ensure that land practices benefit both the landholders
and the environment

Moderate

Maintain land management practices at larger scales and
enhance cohesion across generations

Moderate

5.4 Maintain current population density
5.5 Promote and enhance recreation opportunities in the
catchment (e.g., picnic spots by the creek)
5.6 Promote sustainable agricultural productivity

5.7 Prevent division of properties in the catchment into
smaller plots

Australian Rivers Institute
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3. Overview of catchment restoration approaches
3.1 Potential on-ground actions for catchment restoration
A wide range of on-ground interventions are possible to address concerns related to bank
instability and erosion and water quality degradation (Table 2). While some of these involve
the use of physical structures (e.g., rock walls), many potential restoration actions addressing
catchment degradation aim to increase vegetation in the catchment and riparian buffers
especially. There is significant evidence demonstrating the importance of vegetation to bank
stability and water quality (Capon & Pettit, 2018). Additionally, riparian vegetation
restoration has a strong potential to provide multiple and far-reaching benefits to biodiversity
and people and its value is likely to become more important under a changing climate (Pusey
and Arthington 2003; Capon et al., 2013). Table 3 summaries key approaches to vegetation
restoration applicable to both riparian and upland habitats. A series of catchment restoration
case studies are also presented in the Appendix.

Australian Rivers Institute
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Table 2. Catalogue of potential on-ground interventions to address erosion and water quality decline
Problem
Erosion/Water
quality

Erosion

Erosion

Erosion

Erosion

Australian Rivers Institute

Solution

Short description

Possible complications
Landowners may not agree with
Cattle exclusion: Reduce the negative impact of cattle
fencing if they do not have a dam or
fencing, riparian on water quality, particularly for
other source of water for their cattle;
buffers
sediment and faecal indicator bacteria alternative water sources have to be
provided
During a construction phase, sediment
Soil reprofiling. Addition or removal of can be release into a waterway;
Recontouring/
soil to lessen the slope, reduce
therefore, freshly disturbed soil needs
bank
erosion, and disperse water to
immediate protection. Depending on
reprofiling/
creation of a new channer. Stabilizes
the scale, can be affected by climate,
terracing
channel and increases its capacity
soil properties, topography and other
factors
Erosion barriers:
Area has to be accessible; traps and
coir logs, hay
Reduce erosion; some structures may design have to be chosen according to
bales, silt
promote groundcover growth
a location, water velocity, presence of
fences, trenches
animals, otherwise they may fail
Effective when successful, addresses
No immediate result, may take up to
more than one problem at the same
Riparian
several years; requires maintenance,
time (improves water quality, has
planting
risk of failure; difficult to evaluate
positive effect on macroinvertebrate
effectiveness on a watershed scale
communities)
Some grasses are more effective than
Effective in trapping sediment, fast
Grass barriers
the others; appropriate species need to
growing
be chosen

Links and references
Butler DR, 2013; Miller
et al., 2014; Grudzinski
et al., 2020

Richardson et al., 2011;
Brown et al., 2013;
Lawrence, 2008;
Sonnenberg, 2008; Fox
et al., 2016
Kimiti et al., 2017;
Morris et al., 2008;
Fernández et al., 2016
Arnaiz et al., 2011;
Parkyn et al.,2003;
Jowett et al., 2009;
Wilcock et al., 2009;
Yuan et al., 2009
Van Dijk et al., 1996;
Pan et al., 2010;
Fisseha et al., 2011
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Problem

Solution

Short description

Possible complications

Links and references

Erosion

Bank
reinforcement:
geotextiles

Effectively reduce soil erosion and
slope degradation processes

Jute and coir matting may reduce
vegetation growth; can be costly if
large areas affected

Álvarez-Mozos et al.,
2014a,b; Wu et al.,
2020

Erosion

Rock structures:
rock chutes, ripraps, riffles

Stabilise erosion in channel bed

Possible negative consequences
include: weed infestation, rocks lost,
damaged abutment

Ladson et al., 2006;
Keller, 2004; Shilton et
al., 2015

Erosion

Zuni bowls

Addresses head-cut erosion

New method, no academic studies, but
there is a case study on Water by
Design, Baron Catchment

Barron Catchment
Care, 2021

Sedimentation /
water velocity

Small rock
weirs/leaky rock
weirs

Slow water down, disperse water,
create pools upstream, collect
sediment

Can be damaged if not well designed,
can impede fish passage if too high,
collect sediment

Water velocity
and habitat

Introduction of rock or wood in
Re-snagging, log
Need to be carefully designed and
stream to decrease water velocity and
jams, rock vanes
secured to avoid failure
create habitat

Sedimentation

Riparian
planting

Australian Rivers Institute

Reduces fine sediment and nutrient
input by cattle activity

Effectiveness depends on a buffer's
width and type; takes a few years to
become effective; maintenance
required

Southern Rivers
Catchment
Management Authority
(2011); Shields et al.,
1995.
Erskine & Webb, 2003;
Moore & Rutherfurd
2014; Linohss et al.,
2012; Sonnenberg,
2008).
Feld et al., 2018;
Leguédois et al., 2008;
Vought et al., 1994;
Collins et al., 2013;
Yuan, 2009
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Problem
Sedimentation

Solution
Tree belts for
non-riparian
areas

Sedimentation

Structural
improvement of
a stream bed

Water quality

Riparian buffers

Water quality

Australian Rivers Institute

Grass buffers

Short description

Possible complications

Links and references

Trap most of the sediments even for
extreme conditions

Takes a few years to become effective,
maintenance required

Leguédois et al., 2008;
Vought et al., 1994

Not always successful; heavy
machinery maybe destructive for
existing species

Sarriquet, 2007;
Muotka & Laasonen,
2002

Buffers must be 10-20m wide; takes a
few years to become effective;
maintenance required

Feld et al., 2018;
Vought et al., 1994;
Collins et al., 2013

Some grasses are more effective than
the others; different level of
performance at different times of the
year; no ability to remove dissolved
pollutants; additional engineering
solutions might be required

Van Dijk et al., 1996;
Pan et al., 2010;
Fisseha et al., 2011; Ou
et al., 2021

Creates new interstitial habitats,
improves the quality of bottom
sediments, creates habitat for taxa
which prefers coarse sediments
Effectively address multiple problems
including nutrient excess problem and
sedimentation. Mitigate the impacts
of land use activities on water quality
and aquatic ecosystems
Fast growing; nutrient reduction in
stream
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Table 3. Key approaches to vegetation restoration
Restoration types

Short description

Possible complications

Links and references

Passive restoration

Cost-effective; labour-efficient;
restoration success is higher in
natural regeneration than in active
restoration

Slower ecosystem recovery compared to active
restoration methods; restoration success varied
and depends on precipitation, temperature, past
disturbance; requires seeds present in the soil;
weed management often necessary competition with introduced species; longer
recovery time can be seen as failure

Brancalion et al., 2016;
Zahawi et al., 2014; Meli
et al., 2017; Prach et al.,
2019; Crouzeilles et al.,
2017; Lopez-Barrera et
al., 2006

Active restoration:
direct planting

Establish rapidly, increase the
chances of restoration success;
develop a broader range of forestlike soil functions about a decade
sooner than when passive method is
used

Can be costly and labour-intensive if big areas are
to be restored; maintenance required; past land
use, natural resilience of the area should be
evaluated prior decision making

Benayas et al., 2008;
Ruwanza et al., 2013;
Meli et al., 2017; Shoo et
al., 2016

Active restoration:
direct seeding

The cost is much lower than the cost
of direct planting; emerged species
have a higher survival rate;

Low seedling emergence and establishment for
most species

Raupp et al., 2020;
Sampaio et al., 2019; de
Souza & Engel 2018

Active restoration:
Islands/islets
planting

"Nucleates" across degraded area,
source of seeds for surrounding area.
Might be good when resources are
Strong edge effect
limited, and area is big. Can act as
shelter for livestock. Due to size
easier to maintain

Australian Rivers Institute

Benayas et al., 2008;
Bender et al., 1998;
Hulvey et al., 2017; Bodin
et al., 2006
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4. Restoration actions for the Franklin Vale catchment
4.1 Potential restoration actions
Restoration actions for the Franklin Vale catchment were co-developed for each of the five
themes through a combination of community and stakeholder consultation, the project
team’s expertise and knowledge gleaned from the catchment condition assessment and
associated knowledge reviews (Table 4). To determine priorities amongst these, restoration
actions were assessed in relation to the goals they addressed, potential to generate perverse
outcomes or to fail and their potential to generate multiple benefits.
Please note that although the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative is funded by the
Stormwater offsets program, it requires collaboration from a range of Council team and
programs to implement associated recommendations.

Australian Rivers Institute
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Table 4. Co-designed restoration actions for the Franklin Vale catchment
Action

1. Land
1.1 Detailed local evaluation of erosion hot spots
1.2 Promote sustainable riparian zone and property
management practices
1.3 Riparian fencing and/ or stock management in
riparian buffers
2. Water
2.1 Riparian fencing and/ or stock management in
riparian buffers
2.2 Conduct water quality monitoring
2.3 Protect water levels in refuge pools
2.4 (Re)introduce aquatic plants in waterways

Australian Rivers Institute

Considerations

Risk of
perverse
outcomes /
failure

Priority

Consider prioritisation of hot spots
Promote landholder involvement in Council’s
partnership programmes and encourage
attendance at NRM workshops
Consider positioning of gates to enable efficient
management of stock/human access, fencing must
be maintained, consider removal of fencing once
vegetation is well established

Low
Low

High
High

Low –
Moderate

High

Consider positioning of gates to enable efficient
management of stock/human access, fencing must
be maintained, consider removal of fencing once
vegetation is well established
Potential to include citizen science monitoring;
potential to link with ICC Waterway Health Strategy
actions
Particularly important during droughts
Needs to be supported by research to understand
feasibility and benefits to water quality, bed and
bank stability and biodiversity

Low –
moderate

High

Low

High

Low
Moderate

High
Low moderate
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Action

Considerations

2.5 Slow flows at the top of the catchment through
(re)introduction of large wood

Needs to be supported by research to understand,
catchment hydrology feasibility and potential
benefits
Needs to be supported by research to understand,
catchment hydrology feasibility and potential
benefits
Size of weirs matters

2.6 Manipulate aquifer recharge
2.7 Understand effects/risks of weirs in the channel
2.8 Improve physical structure of road crossings
2.9 Diversion of flood waters into constructed
wetlands
3. Plants
3.1 Riparian fencing and/ or stock management in
riparian buffers

3.2 Active restoration of degraded riparian buffer
strips
3.3 Protect woody regrowth (e.g., she-oaks and
bottlebrush) in channels and riparian buffers

Australian Rivers Institute

Risk of
perverse
outcomes /
failure
Moderate

Priority

Low moderate

Moderate

Low

Low

Low moderate
Moderate

Prioritise road culverts associated with current
erosion hot spots
Needs to be supported by research to understand,
catchment hydrology, feasibility and potential
benefits

Low –
moderate
Moderate

Mainly important for areas that are regenerating,
consider positioning of gates to enable efficient
management of stock/human access, fencing must
be maintained, consider removal of fencing once
vegetation is well established
Provide incentives for riparian replanting, prioritise
areas associated with erosion hot spots and that
improve connectivity
Provide incentives for protecting regrowth, related
to fencing and stock management

Low –
Moderate

High

Moderate –
High

High

Low

High

Low
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Action

Considerations

3.4 Protect and promote vegetation regrowth on
floodplains

Prioritise areas that improve connectivity, provide
incentives for protecting regrowth, related to
fencing and stock management
Need to understand risks and weed dynamics as
well as most effective management strategies,
consider role of cattle in weed management
Need to understand risks associated with fire and
fire management strategies

3.5 Develop catchment weed management strategy
3.6 Develop catchment fire management strategy
4. Animals
4.1 Riparian fencing but keep stock access to water

Mainly important for areas that are regenerating,
consider positioning of gates to enable efficient
management of stock/human access, fencing must
be maintained, consider removal of fencing once
vegetation is well established
4.2 Protect and maintain waterholes / refuges and
Need to identify key refuges in catchment, riparian
aquatic biodiversity
fencing / stock management will be important
4.3 Design and commence citizen science monitoring Establish web portal for fauna observations / rapid
of fauna
riparian assessment reporting, conduct a
catchment biodiversity ‘blitz’
Information is required to address critical
4.4 Conduct monitoring to assess presence and
knowledge gaps for freshwater biodiversity and
abundance of native and invasive freshwater species
inform restoration goals.
5. People
5.1 Document and publish oral history of Franklin
Link to ICC’s history team
Vale catchment

Australian Rivers Institute

Risk of
perverse
outcomes /
failure
Low –
Moderate

Priority

Low

High

Low

Moderate

Low –
Moderate

Moderate

Low

High

Low

Moderate

Low

High

Low

High

Moderate High
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Action

Considerations

5.2 Establish Franklin vale catchment community
committee

Consider registering as an official Franklin
Vale Catchment Authority, consider various
working groups (e.g., catchment weed
management group)
Need to ensure this is equitable, transparent, and
consultative

5.3 Conduct regular Franklin Vale catchment
community meetings and other communications
(e.g., newsletter)
5.4 Establish and maintain a Franklin Vale catchment
web portal

Australian Rivers Institute

Could be set up to incorporate citizen science
projects (e.g., biodiversity blitzes)

Risk of
perverse
outcomes /
failure
Low

Priority

Moderate

High

Low

Moderate

High
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4.3 Spatial prioritisation for on-ground interventions
The key on-ground interventions recommended to address bank stability and water quality
concerns in the Franklin Vale catchment, as well as generating multiple beneficial outcomes
for biodiversity and ecosystem function, are mainly concerned with improving the cover and
condition of vegetation within riparian buffers in the catchment (Table 4). Ecological benefits
are likely to accrue from actions that protect and restoring riparian vegetation in any parts of
the catchment that currently have low levels of canopy cover (Figure 1). Within these zones,
revegetation efforts could be prioritised from upstream to downstream. This assessment
therefore suggests that riparian revegetation should be prioritised in the Upper Alluvium zone
as well as on streams in the surrounding Foothills.

Figure 1. Riparian buffers within the Franklin Vale catchment with low (< 30 %) canopy
cover (of vegetation > 5 m in height; see accompanying Catchment Condition Report for
more details).

Australian Rivers Institute
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As not everywhere will respond to vegetation loss in a similar way, due to variation in flow
energy and resistance of channel banks, we also used current erosion levels as a primary
factor guiding the identification of priority areas for on-ground interventions. In some
instances, the erosion estimates from LiDAR were affected by dense vegetation cover or the
presence of water in channels or farm dams (see accompanying Catchment Condition
Assessment report). Therefore, erosion hotspots were visually inspected to determine results
which reflected true erosion.
Within the higher eroding segments, current vegetation extent was used to further refine
priority areas for on-ground intervention. High priority areas are presented in Figure 2. These
priority areas reflect:



Substantial erosion and low to moderate vegetation cover along stream segments in
the Upper Alluvium zone; and
Substantial erosion and moderate vegetation cover along stream segments in the
Lower Alluvium zone.

It should be noted that some successful interventions have already been implemented in the
priority area of the Lower Alluvium zone. The effectiveness of these interventions would
benefit from expanding efforts to adjacent properties.

Australian Rivers Institute
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Figure 2. Summary of identified priority areas for on-ground restoration interventions in the Franklin Vale catchment. Note: The inset on the
left illustrates high priority areas in the Lower Alluvium zone (orange creek segment highlighted in blue) and the inset on the right illustrates
high priority areas in the Upper Alluvium zone (orange creek segments highlighted in blue).
Australian Rivers Institute
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5. Recommendations
The following recommendations are made to Ipswich City Council to consider in the ongoing
development and implementation of the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative based on
the catchment condition assessment and restoration plan generated in this project as well as
the community engagement events conducted. These include on-ground interventions as
well as priorities for governance and research.

On-ground interventions





Prioritise revegetation interventions in erosion hotspots (see Figure 2) in the Upper
Alluvium zone and Lower Alluvium zone
Expand existing on-ground interventions into neighbouring properties
Implement on-ground actions to promote revegetation of riparian buffers in areas with
low canopy cover, prioritising Upper Alluvium zone and adjacent Foothills
Ensure a suite of complementary on-ground interventions are implemented in each area
to maximise benefits and reduce the risk of perverse outcomes and failure, e.g., planting
in association with fencing / stock management

Stakeholder participation



Establish a Franklin Vale Creek catchment community association to enable effective
communication and participatory management, research and decision-making
Implement a citizen science catchment monitoring programme (see accompanying
Monitoring & Evaluation plan)

Knowledge needs








A comparative analysis of all the catchments draining into the Bremer River (not only
those within the Ipswich City Council area) to identify regional erosion hotspots. Once
identified collaborative work with regional bodies, such as the Resilient Rivers Initiative or
Healthy Land and Water, could be undertaken to improve the targeting of water quality
interventions.
Monitor water quality and hydrology in the catchment, with a focus on the downstream
end, and responses to high rainfall events. This will provide baseline data, help assess the
effectiveness of interventions to improve water quality and guide decision making around
the feasibility and location of future interventions.
Improve understanding of the regenerative capacity of key vegetation communities in the
catchment including riparian forests and woodlands, extirpated floodplain woodlands, as
well as that of weeds (e.g., propagule pressure, seed banks)
Improve understanding of wildlife in the catchment, including aquatic fauna, and habitat
quality

Australian Rivers Institute
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Appendix. Catchment restoration case studies
Case study 1. Riparian Restoration of Lake Ellesmere Catchment, New Zealand
Catchment description
Lake Ellesmere is part of a 256,000 hectare
catchment. The lake traps nutrients and
sediments from the land use practices.
Riparian buffers of its four reaches - Boggy
Creek, Harts Creek downstream of The Lake
Road, Harts Creek downstream of Lochheads
Road and Birdlings Brook - have been planted,
and various restoration planting projects have
been happening in the catchment for two
decades.
Degradation level

Figure 1. Planted riparian buffer at Birdlings
Brook site, typical of restored areas in the
Locals noticed that the health of the lake and its
Lake Ellesmere catchment (from Collins,
tributaries has declined in the last years. The
2011).
main concerns were that the fish numbers are
dropping, and cattle grazing on the margins was
causing erosion.
Improvements
Riparian zones were fenced off to prevent cattle entering the stream, native vegetation
planted to filtrate the surface runoff, stabilize the banks, reduce flood flow, and to create
habitat. The planting width was less than 10 meters.
Stock was excluded at Boggy Creek and Birdlings Brook, but not at Harts Creek sites.
Lochheads Road part of Harts Creek was not grazed during the study while the Lake Road
stretch was actively grazed until the area was fenced off mid-way during the data collection.
Sites for planting were chosen largely on the basis of landholders’ willingness to participate.
Evaluation
The effect of the riparian buffers on the creeks’ water quality was evaluated. Water samples
for testing were taken from restored buffer zones that were best restoration examples in the
catchment. Some control sites were not located upstream of the buffered area, as not all
landholders were prepared to give access the creek from their properties. Control sites did
not have any planted native vegetation.
This study found that riparian restoration in the Lake Ellesmere catchment positively affected
water quality, as dissolved oxygen was found to be higher in planted areas, and turbidity
lower. However, levels of nutrients, salts and bacteria did not change significantly, most likely
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due to the fact that the vegetation width was less than 10 m. Water temperature did not
change and macrophytes did not die off, as there was no or limited amount of closed canopy.
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Case study 2. Tullstorp Stream Restoration Project (ongoing)
Catchment description
Tullstorp Stream flows through fertile agricultural
lands of Sweden. In the 20th century the stream was
channelized, and the area of wetlands surrounding
it decreased. Groundwater supply reduced and was
not meeting irrigation needs.
Degradation level
As 85% of the area is agricultural land, there was a
problem with nutrients leaching into the Baltic Sea,
as well as problems with flooding during big rain
events. The stream condition was classified as ‘bad’.
Improvements
A pilot project was run to demonstrate to
catchment landholders what can be achieved,
which was successful and sparked a lot of interest.
The stream was then divided into three parts,
between 5 and 10km long, and re-meandered. The
bottom of the stream was restored to various
depths, the banks were flattened and revegetated.
Buffer zones, flood zones and wetlands were
created along the stream.

Figure 2. Part of Tullstorp Stream
during and after restoration works
(from The Tullstorp Stream Project,
2020).

Evaluation
Since 2009, 10km of the stream have been rehabilitated, 39 wetlands were constructed, and
thousands of plants put in the ground. The stream condition has changed to ‘moderate’.
Positive results have been reported for bird-associated wetlands. The amount of phosphorus
leaking into the sea has significantly reduced.
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Case study 3. Mulloon Creek Restoration Project
Catchment description
The Mulloon Creek is located in Southern Tablelands,
in New South Wales, with an average rainfall in the
catchment of 650-750mm a year. The creek is a
tributary of the Shoalhaven River and is about 50km
long, while the project site is 2.4km.
Mulloon Creek restoration is a Natural Sequence
farming Pilot project, and its goal is to rehydrate the
creek’s catchment.
Degradation level
After the introduction of farming in 1820, the
hydrology of the lower reaches of Mulloon creek has
dramatically changed, including catchment clearing,
swamp and wetland drainage, as well as
straightening of the channel. All these created bank
erosions, channel incision, reduction in water holding Figure 3. Part of Muloon Creek before
and after restoration works (from
capacity, as well as other problems.
Southern Rivers Catchment Management
Authority (2011)
Improvements
The main goal of the project was to slow and de-energize the water flow, raise its level, and
bring the floodplains back. Several structures were installed in the creek: rock weirs, log sills,
rock/gravel sills, flow diffusing cobble bars, and rock baffles. Various designs and materials
were used, including rocks, gravel, and vegetation. Fences were installed to exclude stock and
wildlife.
Evaluation
Parts of the creek that used to be dry most of the time now often have water, which has
created a habitat for aquatic plants and animals as well as a drought refuge. While this is an
ongoing project and more monitoring is required, there has been an improvement in the
creek’s health, according to the results of biomonitoring of aquatic macro-invertebrates.
Multiple benefits of installing leaky weirs were also identified, and landholders are reporting
a better water flow as well as increase in agricultural productivity.

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 34

Page 97 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 1.

Case study 4. Riparian Protection and best management practices (BMPs) for
restoration of Waiokura Stream, New Zealand
Catchment description
The 2100 ha Waiokura catchment is located in
Taranaki, New Zealand. The Waiokura is a 3rd
level stream, well-aerated and shaded, with
high density.
There are 44 dairy farms in the area, all located
on a 0.5-20% slope. There are 107 bridge
crossings and culverts in the catchment.
Degradation level
Several Waiokura stream tributaries are
accessible to cattle, which was considered to
be a big contributor for poor water quality in
the area. Nitrogen, phosphorus, suspended
solids, and faecal bacteria levels were high
prior the treatment, yet approximately 40% of
the stream had livestock permanently
excluded before 2001.
Sediment and phosphorus particulate inputs Figure 4. Waiokura Catchment (from Wilcock
to the stream during winter and spring were et al., 2009)
mostly coming from stream banks, livestock
trampling, channel straightening, the removal of sediment and the removal of riparian
vegetation.
Improvements
Farms were selected for the study for an even representation of various practices, such as
fertilizer application, grazing intensity, and waste management.
The links between water quality and land use were examined. The best performing BMPs
were identified. The best management practices were: livestock exclusion from the streams,
riparian planting (about 5 km stretch on middle reaches) for filtering particulate
contamination, deferred irrigation dairy shed effluent to land, phosphorus levels reduction.
Less than half of the stream was protected.
Evaluation
Waiokura Stream flow and water quality have been monitored between 2001 and 2008 at
three sites. It was tested for pH, conductivity, temperature, turbidity, dissolved oxygen,
suspended solids (SS) and volatile SS, E. coli, nitrate plus nitrite N (NOX-N), ammoniacal N,
total nitrogen (TN), filterable reactive phosphorus (FRP) and total phosphorus concentrations
(TP).
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Despite that fact that the water quality in the stream was still found to be poor, it was
considered to be significantly improved. There was a reduction in shed effluent discharge,
with riparian planting and fencing being the main reason. There were also trends of
decreasing concentrations and yields for TP, SS, FRP and turbidity. Yet, median concentrations
of total phosphorus, nitrogen, FRP, NOX-N and turbidity were between 3 and 7 times higher
than the default trigger values. Median E.coli concentrations were also 5 to 11 times higher
than outlined in the guideline for livestock drinking water, which was possibly attributed to
numerous stream crossings and high stream density.
Macroinvertebrate communities have not improved. Possibly, for the improvement to
happen the established vegetation has to mature and source populations have to be able to
recolonise the area.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Context
The Franklin Vale catchment is a small catchment (~138 km2) approximately 35 km southwest of Ipswich in south-east Queensland. Franklin Vale Creek drains into the Bremer River
(via Western Creek) which, in turn, is a tributary of the Brisbane River. The catchment has a
small community of landholders and supports a range of land uses including grazing, cropping,
forestry and conservation. Significant vegetation clearing has occurred in the catchment since
it was settled by Europeans in the mid 1800s. A lack of vegetation, especially in riparian areas,
in combination with steep slopes and grazing pressure have been associated with bank
instability and erosion in the catchment’s waterways, as well as gully erosion in the broader
catchment (Alluvium, 2014a, b). While instability of sediments in the catchment was
identified as being high compared to other catchments within the Ipswich City Council
(Council) area, such instability is unlikely to be major contributor to sediment loads in the
lower Bremer River (Alluvium, 2014a, b).
To address concerns associated with the degradation of water quality and the ecological
values of the Franklin Vale catchment and its receiving waters, as well as the catchment’s
agricultural productivity, Ipswich City Council (Council) has established the Franklin Vale Creek
Catchment Initiative. This programme seeks to enhance and restore the ecological condition
of the Franklin Vale Creek and its catchment by working with landholders to mitigate threats,
and rehabilitate and renew degraded areas through the implementation of on-ground actions
(e.g., revegetation). The Initiative is funded by Council’s stormwater quality offsets scheme.
In late 2020, Council engaged a project team from the Australian Rivers Institute at Griffith
University to develop a catchment restoration plan to inform the design and development of
the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative.

1.2 Purpose
The main purpose of the Franklin Vale catchment restoration plan is to support decisionmaking regarding the selection, prioritisation and implementation of restoration actions in
the Franklin Vale catchment. More specifically, the aims of the plan are to:





synthesise existing knowledge concerning the ecology of the Franklin Vale catchment;
assess current ecological conditions of the Franklin Vale catchment, including its key
values and threats to these;
provide a strategic plan for prioritising on-ground actions; and
identify monitoring and evaluation needs to assess the effectiveness of these
interventions and guide future adaptive management.
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1.3 Approach
To develop a catchment restoration plan for the Franklin Vale catchment, three work
packages were completed as follows.
1. Catchment condition assessment:
 compilation of an information log for the catchment
 synthesis of available relevant knowledge
 an evaluation of key ecological values of the catchment
 an assessment of the major risks and vulnerabilities facing the catchment
2. Strategic Plan development:
 co-design of restoration objectives for the Franklin Vale catchment
 compilation of a catalogue of potential on-ground interventions
 identification of priority actions to address restoration goals
3. Monitoring and Evaluation guidelines:
 design and testing of rapid field condition assessment methods
 intervention monitoring methodology
 water quality monitoring protocols
 longer-term catchment-scale condition monitoring and evaluation
To support the development of this catchment restoration plan, thorough searches of
published and unpublished literature were conducted and existing sources of relevant
regional data (e.g., LiDAR, satellite imagery, regional ecosystem mapping) were identified.
This knowledge was then synthesised and analysed to describe the status of key catchment
components with respect to five themes (land, water, plants, animals and people) and to
identify appropriate restoration approaches. A comprehensive information log is provided in
Appendix 1. Detailed methods of the spatial data analysis are provided in Appendix 2.
Additionally, field surveys were conducted at 30 sites along Franklin Vale Creek and main
tributaries to provide a rapid condition assessment of these waterways including bank
condition and erosion, riparian vegetation cover and condition (including exotic species),
water quality and stream condition (sedimentation, aquatic vegetation), animal habitat
(instream and terrestrial) and infrastructure. Detailed methods are provided in Appendix 3.
Two community workshops were also held during the project, to ascertain community values
and collate local knowledge regarding the condition of the catchment and its vulnerability, as
well as ascertain the level of interest and support for various management approaches. A
summary of each event is provided in Appendix 4.
This project was initially designed during the 2020 Covid-19 lockdown period. Consequently,
neither field work nor face-to-face community events were included in the budget or
timeline, but were conducted as the opportunity arose.
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1.4 Structure of this document
This document presents the outputs of the first work package – the catchment condition
assessment. A brief overview of the catchment is presented, initially including a classification
of major geomorphic zones and waterway sizes in the catchment. This information is used to
structure the subsequent assessment. Following this overview, the condition assessment is
presented under five broad themes – land, water, plants, animals and people. In each theme,
key values are outlined as well as major threats to these. Current condition for each
component is then assessed, drawing on information collected during this project. A synthesis
of key findings is presented in conclusion.
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2. The Franklin Vale catchment
2.1 Setting
Franklin Vale catchment is a sub-catchment of the Bremer River which, in turn, flows into the
Brisbane River. These systems are major hydrologic features of southeast-Queensland.
Situated around 35 km south-west of Ipswich, the catchment has an area of approximately
138 km2 of which 125 km2 lies within the Ipswich City Council boundary and the remaining 13
km within the Lockyer Valley Council area and Scenic Rim Council (Figure 1). The Franklin Vale
Creek rises in the Mount Beau Brummel Conservation Park at the highest elevation (640 m)
of the Council area (Alluvium, 2014a, b). The creek flows in a north-easterly direction through
a steep confined valley into a partly confined valley setting and then meanders across a
floodplain before entering Western Creek.

Figure 1. Map showing the location of the Franklin
Vale catchment in relation to other river catchments
and local government areas in southeast-Queensland.
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2.2 Climate and hydrology
Franklin Vale catchment has a subtropical climate with mild dry winters and warmer, wet
summers. Average annual maximum and minimum temperatures are 27.5°C and 12.8°C. The
catchment received average annual rainfall of 770 mm (± 277 mm standard deviation) during
the past 20 years (Figure 2; http://www.bom.gov.au/, rainfall data from station number:
40374, Franklyn vale; temperature data from station number: 40004 Amberly). Most rainfall
occurs in the summer months and there is large variability between years. This results in
highly variable run-off and stream flow conditions with periods of drought interspersed by
extreme rainfall years that generate flooding. Notable climatic events in the catchment
include damaging floods in 1893, 1974, 2011 and 2013 and the Millennium Drought from
2002-2009 (Alluvium, 2014a, b). The years of 2019 and 2020 were particularly dry, with
annual totals of 269 and 248 mm, respectively.
Projected climate changes
Climate change is likely to result in altered temperature and extreme event (flood, drought,
fire) regimes for southeast-Queensland. Little information exists regarding projected climate
changes for the Franklin Vale Creek catchment. Throughout southeast-Queensland,
temperature is likely to increase 0.4 – 1.3°C by 2030 and up to 2.5 – 4.7°C by 2090 above 1985
- 2005 levels under a high emissions scenario (RCP 8.5; CSIRO and BOM; 2021). Isolated hot
days and the length and intensity of heatwaves are expected to increase. Additionally,
drought conditions are projected to increase, as well as the intensity of extreme rainfall
events leading to flooding. Conditions conducive to fire events are likely to increase with
increased temperature and evaporation (CSIRO and BOM; 2021).

Figure 2. Average annual rainfall in the Franklin Vale catchment during the past
20 years. Data from Australian Government Bureau of Meteorology
(http://www.bom.gov.au/, station number: 40374, Franklyn vale, -27.76,
152.46, 105 asl.)
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2.3 Geomorphic zones
For the purposes of this condition assessment, we defined four geomorphic zones of the
Franklin Vale catchment based on slope, geology, soils and topography (Table 1, Figure 3):
Uplands, Foothills, Upper Alluvium and Lower Alluvium. Upper and lower Alluvial zones were
separated from each other by a natural constriction in the middle of the catchment.

Table 1. Description of geomorphic process zones of the Franklin Vale catchment
Zone
Uplands

Slope
Generally > 6°

Geology
Mostly basalt

Foothills

Alternating
between greater
than and less than
6°

Marburg and
Walloon
formations

Upper
alluvium

Generally flat

Lower
alluvium

Generally flat

Australian Rivers Institute

Soils
Generally non-cracking
clay to clay loam
Generally sodic and
non-sodic texture
contrast. Sodic soils
tend to disperse and
lose their structure
when wet. If these
sodic soils occur
beneath the surface,
this often leads to gully
erosion.

Area
~32 km2

Alluvium

Generally cracking clay

~17 km2

Alluvium

Generally cracking clay

~15 km2

~73 km2
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Figure 3. Broad geomorphic process zones of the Franklin Vale catchment
informed by catchment slope, geology and soils.
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2.4 Waterway size
For the purposes of this condition assessment, waterways of different sizes were defined

based on ‘stream order’, where larger numbers refer to larger waterways (Table 4; see
Appendix 2 for further details). This allowed the total length of different sized waterways in
each geomorphic zone to be determined (Table 2).

Figure 4. Waterways of different stream order across the Franklin Vale
catchment.
Australian Rivers Institute
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Table 2. Length of different sized waterways in each geomorphic zone in the Franklin Vale
catchment
Stream order

Zone

1

2

3

4

Uplands

12%

8%

Foothills

38%

30%

Alluvium – upper

17%

34%

75%

22%

Alluvium – lower

32%

28%

25%

78%

Total length (km)

103

57

15

21*

th

* The 4 order streams represent the main stem of the Franklin Vale Creek.

2.5 Waterway buffers
The land frequently inundated by a waterway will have the largest influence on water quality
(Sheldon et al., 2012). However, the area of land inundated by a waterway will vary in relation
to waterway size. To reflect this variation, we created a series of different sized riparian
‘buffers’ based on waterway size for the Franklin Vale catchment. Buffers of 15, 20, 25, and
35 meters width were used for first, second, third and fourth order waterways respectively,
where the centre of the buffer is aligned to the centre of the waterway.
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3. Land
3.1 Values
The Franklin Vale catchment is characterised by relatively steep slopes in its headwaters,
including the highest elevations of the Council area. However, the slope reduces considerably
in the middle and lower reaches of the catchment which serves to slow runoff, resulting in a
greater floodplain extent in this catchment compared with that of Reynolds Creek, the upper
parts of Western Creek, or other sub-catchments of the Bremer (WetlandInfo, 2016).
Although the diversity of physical landforms within the catchment is limited, a range of river
forms is present including headwaters, meandering and anabranching channels (Alluvium,
2014a).
Landform stability is a major value of the catchment as hillslope, gully and riverbank erosion
can result in loss of productive agricultural land and deliver sediment and nutrients into
waterways, contributing to water quality decline and the degradation of aquatic ecosystems
both within the catchment and in receiving waters. Data collected in regional catchments
indicate that < 10 % of the sediment delivered to waterways is from hillslope erosion (Saxton
et al., 2011). Gully erosion can be substantial in some regional catchments (Olley et al., 2009),
however substantial riverbank erosion has been reported in regional catchments in response
to recent floods (McMahon et al., 2017, 2020; Croke et al., 2013; Grove et al .,2013;
Thompson et al., 2013).

3.2 Threats
Poor management of rural land has been identified as a key threat to the ecological function
of the Franklin vale catchment (Alluvium, 2014 a, b). Grazing pressure is associated with
riverbank erosion in the catchment, particularly where there is a lack of riparian vegetation
(Alluvium, 2014 a, b).
Dispersive sodic soils, such as those found in the Foothills zone, are prone to gully erosion in
some instances. Two major tributaries which drain the east of the catchment have historically
undergone incision and gully erosion (Alluvium, 2014 a).
The impact of land use changes on water quality is often realised during extreme hydrological
events, such as floods and droughts. These hydrological extremes are predicted to become
more frequent in the future (see section 2.2).
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3.3 Condition
Prior assessment
Geomorphic condition and stability of waterways in the Franklin Vale catchment have
previously been assessed as mostly of moderate condition, with some upstream reaches
being unstable and in poor condition and only minor instabilities in lower reaches (Alluvium
2014 b). Alluvium (2014 a) classified 22% of waterways in the catchment as having poor
geomorphic condition, 76 % with moderate condition and 2% as good. With regard to
geomorphic stability, 2% of waterways were assessed as stable, 76% had minor instabilities,
5% had moderate instabilities, and 17% major instabilities.
Current assessment
Spatial analysis results

The volume of riverbank erosion (m3) between 2009 and 2014 was assessed for waterway
buffers related to each stream order for the Franklin Vale catchment. Buffer width was
determined based on stream order, i.e. a larger buffer width was assessed for larger streams
(see Appendix 2 for details). These values indicate the variation in relative erosion rate across
the catchment over this period. Average values of erosion were found to be fairly consistent
across the catchment and did not vary substantially between the four geomorphic zones or
amongst the different stream orders (Table 3). However, higher erosion rates were detected
for a small number of second and third order stream segments in the Upper Alluvium zone as
well as one fourth order segment in the Lower Alluvium zone (Figure 5).
Table 3. Erosion rate (m3 m-2) based on the difference between 2009 and 2014 LiDAR data
for each stream order buffer and geomorphic zone in the Franklin Vale catchment
Stream order
Overall

Uplands

Foothills

Upper Alluvium

Lower Alluvium

Australian Rivers Institute

1

2

3

4

Average

0.02

0.05

0.06

0.04

Range

0 - 0.12

0 - 0.32

0 - 0.23

0 - 0.11

Average

0.05

0.07

-

-

-

-

Range

0.01 - 0.09 0.06 - 0.07

Average

0.03

0.03

-

-

Range

0 - 0.12

0 - 0.07

-

-

Average

0.01

0.07

0.07

0.02

Range

0 - 0.04

0 - 0.31

0.01 - 0.23

0.01 - 0.04

Average

0.01

0.04

0.05

0.05

Range

0 - 0.03

0 - 0.11

0 - 0.15

0 - 0.11
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Figure 5. Distribution of erosion rate (based on the difference between 2009 and 2014
LiDAR data) within riparian buffers across the Franklin Vale catchment (note: variation
in buffer width not represented).
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Figure 6. One of the few examples of gully erosion visible in the Franklin Vale aerial
imagery from 2016.
Only limited examples of gully erosion were observed in aerial imagery of the Franklin Vale
catchment (Figure 6) and adjacent to roadways. This suggests this process is not substantial
in the catchment.
Field survey results

The majority of sites (66%) surveyed exhibited low to moderate levels of erosion. Erosion was
highest in mid order streams (Figure 7, Table 4). High slope was generally an indicator of high
erosion, although the majority of sites had flat to moderate slope (66%).
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Figure 7. Erosion and slope recorded at field survey sites in the Franklin Vale catchment.

Table 4. Summary of average slope, erosion and riparian width within each process zone and
stream order from field survey data
Zone / Stream order

Slope

Erosion

Riparian width (m)

Foothills

1.18

2

4.2

Alluvium – Upper

1.66

1.94

4.16

Alluvium – Lower

1.95

2.2

4.8

1

1.3

1.9

4.2

2

1.59

2.09

4.86

3

1.83

3.5

3.33

4

1.5

1.55

3.75
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4. Water
4.1 Values
Waterways and wetlands
Franklin Vale catchment has 196 km of waterways based on analysis of the digital elevation
model. More than half of these channels are first order streams, i.e., headwater streams
which have no other streams flowing into them (Table 2). Approximately 30% of waterways
are second order streams and the remainder are of third and fourth order, including the main
stem of the Franklin Vale Creek.
Remotely sensed data indicate the presence of approximately 15 waterholes across the
catchment (http://www.dnrm.qld.gov.au/mapping-data). Information from Queensland
Department of Environment and Science, Wetland Info has identified areas potentially
containing artificial, spring, tree swamp, herbaceous swamp, and riverine wetlands within the
catchment (Figure 8, Table 5, https://wetlandinfo.des.qld.gov.au/wetlandmaps). However,
this may be an overestimate of the true wetland extent as Queensland Globe data predicts
only
one
wetland
at
the
downstream
end
of
the
catchment
(https://qldglobe.information.qld.gov.au/). Waterholes and wetlands are valuable to the
catchment as they provide refuge for animals during periods of drought.

Table 5. The number and extent of wetlands of different types present in the Franklin Vale
Catchment (Source: Wetland Info)
Wetland system

Number of polygons

Total area (km2)

Lacustrine

13

0.186

Palustrine

11

0.175

Palustrine

7

0.132

Palustrine

1

0.009

Palustrine

11

0.597

Riverine

97

2.885
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Figure 8. Wetland areas within Franklin Vale Creek catchment delineated by QLD wetland
mapping methodology showing artificial, spring, tree swamp, herbaceous swamp, and
riverine wetlands. Data source: QLD wetland mapping, Department of Environment and
Science 2020.
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Water regimes
There are two gauging sites on the Bremmer River which provide information on the likely
magnitude of recent and historic flows in the Franklin Vale catchment, one upstream and
another downstream of the confluence of Western Creek/Franklin Vale Creek (Figure 9). This
data indicates that flow in Franklin Vale Creek is likely to be highly seasonal, with substantial
flows only occurring in wet summer months, typically January to March. During the base flow
period the creek is likely to consist of interspersed dry riverbed and pools or seeping water.
Recently, major flooding events occurred in 2010/2011, 2013 and 2017, as in the Bremmer
River.
Yu et al. (2018) used spatial data to predict the duration of zero flow days for waterways in
southeast-Queensland (Figure 10). Based on their predictions, the main stem of Franklin Vale
Creek had zero flow for 2-5 months of the year on average between 1900 to 2016, while in
the driest year flow occurred for less than 2 months. Yu et al. (2018) classified Franklin Vale
Creek catchment as “strongly to weakly intermittent” on an average rainfall year. The term
“intermittent” has been used to refer to all temporary, ephemeral, seasonal, and episodic
streams and rivers with defined channels (Datry et al., 2014). Flowing water during a portion
of each year is of major value to the catchment and the landowners. Flowing water is
important to maintain the extent and quality of waterholes for animals that live in or use
them and to provide drinking water for landowners’ stock and pumped offtakes.

Water quality
High quality water in waterholes and flowing portions of Franklin Vale Creek is of major value
to support healthy freshwater communities and protect the health of animals and people who
access this water. The Ecosystem Health Monitoring Program (EHMP) run by Healthy Land
and Water provides an assessment of the health of waterways in major catchments and subcatchments in southeast-Queensland. There are no EHMP monitoring sites in Franklin Vale
catchment and the nearest site is on Western Creek, approximately 10 km upstream of the
Franklin Vale confluence. There are also sites on the Bremer River up and downstream of the
Western Creek confluence (Figure 9). In terms of ecosystem heath, across all sites, the Bremer
River catchment has scored a D- to D+ over the past 5 years
(https://reportcard.hlw.org.au/results). Physical and chemical (indicative of water quality)
and ecosystem process index scores for the Bremer catchment have improved over the last
5-10 years as the system recovered from the millennium drought and 2010/2011 floods.
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Figure 9. Location of Queensland Government Water Monitoring Information Portal
gauging sites on the Bremer River upstream (143110A, Adam’s Bridge) and downstream
(143107A, Walloon) of the confluence with Western Creek. Location of Healthy Land
and Water EHMP monitoring sites in proximity to Franklin Vale Creek.

Figure 10. Figure 6 from Yu et al., (2018) which has been modified to highlight the extent of
the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment. This shows the mean duration of predicted zero flow
days and its coefficient of variation.
Australian Rivers Institute
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Figure 11. Records for previous 20 years for water level, discharge, electrical conductivity
and temperature recorded at a gauging station on the Bremer River at Adams Bridge
(27°49'39.8"S, 152°30'42.0"E, upstream of Western Creek confluence) and Walloon
(27°36'06.9"S, 152°41'38.3"E, downstream of confluence). Conductivity and temperature
data not available at Adams Bridge. Data sourced from Queensland Government Water
Monitoring Information Portal, https://water-monitoring.information.qld.gov.au/host.htm
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4.2 Threats
Key threatening processes to water quantity and quality in the Franklin Vale catchment and
broader Council area, identified by Alluvium (2014a, b) include water extraction, loss of
vegetation cover, sediment runoff and agri-chemical loads. Groundwater and surface water
extractions for irrigation agriculture are concentrated along the main waterways of Franklin
Vale catchment (Alluvium 2014a, b).
Riverbank erosion is the main process delivering sediment to waterways in southeastQueensland (Olley et al., 2013; Wallbrink, 2004) and is a threat to water quality (sediment
and total nutrient loads) in the Franklin Vale creek during high rainfall events. Stock access to
the creek via unfenced riverbanks and crossing increases the risk of pathogenic microbes
entering waterways (Smolders et al. 2015) and poses a threat to Franklin Vale Creek. Climate
change is also likely to pose a significant threat to flows and water quality in the Franklin Vale
catchment.

4.3 Condition
Prior assessment
Prior condition assessments have deemed there to be insufficient information to evaluate
water quality in the Franklin Vale catchment as there are no Healthy Waterways EHMP or any
other water quality monitoring sites present (Alluvium, 2014b). There is also no data for
recent or historic water flow in Franklin Vale Creek.
Current assessment
Field survey results

Field data was collected during March-April 2021, 5-29 days after a significant rainfall event,
which was likely to impact the amount and condition of water in the channels of the Franklin
Vale at the time of sampling (Figure 12). In March 2021 a substantial amount of water flowed
through the catchment for the first time since 2017 (Figure 11). After receiving roughly 300
mm of rainfall over the preceding 10 days, discharge peaked at 225 m3 s-1 in the upper
Bremmer (Adams Bridge, 143110A) on 23/3/2021 and 529 m3 s-1 in the lower Bremer
(Walloon, 143107A) downstream of the confluence of Franklin Vale Creek on the 24/3/2021
(Figure 12).
Of the 30 sites sampled on Franklin Vale Creek and tributaries, seven were completely dry mostly smaller first or second order stream channels (Table 6). At sites with continuous
wetted riverbed at the time of sampling, around 60 % were dominated by pool-type habitat
and the remainder by runs. Riffle habitat was present at only a few sites. Aquatic macrophytes
were present at 23% of survey sites (1-30% cover), dominated by emergent species. The
average width and depth at these sites were 5.9 and 0.5 m, respectively (see Table 6 for
details by stream order). Two fourth order sites contained large pools, approximately 10-20
m wide and up to 4 m deep.
Australian Rivers Institute
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Shading of the riverbed by riparian trees was highly variable (0-100% shade recorded), but
sites on third and fourth order streams tended to have more shade than smaller headwater
streams (first and second order) (Table 6). Dissolved oxygen concentrations were moderate
at all sites (mean of 75% of saturation across all sites), equivalent to approximately 6 mg L-1.
The mean conductivity across all sites with water present was 304 ± 59 mS cm-1 and mean
turbidity was 38 ± 5 NTU. Turbidity was slightly higher at downstream (fourth order sites)
compared to those upstream, potentially reflecting the transit time of sediment in flood
waters moving through the catchment. There was either not enough water present or access
conditions restricted collection for measurement of the water quality parameters at most first
and third order sites.

Figure 12. Water level, discharge, electrical conductivity and temperature recorded at a
gauging station on the Bremmer River at Walloon (27°36'06.9"S, 152°41'38.3"E,
downstream of the confluence of Western Creek) during 2021 prior to and during the rapid
condition field assessment period. Data sourced from Queensland Government Water
Monitoring Information Portal, https://water-monitoring.information.qld.gov.au/host.htm
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Table 6. Summary (mean ± standard error) of water quality and riverbed condition data
collected during the field survey over March-April 2021
Stream order

Number of sites
Precent of sites
dry (%)
Average wetted
width (m)
Average wetted
depth (m)
Percent riparian
shade (%)
Turbidity (NTU)
Conductivity (mS
cm-1)
Dissolved oxygen
(%)

2

3

4

6

11

3

10

30

67

18

0

10

23

6.9 ± 1.5

4.6 ± 1

5 ± 1.2

7.6 ± 1.6

5.9 ± 1.4

0±0

0.4 ± 0.2

0.2 ± 0.2

1.4 ± 0.6

0.5 ± 0.2

34 ± 10.7

41.1 ± 9.8

60 ± 30.6

56 ± 8.3

47.8 ± 14.8

NA

29.3 ± 11.7

37.6 ± 0

45.8 ± 10.3

37.5 ± 11

NA

402 ± 89.7

286.9 ± 0

223.1 ± 27.6

304 ± 58.7

NA

73.1 ± 2.5

82.4 ± 0

74 ± 7.7

76.5 ± 5.1

40 ± 16.7

33 ± 17.9

NA

15 ± 0

Precent cover of
riverbed with
sediment (%)
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Whole

1

catchment

29.3

±
17.3
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5. Plants
5.1 Values
Vegetation diversity
Remnant vegetation has been retained in approximately half of the Franklin Vale catchment,
mainly in the Uplands zone, which is dominated by open forest and woodland of river red
gum or blue gum and/or coolabah (Table 7). In the Foothills zone, the dominant remnant
vegetation mostly comprises woodland of red ironbark, grey ironbark, dusky-leaved ironbark
and Shirley's silver-leaved ironbark. Although historically dominant in this zone, very little
remnant spotted gum forest and woodland has been retained (Table 7). The small amount of
remnant vegetation remaining in the Alluvial zones includes open forest and woodlands
dominated by river red gum or blue gum and/or coolabah and woodland of red ironbark, grey
ironbark, dusky-leaved ironbark and Shirley's silver-leaved ironbark (Table 7).
Over 140 plant species have been recorded from the Franklin Vale catchment according to
the Atlas of Living Australia (Appendix 4). Eleven plant species of conservation status are
known to occur in the Council LGA (Table 8). Three of these have been observed within the
Franklin Vale catchment.

Table 7. Pre-clearing and current vegetation in each geomorphic process zone based on
broad vegetation group data from the Queensland Herbarium. Full table of regional
ecosystem descriptions and area provided in appendix
Zone

RE
code

Current

Regional ecosystem type

Original area

Cleared

-

53%

89%

41%

11%

6%

area

Open forest and woodlands
Uplands

16a

dominated by river red gum or blue
gum and/or coolabah
Other remnant categories
Total area (km2)
Cleared

10b
Foothills

Moist open forests to woodlands
dominated by spotted gum

32 km2
-

70%

44%

4%

39%

23%

Woodlands of red ironbark, grey
13c

ironbark, dusky-leaved ironbark and
shirley's silver-leaved ironbark
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Other remnant categories

17%
73 km2

Total area
Cleared

3%

-

99%

7%

0%

7%

0.5%

85%

-

1%

0.5%

Woodlands of red ironbark, grey
13c

ironbark, dusky-leaved ironbark and
shirley's silver-leaved ironbark

Alluvium –
upper

Open forest and woodlands
16a

dominated by river red gum or blue
gum and/or coolabah

catchment

Woodlands and open woodlands
16c

dominated by coolabah, black box or
blue gum
Other remnant categories

17 km2

Total area
Cleared

-

93%

13%

3%

3%

2%

75%

0%

9%

2%

Woodlands of red ironbark, grey
13c

ironbark, dusky-leaved ironbark and
shirley's silver-leaved ironbark

Alluvium –
lower

Open forest and woodlands
16a

dominated by river red gum or blue
gum and/or coolabah

catchment

Woodlands and open woodlands
16c

dominated by coolabah, black box or
blue gum
Other remnant categories
Total area
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Table 8. Environmentally significant native plant species known to occur in the Ipswich City
Council LGA (https://www.ipswich.qld.gov.au/live/animals/wildlife/significant-flora-andfauna) and their conservation status in the QLD Nature Conservation Act (1992)
Species

Conservation Status

Sophora fraseri (Bush Sophora)

Vulnerable

Notelaea ipsviciensis (Cooneana olive) * (ALA data not

Critically Endangered

confident with species)
Planchonella eerwah (Flinders Plum)

Endangered

Plectranthus harbrophyllus

Endangered

Notelaea lloydii (Lloyds native olive) * (ALA data not

Vulnerable

confident with species)
Cupaniopsis tomentella (Boonah tuckeroo)

Vulnerable

Gossia gonoclada (Angle stemmed myrtle)

Endangered

Callitris baileyi (Bailey’s cypress) *

Near Threatened

Eucalyptus curtisii (Plunkett mallee)

Near Threatened

Marsdenia coronata (Slender milkvine)

Vulnerable

Melaleuca irbyana (Swamp tea tree) *

Endangered

* species recorded in FV catchment from Atlas of Living Australia data (see Appendix 4).

Vegetation function
There are well established relationships between the amount of remnant vegetation and
water quality and aquatic ecosystem health in the region, with greater proportions of
remnant vegetation strongly associated with higher water quality (Olley et al., 2015) and
improved aquatic ecological health (Sheldon et al., 2012). While vegetation across the entire
catchment, including that on hillslopes, can influence water quality, these studies
demonstrate that riparian vegetation (i.e., vegetation that occurs immediately bordering
waterways) is particularly important, with improvements to the condition of this vegetation
having a more immediate effect on water quality and aquatic ecological health.
Studies relating vegetation to water quality and aquatic ecosystem health in the region (e.g.,
Olley et al., 2015) often focus on ‘remnant’ vegetation which is defined by the Queensland
Herbarium as follows: “vegetation where the dominant canopy has > 70% of the height and
> 50% of the cover relative to the undisturbed height and cover of that stratum and is
dominated by species characteristic of the vegetation’s undisturbed canopy” (Neldner et al.,
2005). Vegetation with characteristics that differ substantially from this definition of remnant
vegetation, however, may still play a significant role in reducing the magnitude of riverbank
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erosion, even in large magnitude floods such as occurred in 2011 (McMahon et al., 2020). The
response of different catchments to vegetation change, however, varies substantially. In
south-eastern Australia, for example, substantial erosion occurred after vegetation clearing
and flooding (Brooks et al., 2003), while the Brisbane River has remained remarkably resilient
to a similar combination of vegetation clearing and flooding in most locations (McMahon et
al., 2020). It is likely that such non-remnant vegetation continues to have a beneficial effect
on nutrient transport rates also.

5.2 Threats
The greatest threat to vegetation diversity and function in the Franklin Vale catchment has
been the significant, large-scale clearing of vegetation, especially in riparian and floodplain
habitats of the alluvial zones (Table 7). Channel banks throughout the catchment have been
subject to selective clearing while the floodplains have been mostly cleared of native
vegetation for grazing, with some areas also supporting irrigated crops and forestry
plantations.
Exotic plant species are prevalent in the Franklin Vale catchment and potentially pose a threat
to native plant species and vegetation function, including habitat provision to terrestrial and
aquatic fauna, as well as agricultural productivity (Table 9).
Current land use in the catchment may further threaten native vegetation diversity and
function. Grazing, for example, is likely to exert a direct influence on the composition and
structure of floodplain vegetation and significantly constrain the regeneration of woody
plants through selective grazing, especially during periods of drought. Grazing may also affect
vegetation diversity and function indirectly by increasing geomorphic instability and
compacting soils (Trimble and Mendel 1995). Plantation forests and their management are
also likely to influence vegetation diversity and function especially, e.g., effects on water
quality of run-off.
Climate change can be expected to have a considerable influence on vegetation in the
catchment as a result of increased CO2, warming and altered hydrological regimes. Riparian
and floodplain vegetation is likely to be particularly sensitive to the increases in the frequency
and severity of droughts, increased flashiness of intense rainfall and flood events and
increased fire weather that are anticipated in south-east Queensland (see Section 2.2; Capon
et al., 2013).
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Table 9. List of exotic plant species likely to occur within the Franklin Vale Creek catchment
area. (Based on weed spatial data polygons that overlap the FV catchment https://qldspatial.information.qld.gov.au/catalogue/custom/detail.page?fid={20F76BD3970B-4EBD-A690-BA51BC081F57})
Species

Common Name

State weed
declaration

Baccharis halimifolia

Goundsel bush

Cat 3

Gleditsia triacanthos

Honey locust

Cat 3

Schinus terebinthifolius

Chinese pepper

Cat 3

Cinnamomum camphora

Camphor laurel

Cat 3

Macfadyena unguis-cati syn. Dolichandra

Cats claw creeper

Cat 3

Celtis sinensis

Chinese elm

Cat 3

Senecio madagascariensis

Fireweed

Cat 3

Lycium ferocissimum

African boxthorn

Cat 3

Ambrosia artemisiifolia

Annual ragweed

Cat 3

Asparagus aethiopicus, other asparagus
species

Asparagus weeds

Cat 3

Lantana camara

Lantana

Cat 3

Anredera cordifolia

Maderia vine

Cat 3

Bryophyllum delagoense

Mother of millions

Cat 3

Opuntia

Prickly pears (tiger,
westwood, drooping)

Cat 3

Sporobolus spp.

Rats rail grasses

Eragrostis curvula

Africa lovegrass

Eichhornia crassipes

Water hyacinth

Cat 3

Neptunia oleracea

Water mimosa

Cat 2,3,4,5

Harrisia matinii, tortuosa, pomanensis

Harrisia cactus

Cat 3

Senna pendula*

Easter Cassia

Solanum elaeagnifolium*

silver leaf nightshade
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Solanum mauritianum*

Wild tobacco

Parthenium hysterophorus

Parthenium weed

Cat 3

Pistia stratiotes

Water lettuce

Cat 3

* exotic species recorded in FV catchment in Atlas of Living Australia (see Appendix 4)

5.3 Condition
Prior assessment
In 2008, riparian condition was deemed poor at five sites and moderate at two sites with
seven riparian weed species recorded (Alluvium 2014b). The condition of riparian vegetation
in the Franklin Vale catchment was deemed to be moderate overall in 2014 based on
subsequent field assessments of two sites in 2013/14 along with spatial analyses of 2012
imagery (Alluvium 2104 b). More specifically, riparian condition was classed as poor along 52
% of waterways in the catchment, moderate only 43 % of waterways and good along only 5
% of waterways (Alluvium 2014a).

Current assessment
Spatial analysis results

Significant changes in vegetation extent have occurred in the Franklin Vale catchment since
European settlement (Figure 13). The Uplands zone retains the most remnant vegetation
followed by the Foothills zone (Figure 13, Table 10). Very little remnant vegetation is present
in either Alluvial zone (Figure 13, Table 10). Additionally, available spatial data suggests that
vegetation on the western flank of the catchment has shifted from “open forests to
woodlands dominated by spotted gum” to “woodlands dominated by ironbark" (Figure 13).
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Figure 13. Pre-clearing (left) and current (right) remnant vegetation categories defined by the Queensland
Herbarium in the Franklin Vale catchment.
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Table 10. Percent of remnant and cleared vegetation in each geomorphic process zone as
defined by the Queensland Herbarium. Full table of regional ecosystem descriptions and area
provided in appendix
Zone

Remnant

Cleared

Uplands

47%

53%

Foothills

30%

70%

Alluvium - Upper Catchment

1%

99%

Alluvium - Lower Catchment

7%

93%

A substantial amount of vegetation is present in the catchment which does not meet the
Queensland Herbarium definition of remnant vegetation (Figure 14). It is highly probable,
however, that this other vegetation would still provide significant benefits for water quality
and other ecological functions. When considering all vegetation within riparian buffers
adjacent to waterways in the catchment (Figure 4, Table 11), it is apparent that the canopy
cover of vegetation between 1 and 5 m height is generally low (i.e., < 10%; Figure 15).
However without ground truthing the LiDAR data, this cannot be confirmed and may be an
artefact of the limitations of the LiDAR data capture. In contrast, the percent canopy cover of
vegetation of vegetation greater than 5 m in height is relatively high. For vegetation within
this height category, average canopy cover is around 30 % for first and second order streams
with some very high values (> 95%) also apparent. For the fourth order main stem of Franklin
Vale Creek, average canopy cover of vegetation > 5 m is approximately 45% (Table 11; Figure
16).
Looking at the extent of riparian vegetation in relation to different sized waterways in each
zone in the catchment (Table 12), a similar pattern emerges with respect to canopy cover of
vegetation in the 1-5 m and > 5 m height categories. Firstly, vegetation cover for the 1-5m
height category is generally low throughout the catchment. The > 5 m height category,
however, has some high values occurring in the Uplands zone, particularly for second order
streams. In the upper and lower Alluvial zones, canopy cover is consistently between 10-30 %
for first, second and third order streams while fourth order streams in this zone (i.e. the main
stem of the Franklin Vale Creek) have reasonable canopy cover, with average values of 45-47
%.
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Figure 14. All vegetation cover (green shading) in the Franklin Vale catchment as derived from
the 2014 LiDAR data. Orange borders represent geomorphic process zones.
Table 11. Vegetation canopy cover (derived from 2014 LiDAR data) within riparian buffers
for each stream order in the Franklin Vale catchment
Stream order

1

2

3

4

Vegetation cover

Average

3

4

4

8

1-5m high (%)

Range

0 - 16

0 - 16

0 - 14

4 - 13

Vegetation cover

Average

30

31

19

46

higher than 5m (%)

Range

0 - 96

0 - 95

0 - 52

21 - 61
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Table 12. Vegetation canopy cover (derived from 2014 LiDAR data) within riparian buffers
for each stream order and geomorphic zone in the Franklin Vale catchment
Zone

Stream order

1

2

3

4

Vegetation cover Average

10

9

-

-

5 - 14

3 - 14

-

-

61

81

-

-

47 - 76

68 - 95

-

-

5

6

-

-

0 - 16

1 - 16

-

-

44

45

-

-

0 - 96

21 - 73

-

-

1

3

6

5

0-6

0 - 13

0 - 14

5-7

10

20

24

47

0 - 45

0 - 80

0 - 52

41 - 51

2

3

1

9

0-9

0 - 12

0-2

4 - 13

22

26

13

45

0 - 55

0 - 76

0 - 29

21 - 61

1-5m high (%)
Uplands

Range

Vegetation cover Average
higher than 5m
(%)

Range

Vegetation cover Average
1-5m high (%)
Foothills

Range

Vegetation cover Average
higher than 5m
(%)

Range

Vegetation cover Average
Alluvium
- upper

1-5m high (%)

Range

Vegetation cover Average
higher than 5m
(%)

Range

Vegetation cover Average
Alluvium
- lower

1-5m high (%)

Range

Vegetation cover Average
higher than 5m
(%)

Australian Rivers Institute

Range

Page | 37

[Status]

Page 137 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 2.

Figure 15. Distribution of percent canopy cover (based on 2014 LiDAR data) of
vegetation between 1 and 5 metres in height within riparian buffers across the
Franklin Vale catchment (note: variation in buffer width not represented).
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Figure 16. Distribution of percent canopy cover (based on 2014 LiDAR data) of vegetation
greater than 5 metres in height within riparian buffers across the Franklin Vale catchment (note:
variation in buffer width not represented).
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Field survey results

The average continuity of riparian vegetation at field sites was 55 % with vegetation continuity
typically lower than this in the Upper Alluvial zone. Canopy cover of riparian vegetation was
generally moderate to high (> ~30%) although seven sites, mostly in the Upper Alluvial zone,
had no canopy. Where a canopy was present, native species tended to be dominant and
accounted for approximately 70% of canopy species observed.
Understorey vegetation (i.e., shrubs) was variable across the field sites surveyed with no
understorey present at 30 % of sites. Where a shrub layer was present, it tended to be
dominated by exotic species (e.g., Lantana camara) with approximately 30% of shrubs
observed being native. Groundcover vegetation tended to be high throughout the catchment
with > 60% groundcover observed at 80% of sites. Groundcover vegetation also comprised a
high proportion of weed species (~ 7 %).
In general, vegetation cover (understorey, groundcover, canopy cover) was moderate along
the main stem of the Franklin Vale Creek (4th order stream) in the Lower Alluvial zone. Canopy
cover was highest in the low order streams (1st) which also supported the highest proportion
of native species. Understorey cover (i.e., shrubs) was lowest along the main channel but
these sites had the highest proportion of native shrub species. Groundcover was generally
lower along mid-order streams, but these sites also had the highest percentage of native
groundcover species. Two sites (i.e., Grey Plains Rd – site #5 and Grandchester-Mt Mort Rd –
site #9) had consistently low cover in all three strata. Vegetation continuity was highest in the
Lower Alluvial zone and along the larger, fourth order streams while sparser riparian
vegetation was observed in the Foothills zone (Table 13).
Over 20 weed species were observed in the riparian vegetation during field surveys, although
grasses were not all identified. These exotic plants included nine species restricted under the
Queensland Biosecurity Act 2014 as well as other introduced plants that are not listed as
restricted (Table 14).
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Figure 17. Percentage vegetation cover (canopy, understorey and groundcover) recorded at field survey sites in the Franklin Vale catchment.
Point colour represents category of vegetation cover.
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Table 13. Summary of vegetation condition metrics within each process zone and stream
order based on field condition assessment showing average score for each metric
Process zone
Attribute
Canopy Cover
(Average %)
Canopy (Native %)
Understorey Cover
(Average %)
Understorey
(Native %)
Groundcover
(Average %)
Groundcover
(Native %)

Stream order

Alluvium

Alluvium

– Upper

– Lower

31.36

28.44

72.27

Foothills

1

2

3

4

55.5

44

34.63

36.66

38.5

62.22

87

98

65.45

40

79.5

22.45

14.55

10.45

17

22.36

35

3.65

25.09

26.66

40.75

40.2

18.18

18.33 46.75

83.64

71.11

95

83

76.82

76.66

92

42.72

26.11

29

27

36.36

36.66

34

41.8

54.4

70.4

55

52.9

50

56.5

12.5

1.43

4.5

1.66

15

0

2.5

45

30.63

65.5

45

41.66

40

57

Vegetation
continuity
(Average %)
Aquatic leaf litter
(% cover)
Terrestrial leaf
litter (% cover)
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Table 14. Weed species observed in the riparian vegetation during field surveys. Note: R
indicated Restricted invasive plant status under the Biosecurity Act 2014, indicates an
introduced but not a prohibited or restricted invasive plant
Species

Status

# Sites observed

Alternanthera philoxeroides (alligator weed)

R

1

Asparagus africanus (climbing asparagus fern)

R

1

Baccharis halimifolia (groundsel bush)

R

1

Celtis sinensis (chinese celtis)

R

7

Lantana camara (lantana)

R

8

Lantana montevidensis (creeping lantana)

R

1

Macfadyena unguis-cati (cat's claw creeper)

R

3

Sphagneticola trilobata (Singapore daisy)

R

1

Schinus terebinthifolius (pepper tree)

R

6

Koelreuteria elegans (golden rain tree)

I

2

Leucaena leucocephala

I

2

Macroptilium atropurpureum (siratro)

I

2

Neonotonia wightii (glycine)

I

11

Solanum mauritianum (wild tobacco)

I

1
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6. Animals
6.1 Values
The Franklin Vale Creek catchment provides a range of habitats that are important in the
larger context of the Ipswich City Council LGA and within southeast-Queensland. These
habitats support a diverse community of terrestrial and aquatic fauna including three species
listed as vulnerable in the QLD Nature Conservation Act (1992): Glossy black cockatoo
(Calyptorhynchus lathami), Brush-tailed rock wallaby (Petrogale penicillata), and Koala
(Phascolarctos cinereus) (Table 15). In addition, at least 220 fauna species have been recorded
in the Atlas of Living Australia database: including 128 bird species, 58 insect species, 10
reptiles, 9 spiders, 9 mammals, and 5 frogs (Appendix 4, Table 22Table 22. Fauna species list
extracted from Atlas of Living Australia within Franklin Vale Creek Catchment boundary).
Other animals such as various turtles, platypus, and large bodied fish species have also been
observed in the main creek channel anecdotally, although there is little quantitative evidence
of such species and other aquatic animals.
Aroona station, in the southern end of the catchment, managed by Queensland trust for
nature, and Old Hiddenvale Nature Reserve, on the western uplands, provide important
protected habitat for several significant species, i.e., grey-headed flying fox (Pteropus
poliocephalus), powerful owl (Ninox strenua), and glossy black cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus
lathami).

Table 15. List of environmentally significant species (threatened, endangered, invasive)
recorded within the Franklin Vale Creek catchment area. Data extracted from Atlas of Living
Australia. Full table of species occurrences included as appendix
Species

Common Name

Family

State
conservation
status

Class

Rhinella marina*

Cane toad

Bufonidae

Introduced

Amphibia

Acridotheres
tristis*
Hemidactylus
frenatus*
Calyptorhynchus
lathami
Petrogale
penicillata
Phascolarctos
cinereus

Indian Myna /
Common Myna
Asian house
gecko
Glossy black
cockatoo
Brush tailed
rock wallaby

Sturnidae

Introduced

Aves

Gekkonidae

Introduced

Reptilia

Cacatuidea

Vulnerable

Aves

Macropodidae

Vulnerable

Mammalia

Phascolarctidae

Vulnerable

Mammalia
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6.2 Threats
Franklin Vale catchment is home to several significant introduced and invasive species;
including the cane toad (Rhinella marina), Asian house gecko (Hemidactylus frenatus) and the
Common/Indian myna (Acridotheres tristis) all recorded in the ALA species database. Other
pest animals include wild dogs and foxes which have been reported anecdotally.
The loss of habitat, through direct vegetation clearing, thinning of understorey, and increasing
fragmentation between quality habitat patches, is a significant threat to the faunal
community of Franklin Vale. Shrubby understorey, although commonly composed of exotic
species such as lantana, is important habitat for small bird species (Parsons et al., 2008). the
decline of koala populations nationally has been attributed to Large-scale vegetation clearing
(Melzer et al., 2000). Fragmentation and loss of connectivity between remnant habitat
patches is also likely to pose a threat to fauna.
Quality and quantity of water is important for aquatic fauna habitat. The intermittence of flow
regimes within the Franklin Vale Creek catchment (Section 4) suggests that aquatic species
may travel through waterways seeking adequate habitat throughout the year, dispersing
during wetter periods and contracting to waterholes during dry periods (Marshall et al.,
2016). Loss of these refugial habitats due to sediment infilling, human modification, and
extreme drought could have dramatic effects on the aquatic fauna community, and the
terrestrial species which also rely on these waterholes. Log jams and overhanging roots are
important habitat for many aquatic fauna species, removal of these through river desnagging
or physical bank stabilisation works can reduce the productivity of stream environments
(Treadwell et al., 2007).
Runoff of sediment and chemicals from agricultural land is another significant threat for the
Franklin Vale Creek affecting water quality, which alters the habitat suitability for aquatic
species. The high proportion of agricultural land uses within the catchment (Section 3)
suggests that a significant load of sediments and nutrients would be transported to the
waterways during high flow periods, although there is little information of runoff water
quality for this catchment.
Extreme climatic events such as fire and drought pose another threat to the fauna of Franklin
Vale, both of which are likely to increase in frequency and severity with projected climate
change.
Finally, a lack of information regarding wildlife, especially for aquatic species, poses a key
threat to the conservation of wildlife in the Franklin Vale catchment. No local surveys have
been conducted.
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6.3 Condition
Prior assessment
The condition of aquatic habitat in the Franklin Vale catchment has previously been assessed
as being in moderate condition overall, based on the observations of woody debris, hydraulic
diversity and bank habitat (overhang, roots and vegetation) (Alluvium 2014 b). Insufficient
information exists to assess the aquatic macroinvertebrate or fish communities (Alluvium
2014b). No assessment of terrestrial fauna community or habitat condition has been
conducted.
Current assessment
Field survey results

Field assessment of catchment condition assessed the presence of instream and stream bank
habitat features (e.g., log jams, overhanging roots, leaf litter, aquatic vegetation) rather than
a rigorous survey of faunal communities.
The field assessment identified at least one aquatic habitat feature recorded in 63% of sites
(examples in figure 18). Where aquatic habitat features were not observed, significant bank
and stream bed modification had occurred to maintain road crossing stability. Visible log jams
were more common in lower order streams of the headwaters. Aquatic vegetation was low
throughout the catchment (only recorded at 7 sites) which was generally submerged grasses
that likely grew during dry periods.
Aquatic habitat (water) was observed at 76% of sites during the field assessment. At these
sites, pool habitats were dominant at 60% while run habitats were dominant at the
remainder. Terrestrial habitat features included leaf litter, hollow bearing trees, and fallen
logs. Hollow bearing trees and fallen logs were observed at 40% and 46% of sites respectively.
Terrestrial leaf litter on stream banks was generally high (average 48% cover), apart from
areas which had experienced significant erosion in the large rainfall events preceding the field
assessment.

Figure 18. Examples of instream aquatic habitat observed during field assessment of
Franklin Vale Creek catchment condition. Left: log jam. Right: instream emergent
vegetation. Images: R. Grieger
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7. People
7.1 Values
Community
The people of Franklin Vale catchment represent a great asset and resource upon which
restoration success and sustainable management practices can and should rely.
Understanding the values and history of the people, coupled with analyses of the region’s
population and demographics, represents an important first step in engaging in restoration
works.
The Franklin Vale catchment has an indigenous history that is neither well documented nor
well understood (see Appendix 7). However, understanding the connections between First
Nations peoples and their country, both in terms of natural resource management and
stories, represents an important starting point for understanding the human and
environmental values of the Franklin Vale Catchment.
The modern history of the Franklin Vale catchment started with early colonisation of the
region for sheep and cattle grazing. The first known settlers were the Mort Family, who moved
into the region around 1840.
The current residents of the Franklin Vale catchment represent a diverse group of
landholders, some with deep historical ties to the country and others that are relatively recent
residents in the region. The current population density is less than 1 person per ha, although
the scale of land use and land modifications in the region belies this relatively small
population footprint.

Land use
Franklin Vale Creek runs from south to north through agricultural properties, with the
dominant land use being grazing, but with some dryland agriculture in the alluvial areas. The
Franklin Vale catchment was first colonised by the European settlers in the 1840s by the Mort
Family for purpose of grazing sheep and cattle. Since then, more of the low lying and flatter
parcels of land have been cleared for agricultural purposes leaving little remnant canopy or
sub-canopy in place in some areas (see earlier sections of this report). This has led to
degradation of the creek in some areas resulting in erosion and sediment flow out of the
catchment (Evolve, 2018, plus earlier sections of this report).
The Franklin Vale catchment supports a range of agricultural land uses, predominantly grazing
and dryland cropping, but also with some areas of irrigated crops (Figure 19, Table 16).
Forestry and conservation also comprise significant land uses in the catchment.
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Figure 19. Land use across the Franklin Vale catchment.
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Table 16. Land use in each geomorphic process zone derived from the Queensland Land Use
Mapping Program (QLUMP). Note: Production form relatively natural environments includes
grazing
Zone

Land use
Conservation and natural
environments
Production from dryland

Uplands

agriculture
Production from relatively
natural environments
Total area
Conservation and natural
environments
Intensive uses

Foothills

Production from dryland
agriculture
Production from relatively
natural environments
Total area
Production from dryland
agriculture

Alluvium – Upper
Catchment

Production from irrigated
agriculture
Production from relatively
natural environments
Total area
Conservation and natural

Alluvium – Lower
Catchment

environments
Intensive uses
Production from dryland
agriculture
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15%
1%
9%
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73 km2
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Production from irrigated
agriculture
Production from relatively
natural environments
Total area

7%
76%
15 km2

7.2 Threats
Beyond the threats to land and land use, which are covered in earlier sections of this report,
it is also clear that there are ongoing and emerging threats to the lives of people living in the
Franklin Vale Catchment. Threats linked to agricultural production systems, including
geomorphic instability, declining water quantity and quality, floods and drought are
longstanding challenges for residents. Importantly, current practices and interventions
(including those driven by Ipswich City Council) are already addressing some of these threats.
Indeed, ongoing weed management programs and the riparian restoration activities
underway represent activities that are engaging the whole community, both in terms of
actions and knowledge sharing and these should be continued and encouraged to foster
ongoing action and goodwill throughout the Franklin Vale catchment.
The emerging concerns around fire and climate change related risks – extreme weather
events beyond those that have been previously experienced, represent an ongoing challenge
for the people of Franklin Vale catchment. On one hand, day-to-day operations still dominate
the thought processes of many people, so longer-term and slightly fewer tangible threats are
not easily seen or responded to. On the other hand, there remains some uncertainty and
amongst some community members regarding the implications climate change may have for
them, their families and their businesses. Ongoing consultation and engagement will be
necessary to help the people of the Franklin Vale catchment community understand and
incorporate their knowledge of changing climatic conditions into their own lives and
livelihoods to minimise or avoid catastrophic consequences into the future.

7.3 Condition
Prior assessment
Previous assessments of catchment condition in the Franklin Vale catchment did not assess
or consider the community, so no prior assessment is possible.
Current assessment
Field survey results (creek crossing assessment)

Field assessment of catchment condition revealed that significant modifications to channel
form and complexity are evident at all creek crossing sites. These represent challenges both
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in terms of erosion potential and in terms of habitat quality and complexity for aquatic fauna.
Many sites had significant bankside works around bridges, which included rocks and concrete
(Figure 21).
In addition, across the surveyed sites, a wide range of culvert types and sizes was observed –
some were as small as being 30 cm in diameter, others were greater than 3m in diameter.
One of the smaller culverts was blocked at the time of the survey and there was evidence of
significant downstream erosion (Figure 20). Although a detailed analysis of culverts
throughout the entire catchment was not conducted, there are certainly concerns around the
degree to which this infrastructure may be a threat to the condition of the catchment and the
water quality exiting the catchment.
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Figure 21. Banks around large bridges (left: Schmidt’s Bridge – Grandchester-Mt Mort Rd,
right: Franklyn vale Rd) reinforced with large rocks and concrete. Images: R. Grieger

Figure 20. Erosion following a small blocked culvert at one creek
crossing. Image: R. Grieger
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While access to private properties was limited in the field survey activities, it has been noted
that there are generally fewer bank modifications on private properties, perhaps only except
for areas where cattle gain access to, or are able to cross, the streambed.
Other infrastructure includes the use of fencing, with fences present in some areas along the
tops of steep stream banks. While there appeared (in the field survey) to be minimal use of
fences on lower banks, there was also minimal evidence of heavy stock access. More work is
clearly required to understand the interactions between stock management practices and the
use of infrastructure to protect stream banks on private properties throughout the Franklin
Vale Catchment.

Community engagement lessons

Recognising that people sit at the heart of land and water management, this project has
sought to actively engage with the Franklin Vale Catchment community. Two substantial
stakeholder events have placed the community at the heart of project activities (see Appendix
6).
With the assistance of Ipswich City Council, the project team has achieved a high level of
community engagement, with many attendees at both events. More importantly, it must be
acknowledged that the Franklin Vale Catchment community has been actively engaged
throughout the project. Not only has this resulted in rich sharing of knowledge and stories of
the catchment, but it has also enabled Ipswich City Council and the landholders in the Franklin
Vale Catchment to get to know each other – more than any other analysis provided in this
report, the relationships forged through the stakeholder engagement part of this project will
enable cohesive and well-informed acceptance of restoration and protection actions in the
catchment. Indeed, stories shared, and lessons learned from the stakeholder workshops have
revealed both a high level of understanding of land management as well as a range of
individual actions that have been taken to maintain the condition of natural resources in the
Franklin Vale Catchment. The people of Franklin Vale Catchment and their cohesion, having
been brought together successfully in two community events throughout the life of this
project, represent a tremendous resource and opportunity for ongoing works in the
catchment. Beyond the goodwill fostered during this project, there is now momentum and
support for a more engaged community-level organisation that will support catchmentfocused interventions, share knowledge and lever additional sources of funding to support
ongoing works in the region.
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8. Synthesis and key findings
8.1 Key findings
Land


Rates of erosion are generally low across the catchment based on both remotely sensed
data and field inspections.



A small number of sites appear to be experiencing relatively high rates of erosion. These
comprise locations on second and third order streams in the Upper Alluvium zone, as well
as a stream segment along a fourth order stream in the Lower Alluvium zone.

Water





There was a large amount of water present in the catchment at the time of the field survey
and water quality physical conditions were generally good (i.e., dissolved oxygen), likely
reflecting inflows from recent rainfall.
Large and smaller pools present at many sites offer potential habitat for fish, turtles, and
habitat.
There was no data available to assess water quality in terms of sediment, nutrient and
pathogen loads present in Franklin Vale Creek during baseflow conditions or rainfall
events. This data would be valuable to understand the quality of water exiting the
catchment which is transported downstream to the Bremer River.

Plants









Approximately 50% of the Uplands zone is covered by remnant vegetation of open forest
and woodlands dominated by river red gum or blue gum and/or coolabah.
The Foothills zone retains approximately 30% remnant vegetation. However, on the
western flank of the catchment, this appears to have shifted from open forest and
woodlands dominated by spotted gum (prior to European settlement) to ironbark
woodlands.
Very little remnant vegetation is present on floodplains of either Alluvial zone with
historically prevalent woodlands and open woodlands dominated by coolabah, black box
or blue gum, having been entirely extirpated.
Within riparian buffers, the main stem of the Franklin Vale Creek is relatively well
vegetated as are first order streams of the Uplands zone.
Riparian vegetation cover is relatively low in second and third order streams of both
Alluvial zones (though higher in the Lower Alluvium).
Invasive plants, including Chinese elm and lantana, are prevalent in riparian zones of the
catchment. While riparian canopies are mostly dominated by native species, shrub and
groundcover layers, where present, have a high proportion of exotic species.
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Animals





While broadscale data, such as presented in the Atlas of Living Australia, indicates a
diverse community of terrestrial and aquatic species is likely to inhabit the Franklin Vale
catchment, there is very little locally collected data available to support assessment of
aquatic and terrestrial fauna in the catchment.
Field assessment supports prior claims of moderate condition instream habitat.
Terrestrial and aquatic habitat highly variable throughout field sites, further assessment
of temporal and spatial variability required.

People



Road crossings were variable in structure and condition. Smaller culverts blocked with
debris have resulted in significant downstream erosion.
Franklin Vale catchment has a diverse but cohesive community. Community activities
conducted during this project indicate that there is a wealth of knowledge regarding the
catchment and a strong interest in engaging and supporting catchment restoration and
management.

8.2 Synthesis
Despite high levels of vegetation clearing across the catchment, Franklin Vale exhibits
relatively stable geomorphic conditions, although there are several areas of localised
instability and erosion evident (Table 17). These mostly occur along second and third order
streams of the Upper Alluvial zone as well as a small stretch of a fourth order stream in the
Lower Alluvial zone. These areas are also associated with low to moderate levels of riparian
canopy cover and lower continuity of riparian vegetation as well as lower levels of shrub and
groundcover.
While the Franklin Vale catchment is unlikely to be a major contributor of sediment to the
Bremer River, multiple sources of evidence indicate that it is relatively unstable compared
with other catchments in the Council’s LGA. The catchment also has high ecological and
agricultural productivity values as well as a highly engaged and cohesive community.
Consequently, the Franklin Vale catchment provides a unique and ideal setting for developing
a holistic, scientifically informed, and collaborative approach to catchment restoration to
achieve local water quality and land stability benefits as well as multiple beneficial outcomes
for biodiversity and people, many of which are likely to be regionally significant.

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 55

[Status]

Page 155 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 2.

Table 17. Synthesis of condition assessment by geomorphic zone
Land
Water

Plants

Animals
People

Uplands
Generally stable

Overall
Generally stable, with
some examples of
localised instability
Substantial amounts of water likely to be only present
More data is required
during events (1st and 2nd order streams only). Most
to determine the
sites dry at the time of sampling.
impact of rainfall
events on sediment,
nutrient and
pathogens in the
creek.
Relatively well vegetated
Relatively well
Lower continuity and
Lower continuity (but
Moderate to high
with ~ 50 % remnant
vegetated with ~ 30 % lower canopy cover of higher than Upper
clearing of remnant
vegetation and >50 %
remnant vegetation.
riparian vegetation.
Alluvium zone) and
vegetation across the
canopy cover in riparian
Shift from spotted
Higher canopy cover
lower canopy cover of catchment.
buffers.
gum woodlands to
on main stem.
riparian vegetation.
Moderate continuity
ironbark wetlands
Higher canopy cover
and canopy cover of
appears to have
on main stem.
riparian vegetation,
occurred on western
with mostly native
flank.
species.
Moderate to high
High prevalence of
canopy cover (44-45
exotic species in shrub
%) in riparian buffers.
and groundcover
layers.
Some instream and bank habitat features recorded throughout suggesting moderate condition, although further surveying of
faunal communities is required to understand condition. Further understanding of hydrology and water persistence will inform
aquatic habitat condition.
The people of Franklin Vale Catchment represent a diverse, yet cohesive, community with a strong interest in maintaining the
quality of their environment and supporting livelihoods of all residents in the catchment. Ongoing engagement represents a
tremendous opportunity to lever the goodwill generated through stakeholder events and build more momentum to support
catchment-focused interventions that will improve land, water, plants, animals and the people of the region.
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Lower Alluvium
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Water likely to persist longer in these zones
following events and some large pools were
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Appendix 1. Information Log
Table 18. Spatial data
Name

Focus

Publisher

Extent

Land use
mapping 1999 to
2013 South East
Queensland
NRM

Land use

Department
of Science,
information
technology
innovation
Queensland
Land Use
Mapping
Program

SoutheastQueensland
NRM region

Wooded
extent and
foilage
projective
cover

Vegetation

QLD,
Department
of
Environment
and Science

Statewide

Year
Published
2014

2015

Temporal
extent
19992013

Resolution

References

1:50,000

http://www.qld.gov.au/environment/land/vegetation/mapping/qlump

19882013

30 x 30m

Armston, J.D., Denham, R.J., Danaher, T.J., Scarth, P.F. and Moffiet, T.,
2008, Prediction and validation of foliage projective cover from
Landsat-5 TM and Landsat-7 ETM+ imagery for Queensland, Australia.
Journal of Applied Remote Sensing, 3: 033540-28.
Kitchen, J., Armston, J., Clark, A., Danaher, T., and Scarth, P., 2010,
Operational use of annual Landsat-5 TM and Landsat-7 ETM+ image
time-series for mapping wooded extent and foliage projective cover in
north-eastern Australia. Proceedings of the 15th Australasian Remote
Sensing and Photogrammetry Conference, Alice Springs, Australia, 13 17 September 2010.

2009
Ipswich City
Council
LiDAR

Land surface

1 x 1m;
0.15m
vertical
accuracy

2014
Ipswich City
Council
LIDAR

Land surface, and
canopy height and
extent

1 x 1m;
0.3m
vertical
accuracy

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 59

[Status]

Page 159 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 2.

Name

Focus

2011 Scenic
Rim Council
LiDAR

Land surface

Bremer
catchment
Digital
Terrain
Model

Topography

Ipswich City
Council

Bremer
catchment
within
Council LGA

2020

2019

Catchment
Franklin
Vale creek
DTM 2019

Topography

Ipswich City
Council

Franklinvale
creek
catchment

2020

2019

Wetland
extent

Wetlands

QLD,
Department
of
Environment
and Science

Statewide

2019

2019

Regional
Ecosystem
mapping preclear
and
remnant

Vegetation/ecosystems

QLD,
Department
of
Environment
and Science

Statewide

2021

2019

SLATS data
1988-2018

Vegetation

QLD,
Department
of
Environment
and Science

Statewide

2019

19882018

Fire extent
and
severity
2019-2020

Fire

Department
of
Environment
and science

SEQ

2020

20192020
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Publisher

Extent

Year
Published

Temporal
extent

Resolution

References

1 x 1m;
0.15m
vertical
accuracy
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Name

Focus

Publisher

Extent

Year
Published

Temporal
extent

Queensland
weed
distribution
- current

Vegetation

Department
of
Agriculture
and
Fisheries

QLD

2018

2017

Resolution

References

Table 19. Reports

Name

Focus

Publisher

Extent

Aquatic conservation assessment
using AQUABAMM for riverine
and non-riverine wetlands in SEQ

Year
Published

Temporal
extent

2015

EHP. 2015. An Aquatic Conservation
Assessment for the riverine and nonriverine wetlands of southeast-Queensland
catchments. Brisbane: Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection,
Queensland Government.

Ipswich City Council
geomorphology and vegetation
assessment of waterways

Goemorphology
and vegetation

Alluvium

Ipswich
Council LGA

2014

2014

Assessing values and condition
of waterways in Ipswich City
Council LGA

Stream
condition

Alluvium

Ipswich
Council LGA

2014

2014
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Name

Focus

Publisher

Extent

Year
Published

Temporal
extent

References

Land use summary 1999-2012

Land uses

QLD gov

Bremer
river
catchment

2014

1999-2012

DSITIA. 2014,Land use Summary 1999–
2012: Bremer River subcatchment,Department of Science,
Information Technology, Innovation and the
Arts, Queensland Government.

Name

Focus

Publisher

Extent

Year
Published

Temporal
extent

Bureau of Meteorology

Weather

Bureau of
Meteorology

Franklin Vale
creek
catchment

2021

2000-2021

Atlas of Living Australia

Flora and fauna

ALA

Franklin Vale
creek
catchment

2021

continuing

Table 20. Other resources
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Appendix 2. Spatial data analysis methods








Created DEM of whole catchment by merging the 2009 COUNCIL DEM with the 2011
Scenic Rim DEM
o Total catchment area of 138 km2
Used this DEM to define
o Slope in degrees
o Streams
 Used complete DEM and extracted waterways in the catchment based
on flow accumulation
Stream order
o Used waterways to identify Strahler stream order
Defined geomorphic zones
o Used slope, geology and soil spatial layers, and soil definitions presented in ICC
(undated)
o Upland
 Slope higher than 6°
 The ‘tertiary basalt’ geology category identified upland areas well
 Dominated by Dermosol soils, which are non-cracking clay to clay loam
 ~32 km2
o Foothills
 Majority (but particularly the Western flank) also characterised by
slopes higher than 6°, however not as consistent and indicates
undulating hills with slopes alternating between > and < 6°
 Dominated by the Marburg and Walloon geologies
 Dominated by Sodosol/Chromosol soils, which are sodic and non-sodic
texture contrast
 ~73 km2
o Alluvium
 Combined the ‘Quaternary alluvium’ and ‘Tertiary-Quaternary
alluvium’ categories
 Alluvium is dominated by Vertosol soils (cracking-clays), with some
small pockets of Sodosol/Chromosol
 Divided into Upper and Lower catchment based on the choke point
near the centre of the catchment
 Upper: ~17 km2
 Lower: ~15 km2
Processing
o At each of the four process zones
 Determined the pre-clearing and current vegetation composition for
broad categories of cleared and not cleared, and also for the actual
species composition
o For different stream orders
 Defined buffers of different sizes centred on the thalweg depending on
stream order
 1st order: 15m
 2nd order: 20m
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 3rd order: 25m
 4th order: 35m
 Canopy cover
 Looked at 2014 LiDAR derived canopy height model (CHM) and
divided into two height categories
o 1-5m
o >5m
 Calculated the percent canopy cover of each vegetation height
category in each stream order buffer
 Identified issues
o The southeast corner of the catchment was not
captured in the 2014 LiDAR and therefore it was not
possible to derive a canopy cover estimate.
o The CHM occasionally captured powerlines and/or
buildings. This occurred infrequently and is most likely a
minor issue.
 Erosion
 Subtracted the 2014 DEM from the 2009 DEM to determine
erosion between the two time periods. Only looked at
erosion greater than a threshold 0.5m to have greater
confidence in identifying true erosion.
 Divided the volume of erosion in each stream order segment by
the area of that segment to derive a m3/m2 erosion rate to
allow buffers of different lengths and areas to be compared.
 Identified issues
o The southeast corner of the catchment was not
captured in the 2014 LiDAR and therefore it was not
possible to derive an erosion estimate. However this is
most likely a minor issue as inspection of aerial imagery
at this location indicated relatively minor erosion.
o Incorrectly identifying erosion
 In areas of dense veg cover
 When waterways cross a dam or water storage
whose level changed between LiDAR capture
dates
 When water levels in the channel changed
between LiDAR capture dates. This seems to be
a bigger issue on the fourth order streams when
more water is present at baseflow
o If a segment has a reasonable amount of erosion and it
is relatively short it shows up as having a high erosion
per area. This is accurate, however may not be
completely appropriate to target this small segment for
rehabilitation works.
o For stream order and zone
 The stream order segments falling within each zone were extracted
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As not everywhere will respond to vegetation clearing in a similar way
due to variation in flow energy and resistance of channel banks,
erosion was used as the primary factor guiding investment
Within the higher eroding segments, current vegetation extent was
used to further refine priority areas
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Appendix 3. Rapid field assessment methods and data processing
This method is based on several rapid assessment methods that are widely used by natural
resource managers to assess stream and riparian condition (e.g. rapid appraisal of riparian
condition – Jansen et al., 2005, state of the rivers – QLD department of natural resources and
mines, 2003). Our method is designed to be comprehensive and rigorous yet easily applicable
at a variety of sites, rapid, and transferrable between catchments.
1. Desktop analysis
Prior to fieldwork, a desktop analysis of the catchment was conducted to select sites suitable
for the assessment. Satellite images, stream network information and analysis of road
networks were used to select sites at intersection of creeks and roads. Additional sites were
also selected in consultation with landholders who agreed to property access.
2. Fieldwork
At selected locations, at least a 30 m transect was assessed for the survey. Sites at road
crossings were assessed approximately 10 m either side of the road or within the road buffer
before fencing restricted access. Sites on private property were established as 30 m along the
stream. Five categories of stream condition were assessed: land, water, flora, animals, and
people. Photographs were taken at each location for future references.
i) Land. Riparian width (width of woody vegetation from banks to the end of the
riparian zone – determined by fencing or clear delineation between riparian and
upland) and presence or absence of a fence and its functionality (quality) were
recorded. Banks’ slope (vertical, steep, moderate, low, and flat) and shape
(concave, convex, stepped, wide lower bench, or undercut) were determined, any
evidence of active erosion was assessed. Erosion was presented in four categories:
nil to minor (minimal exposed bank, no evidence of recent gullying), minor to
moderate (small areas of ripped bank, not continuous along bank), significant less
than 2 m (ripped banks and strong visible evidence of erosion along lower banks),
and significant more than 2 m (strong visible evidence of major erosion along all
banks). Stock grazing pressure (none, low to moderate, high) and stock type were
identified, as well as any evidence of heavy stock usage.
ii) Plants. The continuity of riparian vegetation within the transect on each bank
(estimated percentage of bank covered with continuous canopy vegetation greater than 2 m) was measured, and a number of significant discontinuities
(breaks in canopy cover) recorded. Total canopy, understory, and ground cover for
both banks were estimated, with an additional indication of a percentage of native
and introduced (exotic) species for each stratum. Any additional vegetation
features of interest (e.g. identified species, thickets of invasive plants, native
regrowth, large native or exotic trees etc.) were described.
iii) Water. The wetted stream width and depth for three to five chosen points
distributed evenly along the transect were recorded. The percentage of shading of
the stream bed and stream’s visible depth were estimated. When water was
present in the creek, turbidity, conductivity, pH, and dissolved oxygen at three
points of the transect were measured with a YSI multiprobe. When water was not
turbid or not present, a percentage of fine sediment covering the stream bed was
estimated. Three quadrats (1 m x 1 m) were set up to examine sediment
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composition, and the percentages of rocks, cobbles, pebbles, gravel, sand, and silt
were recorded.
iv) Fauna. Aquatic habitat features rather than presence of animals were assessed.
The leaf litter within stream channel at every site was recorded in percentage,
while individual submerged logs, twigs, branches, log jams, and root overhang
were tallied. The continuity for fish passage was investigated and possible
obstructions in the waterway (e.g. high dam, weir or waterfall, cascade rapid, log
jam, culvert, logs, but also low features like sand bars, etc.) identified and recorded
as presence/absence. The presence of terrestrial and aquatic habitat features was
indicated: leaf litter cover on banks, the presence of hollow bearing trees and a
presence of fallen logs. Any fauna seen at a site was counted and recorded, as well
as indicators of its presence (e.g. nests, scats, mark on tree bark etc.).
v) People. Any infrastructure present at a site (e.g. bridge, weir, artificial bank
protection structure, fencing) was described, and its photo reference taken.
3. Data analyses
The collected data was summarised for the whole catchment, as well as within each process
zone and stream order, with average calculated for quantitative variables. Points were
mapped by site location and colour coded by attribute score.
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Appendix 4. Species lists
Table 21. Flora species list extracted from Atlas of Living Australia within Franklin Vale Creek
Catchment boundary
Species name

Common Name

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Acacia decora

Western Silver Wattle

Least Threatened

Native

Acacia glaucocarpa

Hickory Wattle

Least Threatened

Native

Acacia maidenii

Maiden's Wattle

Least Threatened

Native

Acanthospermum
hispidum

Starburr

Achyranthes aspera

Chaff Flower

Least Threatened

Naturalised

Agathis robusta

QLD Kauri pine

Least Threatened

Native

Alectryon diversifolius

Holly bush / Scrub
Boonaree

Least Threatened

Native

Alloteropsis semialata

Cockatoo grass

Least Threatened

Native

Alstonia constricta

Quinine bush

Least Threatened

Native

Amaranthus
macrocarpus

Dwarf amaranth

Amaranthus viridis

Green pigweed

Ambrosia artemisiifolia

Annual rag weed

Ambrosia psilostachya

Perennial ragweed

Amyema cambagei

Shea oak mistletoe

Least Threatened

Native

Angophora subvelutina

Broad leaved apple

Least Threatened

Native

Anoda cristata

Anoda weed

Anredera cordifolia

Maderia vine

Apowollastonia
spilanthoides

Rock daisy

Asclepias curassavica

Red-headed cotton bush

Asplenium
australasicum

birds nest fern
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Species name

Common Name

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Auranticarpa
rhombifolia

Hollywood

Least Threatened

Native

Bothriochloa bladhii

Forest bluegrass

Least Threatened

Brachychiton populneus Kurrajong
Callitris baileyi

Bailey's Cypress

Near Threatened

Calotis cuneata

blue burr daisy

Least Threatened

Native

Calotis lappulacea

yellow burr daisy/ bogan
flea

Least Threatened

Native

Capparis mitchellii

Bimbil / wild orange

Least Threatened

Native

Cassinia laevis

cough bush / dead finish

Least Threatened

Native

Cayratia clematidea

Slender grape

Native

Cenchrus longisetus

feather top

Naturalised

Cenchrus setaceus

African fountain grass

Naturalised

Cheilanthes sieberi
Chloris virgata

Feather top rhodes grass

Chrysocephalum
apiculatum

Common everlasting

Coleus graveolens
Convolvulus arvensis

Least Threatened

Native
Least Threatened

Field bindweed

Convolvulus
graminetinus

Naturalised

Native
Naturalised

Least Threatened

Native

Corchorus trilocularis

Wild jute

Least Threatened

Native

Corymbia clarksoniana

Grey bloodwood

Least Threatened

Native

Corymbia intermedia

Pink bloodwood

Least Threatened

Native

Corymbia tessellaris

Moreton Bay ash

Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Crotalaria brevis
Crotalaria lanceolata

Lance Leaf Rattlepod

Crotalaria montana

Australian Rivers Institute

Naturalised
Least Threatened
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Species name

Common Name

Cyanthillium cinereum

Vernonia

Cymbidium
canaliculatum

black orchid

Cyperus brevifolius

Mullumbimby couch

Cyperus sanguinolentus

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Least Threatened

Native
Naturalised

Least Threatened

Native

Dendrobium
gracilicaule

Slender orchid

Least Threatened

Native

Dendrophthoe vitellina

Lnog-flowered mistletoe

Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Desmodium
gangeticum
Dockrillia schoenina

Pencil Orchid

Dodonaea viscosa

Sticky hopbush

Eragrostis brownii

Brown's Lovegrass

Native

Erythrina numerosa

Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Eucalyptus crebra

Narrow leaved iron bark

Least Threatened

Native

Eucalyptus
melanophloia

Silver ironbark

Least Threatened

Native

Eucalyptus melliodora

Yellow box

Least Threatened

Native

Eucalyptus tereticornis

Forest Red gum

Least Threatened

Native

Evolvulus alsinoides

baby blue eyes

Least Threatened

Native

Exocarpos
cupressiformis

Native Cherry

Least Threatened

Native

Ficus coronata

Creek Sandpaper fig

Least Threatened

Native

Ficus opposita

Sandpaper fig

Least Threatened

Native

Fimbristylis dichotoma

Common fringe rush

Least Threatened

Native

Flindersia schottiana

Bumpy Ash/ Cudgerie

Least Threatened

Native

Fumaria muralis

Wall fumitory

Gahnia aspera

Cut sedge/ saw sedge

Australian Rivers Institute

Introduced
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State conservation
status

Species name

Common Name

Endemicity

Gleditsia triacanthos

McConnels Curse / Honey
Locust tree

Glossocardia bidens

native cobblers pegs

Gomphocarpus
fruticosus

narrow leaved cotton bush

Introduced

Gomphocarpus
physocarpus

balloon cotton bush

Introduced

Gomphrena celosioides

Gomphrena weed/soft
khakiweed

Introduced

Grewia latifolia

Dysentery plant

Least Threatened

Native

Hardenbergia violacea

False sarsparilla

Least Threatened

Native

Heliotropium
amplexicaule

blue heliotrope

Heteropogon contortus

black speargrass

Least Threatened

Native

Hyparrhenia filipendula

Tambookie grass

Least Threatened

Native

Hyparrhenia rufa

Thatch grass

Indigofera linnaei

Birdsville indigo / nine
leaved indigo

Introduced
Least Threatened

Native

Introduced

Introduced

Iphigenia indica

Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Ipomoea batatas

Sweet potato

Introduced

Ipomoea plebeia

Bellvine

Jacaranda mimosifolia

Jacaranda

Jacksonia scoparia

Dogwood

Least Threatened

Native

Jagera pseudorhus

Ferntree / foambark

Least Threatened

Native

Lantana camara

Lantana

Least Threatened

Native
Introduced

Introduced

Lespedeza juncea

Least Threatened

Native

Lomandra laxa

Broad leaved matrush

Least Threatened

Native

Lophostemon
suaveolens

Swamp box

Least Threatened

Native

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species name

Common Name

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Ludwigia octovalvis

Willow primrose

Least Threatened

native

Lysiana subfalcata

Northern mistletoe

Least Threatened

Native

Maclura
cochinchinensis

Cockspurthorn

Least Threatened

Native

Macroptilium
lathyroides

Phasey Bean

Introduced

Macrotyloma uniflorum Horsegram

Introduced

Maireana microphylla

small-leaved bluebush

Least Threatened

Native

Mallotus philippensis

red kamala

Least Threatened

Native

Melaleuca irbyana

Endangered

Native

Melaleuca styphelioides Prickly paperbark

Least Threatened

Native

Melia azedarach

White cedar

Least Threatened

Native

Melinis repens

red natal grass

Murdannia graminea

murdannia

Least Threatened

Native

Neptunia gracilis

Sensitive plant

Least Threatened

Native

Oplismenus compositus

running mountain grass

Least Threatened

Native

Oxalis dillenii

wood sorrel
Least Threatened

Native

Least Threatened

Native

Introduced

Panicum decompositum Native millet
Petalostigma
pubescens

quinine tree/ bitter bark

Pimelea glauca

smooth riceflower

Plectranthus
graveolens

fleabush

Native

Polygonum aviculare

wireweed

Introduced

Polymeria calycina

pink bindweed

Portulaca oleracea

pigweed

Introduced

Portulaca pilosa

hairy pigweed

Introduced

Least Threatened

Native

Psydrax odorata

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species name

Common Name

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Pterocaulon redolens
Ptychomitrium australe
Rhaponticum australe
Rhinerrhiza divitiflora
Rivina humilis
Rosulabryum
subfasciculatum
Salvia reflexa

Mintweed

Introduced

Schinus terebinthifolia

Broad leaved pepper tree

Introduced

Senecio
madagascariensis

fireweed

Introduced

Easter Cassia

Introduced

Solanum
elaeagnifolium

silver leaf nightshade

Introduced

Solanum mauritianum

Wild tobacco

Introduced

Senna didymobotrya
Senna pendula
Sida cordifolia
Sida hackettiana
Sida spinosa
Smilax australis

Solanum seaforthianum Brazillian nightshade

Introduced

Solidago altissima
Spermacoce
brachystema
Tetrastigma nitens
Triticum aestivum
Vallisneria nana
Verbena gaudichaudii

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species name

Common Name

State conservation
status

Endemicity

Verbena rigida
Viscum articulatum
Vittadinia dissecta
Wahlenbergia capillaris
Zinnia peruviana
Zornia dyctiocarpa

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 74

[Status]

Page 174 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 2.

Table 22. Fauna species list extracted from Atlas of Living Australia within Franklin Vale
Creek Catchment boundary
State conservation
status

Species

Common Name

Acanthiza chrysorrhoa

Yellow rumped thornbill Least Concern

Acanthiza reguloides

Buff rumped thornbill

Least Concern

Acanthorhynchus tenuirostris

Eastern spinebill

Least Concern

Accipiter cirrocephalus

Collared sparrowhawk

Least Concern

Accipiter fasciatus

Brown goshawk

Least Concern

Accipiter novaehollandiae

Grey goshawk

Least Concern

Achyra affinitalis

Cotton web spinner

Acontia nivipicta

Blotched shoulder

Acridotheres tristis

Indian Myna / Common
Introduced
Myna

Acrocephalus australis

Australian reed warbler Least Concern

Alisterus scapularis

Australian king parrot

Least Concern

Anas gracilis

Grey teal

Least Concern

Anas superciliosa

Pacific black duck

Least Concern

Anhinga novaehollandiae

Australasian darter

Least Concern

Anilios ligatus

Robust blind snake

Least Concern

Anthrax maculatus

Anthrax bee fly

Anthus novaeseelandiae

Australasian pipit

Aphaenogaster longiceps

Funnel ant

Aphaenogaster pythia

Funnel ant

Apiomorpha conica

Egg shaped gumtree gall

Least Concern

Apiomorpha floralis
Apiomorpha munita

Four horned gumtree
gall

Apiomorpha strombylosa

Eucalypt gall

Australian Rivers Institute
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State conservation
status

Species

Common Name

Apiomorpha urnalis

Urn shaped gumtree
gall

Aquila audax

Wedgetailed eagle

Least Concern

Ardea alba

Eastern great egret

Least Concern

Bubulcus ibis

Cattle egret

Least Concern

Ardea intermedia

Intermediate egret

Least Concern

Ardea pacifica

White necked heron

Least Concern

Argiope protensa
Armadillidium vulgare

roly poly

Artamus cyanopterus

Dusky woodswallow

Asota plagiata

two spots tigermoth

Least Concern

Asperala erythraea
Austracantha minax

Australian jewel spider

Aviceda subcristata

Pacific bazar

Aythya australis

Hardhead

Least Concern

Boiga irregularis

Brown tree snake

Least Concern

Cacatua galerita

Sulphur crested
cockatoo

Least Concern

Cacatua sanguinea

Little corella

Least Concern

Cacomantis flabelliformis

Fantailed cuckoo

Least Concern

Calcarifera ordinata

Wattle cup caterpillar

Caligavis chrysops

Yellow faced
honeyeater

Calomela ruficeps

metallic green acacia
beetle

Calyptorhynchus lathami

Glossy black cockatoo

Vulnerable

Centropus phasianinus

Pheasant coucal

Least Concern

Barea leucocephala

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Chelodina longicollis

Eastern snake necked
turtle

Least Concern

Chenonetta jubata

Australian wood duck

Least Concern

Cisticola exilis

Golden headed cisticola Least Concern

Colepia ingloria

Robber fly

Colluricincla harmonica

Grey shrike thrush

Comostola laesaria

Red dotted emerald
moth

Coracina novaehollandiae

Black faced cuckoo
shrike

Least Concern

Corvus orru

Torresian crow

Least Concern

Coturnix ypsilophora

Brown quail

Least Concern

Cracticus nigrogularis

Pied butcherbird

Least Concern

Cracticus torquatus

Grey butcherbird

Least Concern

Crinia parinsignifera

Beeping froglet

Least Concern

Cryptoblepharus pulcher

Elegant snake eyed
skink

Least Concern

Cyclorana brevipes

Superb collared frog

Least Concern

Cystosoma saundersii

Bladder cicada

Dacelo novaeguineae

Laughing kookaburra

Danaus chrysippus

Lesser wanderer

Daphoenositta chrysoptera

Varied sittella

Deinopis subrufa

rufus nes casting spider

Dendrocygna eytoni

Plumed whistling duck Least Concern

Least Concern

Least Concern

Least Concern

Diathrausta ochreipennis
Dicaeum hirundinaceum

Mistletoe bird

Least Concern

Spangled drongo

Least Concern

Dicranolaius bellulus
Dicrurus bracteatus

Australian Rivers Institute
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State conservation
status

Species

Common Name

Didymuria violescens

Spurr legged phasmid

Digitonthophagus gazella

Gazella dung beetle

Diplacodes haematodes

Scarlet percher

Distipsidera undulata

tree trunk tiger beetle

Donuca castalia

brown white banded
noctuid

Egretta novaehollandiae

White faced heron

Least Concern

Elanus axillaris

Black shouldered kite

Least Concern

Elseyornis melanops

Black fronted dotterel

Least Concern

Entomyzon cyanotis

Blue faced honeyeater Least Concern

Eolophus roseicapilla

Galah

Least Concern

Eopsaltria australis

Eastern yellow robin

Least Concern

Ephippitytha trigintiduoguttata

Spotted katydid

Ethmia sphaerosticha
Eudynamys orientalis

Pacific koel

Eurystomus orientalis

Oriental dollarbird

Least Concern

Falco berigora

Brown falcon

Least Concern

Falco cenchroides

Nankeen kestrel

Least Concern

Gallinula tenebrosa

Dusky moorhen

Least Concern

Geopelia humeralis

Bar shouldered dove

Least Concern

Geopelia striata

Peaceful dove

Least Concern

Gerygone fusca

Western gerygone

Least Concern

Gerygone mouki

Brown gerygone

Least Concern

Gerygone olivacea

White throated
gerygone

Least Concern

Grallina cyanoleuca

Magpie lark

Least Concern

Grammodes pulcherrima

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Gymnorhina tibicen

Austrlaian magpie

Least Concern

Habronestes raveni
Haliaeetus leucogaster

White bellied sea eagle Least Concern

Haliastur sphenurus

Whistling kite

Least Concern

Hemidactylus frenatus

Asian house gecko

Introduced

Himantopus himantopus

black winged stilt

Least Concern

Hirundo neoxena

Welcome swallow

Least Concern

Hypolimnas bolina

Varigated eggfly

Hypseleotris galii

Firetail gudgeon

Haliplus wattsi

Iridomyrmex purpureus
Isopedella flavida

Huntsman spider

Johannica gemellata
Junonia villida

Meadow argus

Lachnodius eucalypti

Redgum pit scale

Lalage leucomela

Varied triller

Least Concern

Lichmera indistincta

brown honeyeater

Least Concern

Litoria caerulea

Common green tree
frog

Least Concern

Litoria peronii

Emerald spotted tree
frog

Least Concern

Lonchura castaneothorax

Chestnut breasted
mannikin

Least Concern

Lophoictinia isura

Square tailed kite

Least Concern

Lopholaimus antarcticus

Topknot pidgeon

Least Concern

Lophyrotoma interrupta

Green longwinged
sawfly

Macropus giganteus

Eastern grey kangaroo

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Macropygia phasianella

Brown cuckoo dove

Least Concern

Malurus cyaneus

Superb fairy wten

Least Concern

Malurus melanocephalus

Red backed fairy wren

Least Concern

Manorina melanocephala

Noisy miner

Least Concern

Manorina melanophrys

Bell miner

Least Concern

Megalurus timoriensis

Tawny grassbird

Least Concern

Melanitis leda

Evening brown

Meliphaga lewinii

Lewin's honeyeater

Least Concern

Melithreptus albogularis

White throated
honeyeater

Least Concern

Melithreptus lunatus

White naped
honeyeater

Least Concern

Merops ornatus

Rainbow bee-eater

Least Concern

Micraspis frenata

Striped ladybird

Microcarbo melanoleucos

Little pied cormorant

Least Concern

Microeca fascinans

Jackywinter

Least Concern

Morelia spilota

Carpet python

Least Concern

Myiagra rubecula

Leaden flycatcher

Least Concern

Myrmecia gilberti
Myrmecia nigrocincta

Jumping jack

Myzomela sanguinolenta

Scarlet honeyeater

Least Concern

Neochmia temporalis

Red browed finch

Least Concern

Ninox novaeseelandiae

Southern boobook

Least Concern

Notamacropus parryi

Whiptail wallaby

Least Concern

Notamacropus rufogriseus

Red necked wallaby

Least Concern

Nycticorax caledonicus

Nankeen night heron

Least Concern

Ochrogaster lunifer

Bag shelter moth

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Ocyphaps lophotes

Crested pidgeon

Least Concern

Omoedus orbiculatus

Round ant eater

Ophiusa tirhaca

Green drab

Opisthopsis rufithorax

Strobe-ant

Oriolus sagittatus

Olivebacked oriole

Orthetrum caledonicum

Blue skimmer

Oxyopes macilentus

Lean lynx spider

Pachycephala pectoralis

Golden whistler

Least Concern

Pachycephala rufiventris

Rufous whistler

Least Concern

Papilio aegeus

Orchard swallowtail

Least Concern

Paralongidorus sacchari
Pardalotus punctatus

Spotted pardalote

Least Concern

Pardalotus striatus

Striated pardalote

Least Concern

Paropsis obsoleta

banded leaf beetle

Parvipsitta pusilla

Little lorikeet

Pediana regina

Bark huntsman

Pelecanus conspicillatus

Australian pelican

Least Concern

Petaurus breviceps

Sugar glider

Least Concern

Petrochelidon ariel

Fairy martin

Least Concern

Petrochelidon nigricans

Tree martin

Least Concern

Petrogale penicillata

Brush tailed rock
wallaby

Vulnerable

Petroica rosea

Rose robin

Least Concern

Phalacrocorax carbo

Great cormorant

Least Concern

Phalacrocorax sulcirostris

Little black cormorant

Least Concern

Phalacrocorax varius

Pied cormorant

Least Concern

Phaps chalcoptera

Common bronzewing

Least Concern

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Phascolarctos cinereus

Koala

Vulnerable

Philemon citreogularis

Little friarbird

Least Concern

Philemon corniculatus

Noisy friarbird

Least Concern

Phrissogonus laticostata

Apple looper

Physopelta gutta
Platalea flavipes

Yellow billed spoonbill

Least Concern

Platalea regia

Royal spoonbill

Least Concern

Platycercus adscitus

Pale headed rosella

Least Concern

Plectorhyncha lanceolata

Striped honeyeater

Least Concern

Pogona barbata

Bearded dragon

Least Concern

Pogonortalis doclea

Boatman fly

Pomatostomus temporalis

Grey crowned babbler

Least Concern

Porphyrio porphyrio

Purple swamphen

Least Concern

Porzana pusilla

Baillon's crake

Least Concern

Psephotus haematonotus

Red rumped parrot

Least Concern

Pseudechis porphyriacus

Red bellied black snake Least Concern

Psophodes olivaceus

Eastern whipbird

Least Concern

Rhinella marina

Cane toad

Introduced

Rhipidura albiscapa

Grey fantail

Least Concern

Rhipidura leucophrys

Willie wagtail

Least Concern

Rhipidura rufifrons

Rufous fantail

Special least
concern

Rhytiphora solida

Acacia longhorn beetle

Scythrops novaehollandiae

Channel billed cuckoo

Least Concern

Sericornis frontalis

White browed
scrubwren

Least Concern

Simaetha tenuidens

Brown jumpers

Australian Rivers Institute
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Species

Common Name

State conservation
status

Smicrornis brevirostris

Weebill

Least Concern

Sphecotheres vieilloti

Australasian figbird

Least Concern

Spoladea recurvalis

Beet webworm moth

Stizoptera bichenovii

Double barred finch

Strepera graculina

Pied currawong

Sturnus vulgaris

Common starling

Tachybaptus novaehollandiae

Australasian grebe

Teleogryllus commodus

Black field cricket

Tenodera australasiae

Purple winged mantis

Threskiornis moluccus

Australian white ibis

Least Concern

Threskiornis spinicollis

Strawnecked ibis

Least Concern

Thwaitesia nigronodosa

Neon spider

Todiramphus sanctus

Sacred kingfisher

Trichoglossus chlorolepidotus

Scaly breasted lorikeet Least Concern

Trichoglossus haematodus

Rainbow lorikeet

Trichosurus caninus

Short eared possum

Least Concern

Trichosurus vulpecula

Common brushtail
possum

Least Concern

Trigonodes hyppasia

Triangles

Least Concern

Least Concern

Least Concern

Ubida ramostriellus
Uroplata girardi

Lantana leafminer

Vanellus miles

Masked lapwing

Least Concern

Varanus varius

Lace monitor

Least Concern

Vermicella annulata

Bandy bandy

Least Concern

Wallabia bicolor

Swamp wallaby

Least Concern

Silver eye

Least Concern

Zonopetala correcta
Zosterops lateralis

Australian Rivers Institute
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Appendix 5. Regional Ecosystems
Table 23. Preclear and remnant regional ecosystems, their areas, percentage of total catchment area, and percentage change between
preclear and remnant. Data extracted from QLD regional ecosystems mapping

Regional Ecosystem
code
12.3.3

12.3.7
12.3.7/12.3.3

12.3.8

12.8.14
12.8.16/12.8.17/12.8.9

12.8.17
12.8.17/12.8.16
12.8.17/12.8.16/12.8.9
12.8.9

Australian Rivers Institute

Description
Eucalyptus tereticornis woodland on
Quaternary alluvium
Eucalyptus tereticornis, Casuarina
cunninghamiana subsp.
cunninghamiana +/- Melaleuca spp.
fringing woodland

Vegetation
management
act class

Broad
vegetation
management
group

Percentage
of total
area preclear

Endangered

16c/21b

Least Concern

Current
area

Percentage
of total
area current

Percentage
change

2.34

1.71

0.1

0.07

-95.73

16a
16a

0.48
0.38

0.35
0.28

0.65
0.05

0.47
0.04

35.42
-86.84

Preclear
area

Swamps with Cyperus spp.,
Schoenoplectus spp. and Eleocharis
spp.
Eucalyptus eugenioides, E.
biturbinata, E. melliodora +/- E.
tereticornis, Corymbia intermedia
open forest on Cainozoic igneous
rocks

Of Concern

34c

0.08

0.05

0.08

0.05

0

Least Concern

9a
16a

1.23
0.84

0.9
0.61

1.23
0.83

0.9
0.6

0
-1.19

Eucalyptus melanophloia +/- E.
crebra, E. tereticornis, Corymbia
tessellaris woodland on Cainozoic
igneous rocks

Least Concern

16a
16a
16a

13.02
9.82
4.81

9.46
7.14
3.5

2.55
5.03
3.79

1.85
3.66
2.76

-80.41
-48.78
-21.21

Lophostemon confertus open forest
on Cainozoic igneous rocks

Least Concern

8a

0.44

0.32

0.42

0.31

-4.55
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Regional Ecosystem
code
12.9-10.11

12.9-10.17
12.9-10.17/12.3.7
12.9-10.2/12.9-10.7

12.9-10.7
12.9-10.7/12.9-10.17
12.9-10.7/12.9-10.2
12.9-10.7/12.9-10.3
12.3.3/12.3.7
12.8.17/12.8.9/12.8.16
12.9-10.7/12.910.3/12.9-10.2
12.910.7/12.8.17/12.910.3
12.9-10.2/12.910.7/12.9-10.17
non remnant
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Description
Melaleuca irbyana low open forests
on sedimentary rocks
Eucalyptus acmenoides, E. major, E.
siderophloia +/- Corymbia citriodora
subsp. variegata open forest on
sedimentary rocks

Eucalyptus crebra +/- E. tereticornis,
Corymbia tessellaris, Angophora spp.
and E. melanophloia woodland on
sedimentary rocks
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Vegetation
management
act class

Broad
vegetation
management
group

Percentage
of total
area preclear

Current
area

Percentage
of total
area current

Percentage
change

Endangered

29b

0.89

0.65

0.07

0.05

-92.13

Least Concern

28e
28e
10b

0.43
0.46
1.62

0.32
0.34
1.18

0.07
0.43
1.62

0.05
0.31
1.18

-83.72
-6.52
0

Of Concern

13c
13c
13c
13c
16a
16a

0.48
2.11
4.59
0
30.94
5.93

0.35
1.53
3.34
0
22.50
4.31

3.04
0.35
14.28
2.30
0.00
0.00

2.21
0.25
10.38
1.67
0.00
0.00

533.33
-83.53
210.73
100
-100
-100

16a

18.23

13.25

0.00

0.00

-100

16a

4.78

3.47

0.00

0.00

-100

10b

31.05
0.00

22.58
0.00

0.00
99.20

0.00
72.14

-100
100

Preclear
area
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Appendix 6. Summary of landholder events
Event 1. Walking the catchment
Participants: COUNCIL team, GU team, 13 landholders, two representatives from Queensland
Trust for Nature.
Goals:





to explore, through guided, informal conversation with landholders
the perceived values,
threats,
observed changes in the Franklin Vale Creek catchment.

Specific focus in the conversation was given to five broad themes – land, water, plants,
animals, and people, with the focus on historical view – what have landholders seen and
learnt from their time in Franklin Vale.
Following the introduction, a short catchment history was presented by the Old Hidden Vale
Station manager, an overview of previous restoration works by one of the landowners, and
‘Walking the catchment’ activity was held, which helped to address the meeting goals.
The information was recorded, some areas of significant changes were highlighted on a map,
and potential sites for rapid catchment assessment were identified.
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Event 2. Franklin Vale of the Future
Participants: 15 landholders, COUNCIL team, GU team. Guests - Scenic Rim Council
representatives
Goals:
Inform the landholders and Ipswich City Council on the results of the condition
assessments of the catchment completed after the first meeting.
Understand what the landholders want the creek to look like in the future.
Identify actions that could help to achieve the desired outcome.
The meeting started with a report on the progress of the project and the results of
the condition assessments (LiDAR and fieldwork). After the presentations, the landholders
were asked to share their vision for the Franklin Vale catchment in 2050, concentrating on
five main features - land, water, plants, animals and people, and think of goals they want to
achieve. Those goals were then prioritized by all meeting participants, and actions that can
help to achieve the desired condition were identified.

Identified goals
Water

Landholders wanted to see water flowing in the creek, and the quality of the
water improved. Some of the important goals that many expressed were the importance of
slowing the water down during big rain events, and faster recovery and reduced damage from
big floods. The other goals included water security and the construction of healthy billabongs.
It was also pointed out that current and future infrastructure must not impede the water
flow.

Land

Most agreed that vegetation is important to protect the banks and that erosion should be
minimised for bank stability. Some mentioned that physical structures for road crossings
need to be improved. Making productivity sustainable was also important for some, while the
others did not want the catchment to be divided into smaller plots.

Plants

In the future, landholders would like to see less woody and herbaceous weeds and have a
strategy/guideline developed for weed control. They would also like to see more tall trees in
the catchment and more native understory cover, but also a higher species diversity.
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Animals

The control of dog and fox populations was seen as an important goal. At the same time,
landholders wanted to have more birds in the catchment, fish in the waterholes, as well
as their stable populations. Some said that it is necessary to improve landholders’
understanding of native species populations. The importance of cattle for weed management
was also mentioned.

People

One of the most important goals for the future was the ability for the landholders to have a
say in the decision-making process regarding catchment management. Some thought that
the catchment needs coordination which could include regular landholders meetings, as well
as meetings with the Council, which was expected to provide continuous support for the
community. Many landholders said that it is important to record the history of Franklin
Vale. Some mentioned that it would be good to keep the current population density and
others noted that picnic spots by the creek could be a good idea.
Identified actions
Water

Landholders decided that riparian fencing is necessary for water quality, as it helps to manage
the stock, but also protects newly planted riparian vegetation. Some noted that fences should
be removed when the vegetation is established. It was suggested that water velocity can be
reduced with large wood and small weirs and its quality can be further improved by
introducing aquatic plants. Aquifer recharge needs to be managed.
Many felt that it is important to monitor the water quality, and citizen science could be part
of it.

Land

Erosion was seen by many as a problem, and it was decided that its hot spots need to be
identified and evaluated. Many felt that they want to see a promotion of sustainable property
management practices.
Plants

Landholders wanted to understand weed dynamics but also to see their weeds managed
in a well-organised way so that all properties get the same treatments, which could partly be
achieved with a catchment weed management group. Spraying and chipping were seen as the
most appropriate methods for weed treatment. Some thought that it is important to
encourage she-oaks and bottlebrushes in the channel and others wanted to see more

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 88

[Status]

Page 188 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 2.

incentives for planting in the future. All agreed that good governance of fire management is
necessary.

Animals

It was stated that in the future riparian areas can be fenced but the stock has to have some
access to water.
People

Many landholders felt like they want to see a recorded history of the Franklin Vale. There
were suggestions to establish a Franklin Vale web portal and have a link with the
Ipswich City Council history unit. There was also interest in registering as an official FV
authority and holding regular Franklin Vale meetings.
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Appendix 7. First Nations history of the region
Franklin Vale is home to the Jagera people. According to the Indigenous Languages Map of
Queensland, two languages were possibly spoken in the area – Jagara and Wuli Wuli (State
Library’s Indigenous Languages Project, retrieved on 18/06/2021).
The indigenous history of Franklin Vale itself is not well known, but one of the first explorers
to mention the presence of the aboriginal people in the region was Allan Cunningham (Lilley,
1982), who was travelling just north of the catchment in 1829. Some information about the
area near Franklin Vale Creek called Rosewood Scrub was recorded by Dr Ray Kerkhove in
2015 in his Indigenous Use and Indigenous History of Rosewood Scrub report. It is possible
that aboriginal camps were located between the waterbodies of Rosewood and Calvert, with
a major gathering place at Old Man’s waterhole (Calvert). Early settlers also mention that
aboriginal people held initiation ceremonies at bora rings, which could be found throughout
Rosewood Scrub (Kerkhove, 2015).
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1. Introduction
1.1 Context
The Franklin Vale catchment is a relatively small catchment (~ 138 km2) situated
approximately 35 km south-west of Ipswich in southeast-Queensland. Franklin Vale Creek
drains into the Bremer River (via Western Creek) which, in turn, is a tributary of the Brisbane
River. The catchment is currently home to a small community of landholders and supports a
range of land uses including grazing, cropping, forestry and conservation. Significant
vegetation clearing has occurred in the catchment since it was settled by Europeans in the
mid 1800s. A lack of vegetation, especially in riparian areas, in combination with steep slopes
and grazing pressure have been associated with bank instability and erosion in the
catchment’s waterways, as well as gully erosion in the broader catchment (Alluvium, 2014a,
b). While instability in the catchment was identified as being high compared to other
catchments within the Ipswich City Council (Council) area, such instability is unlikely to be
major contributor to sediment loads in the lower Bremer River (Alluvium, 2014a, b).
To address concerns associated with the degradation of water quality and the ecological
values of the Franklin Vale catchment and its receiving waters, as well as the catchment’s
agricultural productivity, Council has established the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative.
This programme seeks to restore and enhance the ecological condition of the Franklin Vale
Creek and catchment by working with landholders to mitigate threats and rehabilitate and
renew degraded areas through the implementation of on-ground actions (e.g., revegetation).
The Initiative is funded by Council’s stormwater quality offsets scheme.
In late 2020, Council engaged a project team from the Australian Rivers Institute at Griffith
University to develop a catchment restoration plan to inform the design and development of
the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative.

1.2 Purpose
The main purpose of the Franklin Vale catchment restoration plan is to support decisionmaking regarding the selection, prioritisation and implementation of restoration actions in
the Franklin Vale catchment. More specifically, the aims of the plan are to:





synthesise existing knowledge concerning the ecology of the Franklin Vale
catchment;
assess current ecological conditions of the Franklin Vale catchment, including
its key values and threats to these;
provide a strategic plan for prioritising on-ground actions; and
identify monitoring and evaluation needs to assess the effectiveness of these
interventions and guide future adaptive management.
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1.3 Approach
To develop a catchment restoration plan for the Franklin Vale catchment, three work
packages were completed as follows.
1. Catchment condition assessment:
 compilation of an information log for the catchment
 synthesis of available relevant knowledge
 an evaluation of key ecological values of the catchment
 an assessment of the major risks and vulnerabilities facing the catchment
2. Strategic Plan development:
 co-design of restoration objectives for the Franklin Vale catchment
 compilation of a catalogue of potential on-ground interventions
 identification of priority actions to address restoration goals
3. Monitoring and Evaluation guidelines:
 design and testing of rapid field condition assessment methods
 intervention monitoring methodology
 water quality monitoring protocols
 longer-term catchment-scale condition monitoring and evaluation
To support the development of this catchment restoration plan, thorough literature searches
of published and unpublished literature were conducted and existing sources of relevant
regional data (e.g., LiDAR, satellite imagery, regional ecosystem mapping) were identified.
This knowledge was then synthesised and analysed to describe the status of key catchment
components with respect to five themes (land, water, plants, animals and people) and to
identify appropriate restoration approaches. A comprehensive information log and detailed
methods of the spatial data analysis is provided in the Catchment Condition Assessment
package, Appendices 1 and 2.
Additionally, field surveys were conducted at 30 sites along Franklin Vale Creek and main
tributaries to provide a rapid condition assessment of these waterways including bank
condition and erosion, riparian vegetation cover and condition (including exotic species),
water quality and stream condition (sedimentation, aquatic vegetation), animal habitat
(instream and terrestrial) and infrastructure. Detailed methods are provided in the Catchment
Condition Assessment package, Appendix 3.
Two community workshops were also held during the project to ascertain community values
and collate local knowledge regarding the condition of the catchment and its vulnerability as
well as interest and support for various management approaches. A summary of each event
is provided in the Catchment Condition Assessment package, Appendix 4.
It should be noted that this project was initially designed during the 2020 Covid-19 lockdown
period. Consequently, neither field work nor face to face community events were included in
the budget or timeline but were conducted as the opportunity arose.
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1.4 Structure of this document
This document presents the outputs of the third work package – a monitoring and evaluation
plan for the Franklin Vale catchment. The first section presents recommendations regarding
water quality monitoring as this is a critical focus of the Franklin Vale Creek Initiative for which
there is currently no information (beyond that collected during the current project). The
second section describes an approach to ongoing condition monitoring to enable the
condition of the catchment to be reassessed in the future, building on the approach taken in
this project (see accompanying Catchment Condition Assessment report). The third section
focuses more specifically on recommendations for targeted monitoring of specific restoration
interventions implemented under the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative. Finally, some
recommendations for priority research to address key knowledge needs are presented.
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2. Water quality monitoring
Monitoring is a key part of the catchment restoration process needed to confirm whether
restoration actions have resulted in improved water quality. Documenting the long-term
outcomes of restoration projects is essential to evaluating the effectiveness and value of the
program, as well as apply the lessons learned to further river restoration.
Despite the growing number of restoration projects worldwide aimed at reducing
downstream sediment flux, only a small portion of them is typically monitored for sufficient
time and at a sufficiently large scale to give information about the project’s outcomes. Of
about 320 rivers restored in Europe to improve their aquatic ecosystem conditions, for
example, less than 27 % reported monitoring outcomes (Nones, 2016). The scarcity of postrestoration monitoring is typically related to the lack of project funds for monitoring water
quality, and the limited timeframe over which these funds can be spent. To overcome this
problem, we suggest including a long-term monitoring programme in planning and budgeting
phase of future projects wherever possible.

2.1 Considerations when designing a monitoring programme
Water quality monitoring should take into account the scale and time frame over which
changes are expected to occur and consider the catchment characteristics which may
confound links between changes in water quality and the restoration action. Some key
considerations when designing a monitoring programme are:








Adjust expectations - before designing a water quality management program it is
important to set realistic expectations regarding the time frame for which
improvement in each parameter of interest is likely to occur;
Goal setting – where background water quality condition is known or guideline values
exist short term, mid-term and long term reduction in sediment/nutrient goals can
provide a framework for monitoring (Cape York NRM and South Cape York Catchment,
2016);
Understanding catchment hydrology is important as this drives the movement of
pollutants and will help decide which locations to monitor and the frequency sufficient
to detect change with reasonable sensitivity;
In cases where understanding the effects of a restoration program on water quality is
a critical goal, lag time can be minimized by focusing monitoring on sub-catchments
or sites close to restored areas sources;
Supplementing spatial water quality monitoring with monitoring localised restoration
case studies can help understand the causes for delayed water quality improvement
downstream, and help explain these delays to stakeholders;
Choose indicators of success that are likely to respond quickly to monitor first. For
example, improvements in stream biota may come much more slowly than some
water quality parameters and may be beyond the time frame of many monitoring
efforts.

Australian Rivers Institute

Page | 9

Page 199 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 3.

2.2 Appropriate indices to monitor for water quality
Restoration of Franklin Vale catchment aims to improve water quality in terms of the total
sediment, nutrient and pathogen loads exported from the catchment into Western Creek and
then the Bremmer River. Key parameters of interest therefore are as follows. An indicative
cost associated with analysis for each parameter per sample at a commercial laboratory is
provided, this should be used as a guide only.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Total suspended sediment ($20-30)
Total nitrogen and phosphorus (sediment bound N and P) ($35-45)
Dissolved nitrate, ammonium, and phosphate ($20-25)
Pathogens: Faecal coliforms and Escherichia coli ($45-$60)
Other pathogens: Salmonella enterica, Campylobacter
adenovirus, and Cryptosporidium oocysts (>$100 per analyte)

jejuni,

Other water quality parameters of interest to Council may include temperature, dissolved
oxygen, pH and salinity, which influence the suitability of water for biota such as
invertebrates, fish and platypus. These could be monitored in persistent pools which may
provide refuge for biota during low flow.
In addition to monitoring the concentrations of these key parameters it would also be
beneficial to monitor river discharge so that “empirical load” can be calculated for each
parameter. This can be estimated using a stage height (river water level) logger installed at
an appropriate location where a flow rating curve is established by hydrologists.
There are a range of logistic and economic limitations of collecting samples and analysing for
these key parameters which may prevent data collection at the frequency necessary to
adequately understand spatial and temporal variation (Leigh et al., 2019). In intermittent
systems it is important to understand changes in pollutant concentration across flow events,
but manual collection of sufficient samples may be cost-prohibitive and dangerous.
Monitoring of surrogate parameters either manually or via in situ sensors provides a lowercost alternative to assess these parameters. However, in situ sensors require regular servicing
and maintenance by a qualified technician to be effective, which may prohibitive if the project
budget is short-term. Sensors installed in the river provide high-frequency data needed to
understand variation in water quality in rivers. Continuous surrogate data (e.g. turbidity) can
then be correlated with data from periodic field samples of the parameters the surrogate
represents (e.g. suspended sediment), to predict continuous pollutant concentrations or
loads through time. Table 1 provide a list of common surrogate parameters and the
constituents they represent.
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Table 1. Surrogate parameters that are low-cost when measured in grab samples or can be
measured semi-continuously using in situ sensors, and the constituents they represent
Surrogate

Constituent represented

Turbidity
or other manual
measures of water
clarity such as black
disc visibility

Total suspended sediments
Total N or P
Total organic C
Sediment bound metals or organic pollutants
E. coli, total coliforms

Specific conductance

Dissolved nitrate, ammonium, and phosphate
Alkalinity,
Other dissolved elements e.g. Chloride, Calcium, Potassium,
Sodium, Magnesium
Dissolved organic carbon

fDOM (Fluorescent
Dissolved Organic
Matter)

2.3 Tailored water quality monitoring approaches for restoration of Franklin Vale
Creek
A range of possible monitoring approaches have been applied in previous projects to assess
the effectiveness of interventions at improving water quality, these are outlined in Appendix
1. We suggest the following possible approaches to water quality monitoring are most
appropriate for Franklin Vale Creek:

End of catchment monitoring and event monitoring
End-of-catchment monitoring aims to detect the combined impact of all upstream restoration
actions and management improvements on the quality of water leaving the catchment. An
end-of-catchment monitoring site would be located at the downstream end of the catchment,
where the discharge can be accurately gauged.
Water samples are collected manually or using an automatic sampler at set time intervals and
more intensively during events for many years during and after catchment restoration. This
data is paired to continuous measurements of river discharge and turbidity or other surrogate
data.
This would have a high initial set up cost but can provide a robust way to quantify and monitor
changes in the load of suspended sediments and nutrients exported from the catchment as
restoration projects proceed. However, this approach does not provide information about the
effectiveness of specific restoration actions within catchment and may have a lag time before
impact is detected.
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Low-cost option: stage height logger and turbidity sensor, with manual grab samples
collected when possible
High-cost option: full gauging station with autosampler attached
Spatially explicit regular and event monitoring
This strategy consists of a network of monitoring sites spread throughout the catchment
which aim to detect changes in water quality at different scales and understand spatial
variability in pollutant loads, e.g. which tributaries produce the most sediment
The network may combine nested paddock, property, sub-catchment, and catchment scale
monitoring. Sites are often positioned strategically to monitor locations particular current or
future restoration projects, i.e. upstream and downstream of action to detect impact. Control
sites on unrestored sections of river can be built into the sampling design.
Stage height loggers and turbidity meters installed at all or a subset of sample points and
supplemented with spot measurements and grab water samples during low and high flow
when possible.
This is a high-cost option but may provide robust information on both the effect of individual
projects (if sites are situated upstream and downstream) and information on end of
catchment loads. It would also provide baseline information for reaches in the catchment that
are yet to be restored.
Measuring erosion rates as a surrogate for water quality
Rates of soil erosion measured within each restored reach, paired with measurements at
adjacent unrestored sites with similar aspect and soil type could provide a surrogate for
impact on water quality. This could be assessed visually in the field. Drone photos of
restored sites and adjacent non-restored areas taken each year may be used to chart
growth of vegetation and changes in bank structure. Repeat analysis of lidar data at
appropriate intervals in the future could also help establish the effectiveness of restoration
to reduce erosion.
Citizen science water quality assessment
This approach would involve landowners monitoring the condition of the river in key
locations (e.g. important refugia pools) where their property borders the creek seasonally or
annually under baseflow conditions. Landowners could also be given water collection
bottles and requested to collect water from the creek during or directly following events
when safe to do so. These samples could be frozen until collection by Council and samples
sent for analysis. It would be difficult for landowners to assess flow rate however this could
be estimated if they record the time of sample collection and this is compared to stage
height data recorded at the downstream end of the catchment. Photographs of the river at
the time of sampling could also be used to estimate wetted width.
Australian Rivers Institute
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3. Condition monitoring
We recommend that the condition assessment of the Franklin Vale catchment conducted
during this project (see accompanying Catchment Condition Assessment Report) be updated
approximately every five years to assess the overall trajectory of the catchment’s land, water,
plants, animals and people in response to the Franklin Vale Creek Catchment Initiative as well
as other drivers, and to incorporate new information.
We recommend that this catchment condition assessment comprises:
1. Spatial data analyses to assess trends in geomorphic stability, erosion, vegetation
cover and condition and land use; and
2. Rapid field assessment.

3.1 Spatial data analyses
The spatial data analysis method used during this project, and recommended for future
condition assessments, is based on the authors’ prior experience with prioritising catchment
rehabilitation interventions (Olley et al., 2010a; Olley et al., 2010b; Olley et al., 2009) and
LiDAR data analyses (McMahon et al., 2017; McMahon et al., 2020). It is designed to inform
a catchment scale estimate of relative erosion rates and the distribution of canopy cover in
different height classes, without requiring the additional time required to derive estimates of
absolute erosion volume (in m3 for example).
The method could be completed again when new LiDAR data becomes available. If possible,
it is recommended that this new data be captured approximately every 5 years, or after large
flood events. If more time were available to error check the remotely sensed data, it would
give more confidence in the magnitude and distribution of erosion volume, and the
proportion of vegetation canopy cover in different height categories.
Future analyses should involve the following steps:
1.

Using a Digital Elevation Model (DEM) of the study area define
a. Slope in degrees
b. Waterways based on flow accumulation

2.

Using the waterways layer identify Strahler stream orders

3.

Define geomorphic process zones based on coarse scale changes in slope, geology
and soils

4.

For each of the geomorphic process zones, calculate the proportion of different native
vegetation types present currently, and at the time of European settlement, as
indicated by the Queensland Herbarium.

5.

For each of the stream orders, visually inspect aerial imagery to determine the most
appropriate riparian buffer width in the catchment, e.g. 15 m, 20 m etc.
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6.

Using the most up to date LiDAR data available, extract canopy height model (CHM)
data for 1-5 m and >5 m height categories.

7.

Calculate the percent canopy cover of each vegetation height category in each stream
order buffer

8.

If two LiDAR captures are available, subtract the latter DEM from the earlier DEM to
estimate erosion between the two time periods. Only look at erosion greater than a
threshold of 0.5m to give increased confidence in erosion estimates.

9.

Divide the volume of erosion in each stream order segment by the area of that
segment to derive a m3/m2 erosion rate.

10.

Visually inspect erosion in stream order segments to determine if errors have been
introduced from dense vegetation cover or changes in water levels.

11.

Extract the canopy cover of different height categories and erosion stream order data
within each geomorphic process zone. Use erosion intensity as the primary factor
driving rehabilitation priorities, followed by current vegetation extent.

Evaluation should investigate trends in relation to the current condition assessment
presented in the accompanying Catchment Condition Assessment Report.

3.2 Rapid field assessments
The method developed and applied during this project is based on several rapid assessment
methods that are widely used by natural resource managers to assess stream and riparian
condition (e.g. protocols developed in Queensland; rapid appraisal of riparian condition –
Jansen et al., 2005, State of the Rivers - Land and Environment Assessment, 2003; and the a
national rapid assessment protocol for streams and rivers developed in New Zealand
(Clapcott and Young, 2015). The method is designed to be comprehensive and rigorous, yet
easily applicable at a variety of sites, rapid, and transferrable between catchments. Data
sheets used to collect information during the rapid field assessment of sites in this project are
provided in Appendix 2.

Desktop analysis
Prior to fieldwork, conduct a desktop analysis of the catchment to select sites suitable for the
assessment. Sites at road creek crossings can be selected using satellite images, stream
network information and analysis of road networks. Additional sites can also be selected in
consultation with landholders who agree to property access.

Fieldwork
At selected locations, at least a 30 m transect is assessed for the survey. Sites at road crossings
are assessed approximately 10 m either side of the road or within the road buffer before
Australian Rivers Institute
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fencing restricted access. Sites on private property are established as 30 m along the stream.
Five categories of stream condition are assessed: land, water, flora, animals, and people.
Photographs are taken at each location for future references.
i.

Land. Riparian width (width of woody vegetation from banks to the end of the riparian
zone – determined by fencing or clear delineation between riparian and upland) and
presence or absence of a fence and its functionality (quality) are recorded. Banks’
slope (vertical, steep, moderate, low, and flat) and shape (concave, convex, stepped,
wide lower bench, or undercut) are determined, any evidence of active erosion is
assessed (see data sheet for reference pictures). Erosion is presented in four
categories: nil to minor (minimal exposed bank, no evidence of recent gullying), minor
to moderate (small areas of ripped bank, not continuous along bank), significant less
than 2m (ripped banks and strong visible evidence of erosion along lower banks), and
significant more than 2m (strong visible evidence of major erosion along all
banks). Stock grazing pressure (none, low to moderate, high) and stock type are
identified, as well as any evidence of heavy stock usage.

ii.

Plants. The continuity of riparian vegetation within the transect on each bank
(estimated percentage of bank covered with continuous canopy vegetation - greater
than 2m) is measured, and a number of significant discontinuities (breaks in canopy
cover) recorded. Total canopy, understory, and ground cover for both banks are
estimated, with an additional indication of a percentage of native and introduced
(exotic) species for each stratum. Any additional vegetation features of interest
(e.g. identified species, thickets of invasive plants, native regrowth, large native or
exotic trees etc.) are described.

iii.

Water. The wetted stream width and depth for three to five chosen points distributed
evenly along the transect are recorded. The percentage of shading of the stream bed
and stream’s visible depth are estimated. When water was present in the creek,
turbidity, conductivity, pH, and dissolved oxygen at three points of the transect are
measured with a YSI multiprobe. When water is not turbid or not present, a
percentage of fine sediment covering the stream bed is estimated. Three quadrats
(1m x 1m) are set up to examine sediment composition, and the percentages of rocks,
cobbles, pebbles, gravel, sand, and silt are recorded.

iv.

Fauna. Aquatic habitat features rather than presence of animals are assessed. The leaf
litter within stream channel at every site is recorded in percentage, while individual
submerged logs, twigs, branches, log jams, and root overhang are tallied. The
continuity for fish passage is investigated and possible obstructions in the waterway
(e.g., high dam, weir or waterfall, cascade rapid, log jam, culvert, logs, but also low
features like sand bars, etc.) identified and recorded as presence/absence. The
presence of terrestrial and aquatic habitat features is indicated: leaf litter cover on
banks, the presence of hollow bearing trees and a presence of fallen logs. Any fauna
seen at a site is counted and recorded, as well as indicators of its presence (e.g., nests,
scats, mark on tree bark etc.).
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v.

People. Any infrastructure present at a site (e.g., bridge, weir, artificial bank
protection structure, fencing) is described, and its photo reference taken.

Data analyses and evaluation
The collected data is summarised for the whole catchment, as well as within each process
zone and stream order, with average calculated for quantitative variables. Points are mapped
by site location and colour coded by attribute score. Future assessments should focus on
describing trends in indicators in relation to those describe in the current project and
presented in the accompanying Catchment Condition Assessment Report.
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4. Intervention monitoring
4.1 Types of intervention monitoring
Collection and evaluation of information in the following categories would help understand
the overall effectiveness of the Franklin Vale Creek Initiative:
1. Success of on ground actions, for example:
- Assessment of plant survival, establishment and growth paired with information
on care given to the plants and environmental conditions (rainfall and
temperature).
- Assessment of structural integrity of fences, hardened crossings, or off stream
watering points through time, paired with construction details.
2. Water quality – monitoring to understand the effectiveness of restoration actions to
reduce the load of sediment, nutrients and pathogens exported from Franklin Vale
Creek
3. Community and landowner perceptions of the catchment and restoration
programme
4. Cost-effectiveness – detailed record keeping of the costs associated with each project
combined with data in the above categories could be used to undertake cost-benefit
analysis.

4.2 Targeted intervention monitoring for water quality
Targeted intervention monitoring can be implemented to track changes in sediment and
nutrient movement through restored riparian areas or constructed features where water is
diverted. Monitoring sites are established to measure pollutant loads in water exiting (and if
possible, entering) restored land areas, e.g., overland flow through riparian planting and
restored gullies, or where water is channelled through artificial wetlands or swale. The aim is
to quantify the local effectiveness of discrete restoration projects and study changes in runoff
water quality through time. Sampling is typically using automatic monitoring stations
equipped with turbidity and water height or velocity sensors, but may be conducted manually
during events. Sediment traps may also be installed to collect time-integrated data.
This approach would help detect change at a local scale which is likely to occur in a shorter
time frame than changes in downstream locations. To be successful monitoring sites need to
be installed along well-defined hydrological flow paths through the restored area. Sites for
targeted intervention monitoring also require unrestricted access so that samples can be
collected during or immediately following events
Targeted intervention monitoring can also include river water quality sampling at paired sites
directly upstream and downstream of a restored riparian area. The aim here is to detect
change in water quality passing the site due to the reduction in inputs through the restored
area during rainfall events. These methods may be useful to detect improvement when high
Australian Rivers Institute
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runoff expected through the restored area, e.g. subtraction of upstream to downstream can
tell you the portion that is entering along that reach during events, and improvement
monitored as a site establishes. This approach is best suited where a large riparian area and
long section of river has been restored (e.g. multiple kilometres) and an effect is unlikely to
detect effects where short stretch of river is restored. It may also take some time for the
effect of restoration to become apparent in water quality data using the technique.
The approach chosen for post-restoration water quality monitoring should be tailored to the
individual project and its goals. A range of previous approaches are reported in literature
which vary in spatial and temporal intensity of measurements. These approaches are outlined
in Table 1 along with their potential drawbacks and a description of situations they may be
well suited to monitoring.

4.3 Challenge of detecting change in water quality associated with restoration
Time lag effects
Restoration projects which aim to improve water may fail to meet targets due to a time lag
between restoration actions and detectable improvement in water quality (Meals et al.,
2010). This time lag comes from the time required for an effect to be delivered from the
intervention. For example, it may take years for vegetation to grow sufficiently to reinforce
soils with roots preventing erosion or contribute leaf litter to rivers providing habitat for
invertebrates. The time required for the waterway to respond to the effects of restoration
may also induce a time lag. For example, riparian planting may reduce sediment inputs to
rivers, but sediment accumulated in the river from past events may continue to be
resuspended and transported downstream for a period.
The extent of time lag time is catchment and pollutant specific, but may be months to years
for contaminants such as bacteria that are relatively short lived, or longer for sediment
accumulated in river systems (Meals et al., 2010).

Spatially connected nature of rivers and non-point source pollution inputs
Restored reaches receive water from upstream sites which may confound interpretation of
water quality changes through that site. Water quality improvements driven by restoration
of specific upstream areas may be obscured at the downstream end of a catchment by high
pollutant loads delivered lower in the catchment. In this case water quality monitoring close
to the restoration site or catchment wide may be required to understand the effect of
restoration. It is important to understand which tributaries or channels within anabranching
rivers contribute or transport the greatest load of pollutants, so that restoration positioned
in an optimal position to intercept pollution.
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Lack of baseline data
There is no baseline water quality data available of the historic or current condition of water
quality in Franklin Vale Creek. This is typical of many small and intermittent rivers world-wide.
Without baseline data it can be difficult to establish improved conditions, however this can
be dealt with by regular monitoring at strategic locations in future and showing a trajectory
through time. Even when no baseline data have been established prior to restoration, this
research showed monitoring can demonstrate the effectiveness of riparian restoration
(Collins et al., 2013).

Intermittent or flashy rivers
The term “intermittent rivers” has been used to refer to all temporary, ephemeral, seasonal,
and episodic streams and rivers with defined channels (Datry et al., 2014). We might expect
increased intermittency under future climate projections (Leigh et al., 2010). Monitoring the
response of intermittent rivers to restoration is complicated by the fact that water only flows
during part of the year, or only flows substantially during rainfall events which may be
infrequent and unpredictable.
During dry or low flow periods, sediment and organic matter are stored in intermittently
flowing channels. During these high flow events, large amounts of sediment, nutrients,
organic matter, and other pollutants stored in river channels and on the land are transported
downstream within short time periods (Leigh et al., 2013). It is during these wet periods that
the majority of the sediment, nutrient and pathogen load is delivered downstream, but it is
logistically difficult to collect samples to monitor these events.
Such events occur infrequently and unpredictably, which leads to uncertainty about the
amount and frequency of monitoring required to reflect the full range events which may occur
(Leigh et al., 2013).
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5. Research priorities
Key knowledge needs to support the development, implementation and evaluation of the
Franklin Vale Creek Initiative are provided in the accompanying Catchment Restoration Plan. To
address, these we recommend the following priority research projects:


A comparative analysis of all the catchments draining into the Bremer River (not only those
within the Ipswich City Council area) to identify regional erosion hotspots. This could be
achieved with the methods used to assess the Franklin Vale catchment in this study (see
section 3.1). Once identified, collaborative work with regional bodies, such as the Resilient
Rivers Initiative or Healthy Land and Water, could be undertaken to improve the spatial
prioritisation of water quality interventions. If more time and/or funding was available, an
estimate of erosion magnitude in absolute (i.e. m3) rather than relative terms could be
derived, which would allow the contribution of riverbank erosion to regional suspended
sediment loads to be estimated.



There is a need to understand how water and sediment move through Franklin Vale
catchment, especially during high rainfall and flood events. Which sub-catchments contribute
the most sediment and how does this change as restoration of the catchment proceeds? This
could be a citizen science project to gather data from sufficient locations during rainfall
events. A data station installed at the downstream end of the catchment to monitor flow and
turbidity through events would also be valuable.



In additional to understanding sub-catchment contributions in terms of sediment load,
information on which areas of Franklin Vale Catchment contribute sediment with the highest
nutrient content and bioavailability would be useful. Nutrient bioavailability indicator and
bioassay techniques have recently been developed to rapidly assess sediments and identify
those likely to have the greatest impact in downstream ecosystems (see Garzon-Garcia et al.
2017, Franklin et al. 2018). These techniques could be applied to detect nutrient “hotspots”
within the catchment and combined with information on zones of high erosion potential to
prioritise restoration most effectively.



How long does water remain in Franklin Vale Creek following flow events, where is it retained
and how does water quality in pools change after receiving flows? This information would be
useful to work out what type of interventions could help retain water and which locations
these should target.



There is a need for improved understanding of the regenerative capacity of key vegetation
communities in the catchment including riparian forests and woodlands, extirpated
floodplain woodlands, as well as that of weeds (e.g., propagule pressure, seed banks), to
inform the selection and design of appropriate vegetation management and restoration
strategies.
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Improve understanding of wildlife in the catchment, including aquatic fauna, and habitat
quality. This could include identification of key aquatic refuges (e.g. waterholes) and mapping
of habitat connectivity to inform restoration priorities.
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Appendix 1. Approaches for monitoring impacts of interventions on water quality
Table A1. Key approaches to intervention monitoring that have been used previously to track impacts of restoration on water
quality, example cases for each, as well as potential drawbacks and situations suitable for use of each approach
Approach

Description

Drawbacks

Situations suited to
approach

End-ofcatchment
sampling













Designed to detect the impact of all upstream
restoration actions and management
improvements combined on the quality of
water leaving a catchment, i.e. entering a
downstream water body
End-of-catchment monitoring sites are located
at the lowest point on a creek or river, where
the discharge can be accurately measured,
often where gauging stations are already
established
Water samples are collected manually or using
automatic sampler at set time intervals and
more intensively during events. This data is
paired to continuous measurements of river
discharge and turbidity or other surrogate data
Provides field data to calibrate and validate
catchment models





Does not provide
information about the
effectiveness of specific
restoration actions
within catchment
A long time lag may
occur before impact is
detected
High cost of running and
maintaining gauging
stations, e.g. at the
upper end of the cost
scale annual running
costs of a GBR “super
gauge” estimated at
$47,000/year for field
and laboratory analysis
(Cape York NRM and
South Cape York



Ideal for use where
understanding impact on
downstream ecosystems
is the focus of
restoration, e.g. rivers
entering GBR
Whole catchment
restoration projects
where a similar
restoration technique is
applied across the
catchment
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Approach

Catchment
wide or
spatially
explicit

Description

Drawbacks



Example: A network of “super gauges”
monitor hydrology and water quality at endof-catchment locations in rivers entering the
Great Barrier Reef (GBR) lagoon. This highquality data aims to detect effects of changing
land use on pollutant loads delivered to the
GBR over the long-term (Cape York NRM and
South Cape York Catchment, 2016).



This strategy consists of a network of
monitoring sites spread throughout the
catchment which aim to detect changes in
water quality at different scales and
understand spatial variability in pollutant
loads, e.g. which tributaries produce the most
sediment
The network may combine nested paddock,
property, sub-catchment, and catchment scale
monitoring. Sites are often positioned
strategically to monitor locations of discrete
current or future restoration projects, i.e.
upstream and downstream to detect impact.
Control sites on unrestored sections of river
can be built into the sampling design
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Situations suited to
approach

Catchment, 2016).
However, lower cost
designs are possible





Large number of sites
increases programme
cost
Some sites may be
redundant for long
periods of time, i.e. prior
to restoration







Useful when high spatial
variation throughout
catchment is expected
which may confound
interpretation of impact
of individual restoration
actions
Information required on
end of catchment loads
and effects of restoration
occurring in specific
areas
When sequential
restoration is planned
throughout a catchment.
Some sites may be
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Approach

Description






Longitudinal
(downstream)
transect
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Drawbacks

Situations suited to
approach
sampled less frequently
prior to restoration to
provide baseline
information

Paddock or small sub-catchment monitoring
may detect short-term benefits of restoration
prior to changes at end of catchment
Example: Currently used to provide data on
the effect of improved land management on
GBR water quality (Cape York NRM and South
Cape York Catchment, 2016)
Example: 16 sites established throughout
Tarland catchment, Scotland, to monitor
changes in water quality through time in
response to incremental restoration (Bergfur
et al., 2012)
The effects of restoration treatments
evaluated by comparing water quality at
multiple points along the downstream transect
of a restored section of river
Samples are typically collected seasonally or
annually to detect change water quality as the
restored river re-establishes healthy ecological
processes
Example: Ten sample points along 2.5 km of
the Kwacza River in Poland, which was
restored using groynes, semi-palisades, and
stone islands. Samples collected prior to






Labour intensive
If restored section is
upstream does not give
information about
pollutant load leaving the
catchment
Provides trajectory
information but no
“control” data to account
for background changes
in water quality





When long sections of
river have been restored
helps understand role of
restoration in changing
in-stream nutrient cycling
and establish the length
of restoration required to
induce changes
Where different types of
restoration are
conducted within a
continuous river reach
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Approach

Description

Drawbacks

Situations suited to
approach

restoration and during 6 years post-restoration
(Mrozińska et al., 2018).

Upstream
and
downstream
points





Paired sample points established directly
upstream and downstream of the restored
area, to detect change in water quality passing
through in baseflow or reduction in inputs
through the site in high flow.
Example: Sampling at downstream end of
restored reaches on streams in Lake Ellesmere
catchment New Zealand, paired with sampling
at control sites, without planted native
vegetation, positioned at least 500 m
upstream (Collins et al., 2013)

this may be used to
identify those leading to
greatest water quality
improvement
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Unlikely to detect effects
where short stretch of
river is restored, e.g. no
difference in nutrient
retention between
vegetated and
unvegetated reaches in
Gwydir River catchment,
New South Wales
(Stewart, 2012).
If restored section is
upstream does not give
information about
pollutant load leaving the
catchment
No “control” data to
account for background
changes in water quality





Useful to detect
improvement when high
runoff expected through
the restored area, e.g.
subtraction of upstream
to downstream can tell
you the portion that is
entering along that reach
during events, and
improvement monitored
as the site establishes
Best suited where a large
riparian area or long
section of river has been
restored
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Approach

Description

Drawbacks

Situations suited to
approach

Before-after
controlimpact (BACI)
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Similar to “upstream downstream point” or
“longitudinal transect” approaches but
includes a reference control site and before
and after treatment sampling
In the Before-after control-impact (BACI)
design paired sites are selected with similar
hydrogeomorphic and ecological conditions
(reference and a restored stream). These are
sampled before and sequentially after
restoration
A subset of points within the “catchment
wide” approach can be used as BACI sites
Example: 8-years of water quality data (8
months before) collected in BACI design across
a reference stream and a stream with passive
restoration in a rural Normandy, France
(Muller et al., 2016)
Example: BACI sites selected from “catchment
wide” sites in Waikato, New Zealand. Used to
detect effects of integrated catchment
management (cattle exclusions and riparian
planting) in sub-catchments, including 6-years
pre-treatment data (Hughes and Quinn, 2014).





Unlikely to detect effects
where short stretch of
river is restored
If restored section is
upstream does not give
information about
pollutant load leaving the
catchment
Labour intensive - not
possible to monitor many
restored sites

Provides robust
information when
understanding and
quantifying the impact of
discrete restoration
projects is required

Page | 29

Page 219 of 229

ENVIRONMENT AND SUSTAINABILITY COMMITTEE
MEETING AGENDA

10 FEBRUARY
2022
Item 5 / Attachment 3.

Approach

Description

Drawbacks

Situations suited to
approach

Space for
time



Point or longitudinal transect style monitoring
of water quality at sites where restoration was
initiated across a range of time periods
In lieu of collecting long-term time-series data
to study to the trajectory of water quality
following restoration an alternative is spatial
data substituted for temporal data
Example: Water quality measured within nine
riparian restoration zones in New Zealand that
were fenced and planted 2 to 24 years prior to
the study. These were compared to unrestored
control points upstream (Parkyn et al., 2003).
Example: Impact of vegetation restoration on
soil nutrient retention compared between
paired degraded and historically restored sites
in Baroon Pocket Dam catchment, southeastQueensland (Laceby et al., 2017).



Limited application to
catchments with
restoration sites
established across a
suitable range of time
periods



Monitoring stations placed either at the end of
catchment or upstream and downstream of
restored sections of river. These are triggered
during events to record continuous data on
water height/flow and turbidity and may also
collect water samples via an autosampler



Does not provide data on
baseflow conditions
which exist most of the
time therefore are likely
to influence conditions
for instream biota









Event-based
monitoring



Australian Rivers Institute





Useful to understand
impact of previous
restoration where no
background data is
available
When understanding the
time lag prior to
restoration effects being
detected is a priority

Suitable for intermittent
or flashy rivers where
most pollutant load
moves downstream in
flood events
Where impact of
restoration on pollutants
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Approach

Description

Drawbacks



Monitoring station data can also be paired
with grab samples collected manually for
analysis of pollutants across the course of
events
Example: High frequency sampling with “super
gauges” on rivers entering the GBR are used to
calculate empirical loads of pollutants
delivered in events (Cape York NRM and South
Cape York Catchment, 2016)



A long-time lag may
occur before impacts of
upstream restoration are
detected at end of
catchment

Monitoring sites established to measure
pollutant loads in water exiting (and if
possible, entering) restored land areas, e.g.
overland flow through riparian planting and
restored gullies, or where water is channelled
through artificial wetlands or swales
Aims to quantify the local effectiveness of the
various treatment options and study changes
in runoff water quality through time
Sampling typically using automatic monitoring
station equipped with turbidity and water
height or velocity sensors, but may be
conducted manually during events
Sediment traps may also be installed to collect
time-integrated data



Does not provide info
about effect of
restoration on instream
or downstream
processes
Installation of
autosamplers may be
expensive
In areas where runoff
does not occur in
channelised zones it may
be difficult to collect
inflow and outflow water



Targeted
intervention
monitoring








Australian Rivers Institute





Situations suited to
approach
loads delivered to
downstream ecosystems
is the focus









When aim is to detect
change at a fine scale and
short time frame, which
can then be scaled up
Monitoring restoration of
areas where hydrological
flow paths are well
defined
Sites with unrestricted
access so that samples
can be collected during
or immediately following
events
Suitable for intermittent
or flashy rivers where
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Approach

Description


Australian Rivers Institute

Drawbacks

Example: Sites set up at entrance and outflow
of both restored and unrestored gullies in GBR
catchments to investigate effectiveness of
different restoration techniques (Bartley et al.,
2019)

Situations suited to
approach



most pollutant load
moves downstream in
flood events
When understanding the
impact of discrete
restoration projects is
required
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Appendix 2. Rapid field assessment data sheets
Site Description
Site number:

Date and Time:

Recorders:

GPS location Upstream:
Photo point GPS location:
Downstream:
Photo reference No.:
Does the site have a history of restoration activity? (if yes, please give a brief description):

Section 1: Land
Riparian width |The width (m) of the riparian buffer constrained by vegetation, fence or other structure(s).
Left Bank
Right Bank
Riparian Width (m)
Is there a fence constraining the Riparian boundary?
☐
☐
If yes, provide a brief description of the fence (e.g. barbed wire)
________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________
If a fence is present, indicate the condition of the fence

☐ Good
☐ Moderate
☐ Poor

☐ Good
☐ Moderate
☐ Poor

Bank slope | Indicate the percentage of the site represented by each slope type.
Left Bank

Right Bank

Bank shape | Indicate the percentage (%) of the site represented by each shape type.
Left Bank

Right Bank
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Evidence of active erosion |Select the option that most accurately reflects the erosion condition at the site.
Left Bank
Right Bank
Significant active erosion and bank recession on banks >2m high
☐
☐
Significant active erosion and bank recession <2m high
☐
☐
Minor to moderate active erosion or bank recession
☐
☐
Nil to minor active erosion or bank recession
☐
☐
Bank features | Describe any notable features (e.g. gullies, rills, tunnel) that are present at the site that may
contribute to erosion. Take a photograph

Photo Reference: __________

Stock access |Assess the area and choose from the below three categories of stock grazing pressure using the
below photos as a guide.

Heavy usage

Light to moderate usage

Controlled access (fenced)

Stock grazing pressure

Left Bank

Right Bank

Evidence of heavy stock usage
Evidence of light to moderate stock usage
Stock access controlled by fencing

☐
☐
☐

☐
☐
☐

Stock type
Cattle / dairy cows
Other (horses, sheep, goats)

Left Bank

Right Bank

☐
☐

☐
☐

Australian Rivers Institute
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Section 2: Plants
Continuity of riparian vegetation | Indicate the length of each bank covered by continuous vegetation.
Left Bank
Right Bank
Percentage (%) of Bank covered by continuous vegetation
Number of significant discontinuities (gaps in canopy of greater than __m
long)

Vegetation structure and complexity | For each structural type, assess the cover it provides to the riparian area.
Each structural type is assessed independently of the others and is out of 100%. (source: Jansen et. al. Rapid
Assessment of Riparian Condition 2005 and DES State of the Rivers Field Manual 2003) Use the following
photographs as a guide to canopy cover.

Left Bank

Right Bank

Canopy (> 5 m tall) percentage (%) cover
Understory (1–5 m tall) percentage (%) cover
Ground (<1 m tall) percentage (%) cover
Presence of native vs. exotic species | Indicate what percentage (%) cover for each structural type is provide by
native species.

Left Bank

Right Bank

Canopy (> 5 m tall) percentage (%) of natives
Understory (1–5 m tall) percentage (%) of natives
Ground (<1 m tall) percentage (%) of natives

Australian Rivers Institute
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Vegetation features | Describe any notable vegetation features that are present at the site. This may include
thickets of invasive species (e.g. lantana), native regrowth, large native trees or any other significant
vegetation. Take a photograph

Photo Reference: __________

Section 3: Water
Wetted stream width/depth | Record the width of the wetted area and maximum water depth of five transects
perpendicular to the direction of flow.

Transect #
Width (m)
Depth (m)

1

2

3

4

5

Riparian shade | The percentage of shading of the stream bed throughout the day due to vegetation, banks or
other structure(s).

Percentage (%)
Percentage (%) of Streambed covered by shade
Visible depth | The depth to which you can see into the water.
To what depth you can see into the water (m)
Water quality |At three locations randomly selected within the site, take measurements of turbidity, conductivity,
pH and dissolved oxygen concentration.

Reading
Turbidity
Conductivity
pH
Dissolved oxygen concentration
Deposited sediment | The percentage of the stream bed covered by fine sediment.
Percentage (%)
☐

Water too turbid for observation of percentage (%) cover
Percentage (%) of Streambed covered by fine sediment

Sediment composition |Set up a 1m x 1m quadrat and indicate the percentage (%) of the wetted riverbed covered
by each of the following at three locations randomly selected within the site. If the water is too turbid to observe
percentage cover, only indicate present/absent.

Water too turbid for observation of percentage (%) cover
Cobbles
Pebbles
Gravel
Australian Rivers Institute

☐

Percentage (%)
☐
☐
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Sand
Other Please Describe:
Aquatic vegetation | For each aquatic vegetation structural type indicate percentage (%) cover of wetted area. If
the water is too turbid to observe percentage cover, only indicate that the structural type is present or absent.

Water too turbid for observation of percentage (%) cover
Percentage (%) cover of submerged vegetation
Percentage (%) cover of floating vegetation
Percentage (%) cover of emergent vegetation

Percentage (%)
☐

Channel habitat class | For each habitat identified in the reach indicate what proportion of that reach is made up
of those habitats out of 100%.

Habitat Class
Riffle (Depth 0.1 – 0.3m, gradient 1-3 degrees, moderate currents, surface

Percentage (%)

unbroken but unsmooth)
Run (Depth >0.3m, gradient 1-3 degrees, small but distinct and uniform current,
surface unbroken)
Pool (Depth >0.5m where stream widens or deepens and current declines)
Dry bed (Depth = 0)
Other Please Describe:

Australian Rivers Institute
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Section 4: Fauna
Aquatic habitat features | Leaf litter and debris may be present on the water surface or submerged.
Percentage (%) cover of leaf litter
Submerged logs present
☐
Submerged twigs and smaller branches present
☐
Submerged log jams present
☐
Root overhang present in waterway
☐
Other Please Describe: (e.g. notable den sites for platypus etc.)
Continuity for fish passage | Are there obstructions in the waterway that would prevent fish passage.
Indicate all obstruction types that are present at the site:
High dam, weir or waterfall
☐
Cascade rapid or log jam
☐
Low weir, pipe, culvert, ford or bridge
☐
Single log, branch, log or pile
☐
Low features, easily bypassed (e.g. sand bars)
☐
No obstructions observed
☐
Other Please Describe:
Terrestrial habitat features| Indicate the presence of the following habitat features at the site.
(%) Percentage cover of leaf litter on banks
Count of hollow bearing trees
Count of fallen logs
Fauna observations | Make a note of any fauna or indicators of fauna presence (e.g. nests and scats) observed at
the site. If you cannot provide a description, take a photograph

Species/description

Count

Species/description

Count

Photo Reference: _________

Australian Rivers Institute
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Section 5: People
Infrastructure | Provide a description of any other infrastructure present at the site (e.g. bridge, weir, artificial bank
protection structures, offtake pipes or pumps) Take a photograph

Photo Number/Reference: __________

Australian Rivers Institute
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