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Appendix 11.1: Modified
HQA Koala



IMPACT - Koala Linked cell
Assessment Unit - Regional Ecosystem IA AU 1 - Mixed Patchcy Regrowth and Remnant (preclear RE 12.3.6) IA AU 2 - Grassland with scattered relict paddock trees (pre-clear 12.12.14) IA AU 3 - Grassland with scattered relict paddock trees mainly Eucalyptus racemosa and Corymbia intermedia (pre-clear 12.12.14) Total Total
Site Reference Benchmark MHQA Site 1 MHQA Site 2 MHQA Site 5 Average % Benchmark MHQA Site 3 MHQA Site 6 MHQA Site 8 MHQA Site 11 Average i Average Benchmark MHQA Site 4 MHQA Site 7 MHQA Site 9 MHQA Site 10 MHQA Site 12 MHQA Site 13 MHQA Site 14 Average i Average | average | average
12.3.6 Raw Data 1% Benchmark Score Raw Data % Benchmi Score [Raw Data {% Benchm| Score benchmark Average Score 12.12.14 Raw Data % Benchmark Score Raw Data 6 Benchmark Score | Raw Data p Benchmai Score | Raw Data b Benchmat Score % Score |12.9-10.4 |Raw Data {% Benchm!{ Score [Raw Data {% Benchmi Score |Raw Data {% Benchm!{ Score [Raw Data {% Benchmi Score |Raw Data {% Benchm!{ Score [Raw Data {% Benchmi Score |Raw Data % BenchmiScore % Score % score
Recruitment of woody perennial species in EDL 100 0.0 0% 0.0 2.0 100% 5.0 2.0 100% 5.0 80% 3.3 100 2.00 100% 5.0 1.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.00 100% 5.0 100% 5.0 100 2.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 14% 0.7 65% 3.0
Native plant species richness - trees 8 3.0 38% 2.5 4.0 50% 2.5 4.0 50% 2.5 46% 2.5 6 5.00 83% 2.5 4.0 67% 2.5 5.0 83% 2.5 3.00 50% 2.5 71% 2.5 6 6.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 3 50% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 2.0 33% 2.5 3.0 50% 2.5 33% 1.8 50% 2.3
Native plant species richness - shrubs 7 0.0 0% 0.0 3.0 43% 2.5 5.0 71% 2.5 38% 1.7 11 2.00 18% 0.0 4.0 36% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 1.00 9% 0.0 16% 0.6 8 4.0 50% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 1 13% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.0 13% 0.0 2.0 25% 2.5 14% 0.7 23% 1.0
Native plant species richness - grasses 6 1.0 17% 0.0 2.0 33% 2.5 6.0 100% 5.0 50% 2.5 3 3.00 100% 5.0 5.0 167% 5.0 1.0 33% 2.5 0.00 0% 0.0 75% 3.1 6 2.0 33% 2.5 1.0 17% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.0 17% 0.0 1.0 17% 0.0 12% 0.4 46% 2.0
Native plant species richness - forbes 15 1.0 7% 0.0 4.0 27% 2.5 7.0 47% 2.5 27% 1.7 15 4.00 27% 2.5 4.0 27% 2.5 3.0 20% 0.0 6.00 40% 2.5 28% 1.9 18 3.0 17% 0.0 2.0 11% 0.0 3 17% 0.0 2.0 11% 0.0 1.0 6% 0.0 5.0 28% 2.5 8.0 44% 2.5 19% 0.7 25% 1.4
Tree canopy height (average of emergent, canopy, sub-canopy) 13 17.5 135% 5.0 18.0 138% 5.0 9.5 73% 5.0 115% 5.0 14.5 10.50 72% 5.0 10.0 69% 3.0 13.8 95% 5.0 16.00 110% 5.0 87% 4.5 18.5 10.0 54% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 19.3 104% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 16.0 86% 5.0 18.0 97% 5.0 49% 2.6 84% 4.0
Tree canopy cover (average of emergent, canopy, sub-canopy) 30.5 17.0 56% 5.0 38.0 125% 5.0 39.3 129% 5.0 103% 5.0 35 34.95 100% 5.0 25.8 74% 5.0 45.8 131% 5.0 32.40 93% 5.0 99% 5.0 30 52.7 176% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 21.25 71% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 24.3 81% 5.0 29.7 99% 5.0 61% 2.9 88% 4.3
Shrub canopy cover 8 0.0 0% 0.0 2.1 26% 3.0 8.4 105% 5.0 44% 2.7 30 26.50 88% 5.0 26.5 88% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 44% 2.5 10 9.3 93% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 3.2 32% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 18% 1.1 35% 2.1
Native grass cover 30 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 34.0 5% 0.0 2% 0.0 10 7.00 70% 3.0 2.4 24% 1.0 1.0 10% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 26% 1.0 27 19.0 70% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 10% 0.4 13% 0.5
Organic litter 43 7.0 16% 3.0 36.0 84% 5.0 45.2 105% 5.0 68% 4.3 45 46.60 104% 5.0 56.4 125% 5.0 56.0 124% 5.0 15.60 35% 3.0 97% 4.5 40 46.0 115% 5.0 16.4 41% 3.0 18.6 47% 3.0 18.6 47% 3.0 8.0 20% 3.0 22.6 57% 5.0 11.0 28% 3.0 50% 3.6 72% 4.1
Large trees (euc plus non-euc) 103 2.0 2% 5.0 22.0 21% 5.0 16.0 16% 5.0 13% 5.0 42 14.00 33% 5.0 8.0 19% 5.0 16.0 38% 5.0 4.00 10% 5.0 25% 5.0 29 6.0 21% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 4.0 14% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 4.0 14% 5.0 8.0 28% 5.0 11% 2.9 16% 4.3
Coarse woody debris 617 15.0 2% 0.0 510.0 83% 5.0 234.0 38% 2.0 2.3 552 330.00 60% 5.0 100.0 18% 2.0 39.0 7% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 21% 1.8 296 10.0 3% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 350.0 118% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 20.0 7% 0.0 520.0 176% 5.0 43% 1.4 32% 1.8
Non-native plant cover 0 51.0 51% 0.0 80.0 80% 0.0 10.0 10% 5.0 0% 1.7 0 40.00 40% 3.0 90.0 90% 0.0 95.0 95% 0.0 90.00 90% 0.0 79% 0.8 0 90.0 90% 0.0 98.0 98% 0.0 90.0 90% 0.0 98.0 98% 0.0 100.0 100% 0.0 90.0 90% 0.0 100.0 100% 0.0 95% 0.0 58% 0.8
Quality and availability of food and foraging habitat 10 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.3 10 1.00 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0 5.00 5.0 3.0 10 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.1 2.5
Quiality and availability of shelter 10 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 3.7 10 5.00 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.00 5.0 5.0 10 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 33 4.0
Site Condition Score 26.5 49 55.5 43.7 57 49.5 35 38 46.1 51 5 35.5 5 5 34 36.5 24.57 38.1
MAX Site Condition Score 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Site Condition Score - out of 3 0.80 1.47 1.67 1.31 1.71 1.49 1.05 1.14 1.4 1.53 0.15 1.07 0.15 0.15 1.02 1.10 0.74 1.14
Site Context
Size of patch 9.38ha (Figure 29) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 9.38ha (Figure 29) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 9.38ha (Figure 29) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Connectedness 13.4% (Figure 30) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 13.4% (Figure 30) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 13.4% (Figure 30) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Context 21.97% (Figure 31) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 21.97% (Figure 31) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 21.97% (Figure 31) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Ecological Corridors Not within 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Role of site location to species overall population in the state Critical habitat. 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Threats to the species High level threats 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Species mobility capacity variable 10.0 10.0 7.0 9.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 9.7
Site Context Score 22 22 19 21.0 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 21.7
MAX Site Context Score 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56 56
Site Context Score - out of 3 1.18 1.18 1.02 1.13 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.18 1.16
Habitat Quality Benchmark Raw Data Score Raw Data § Score Raw Data Score Average Benchmark Raw Data Score Raw Data Score Raw Data { Score Raw Data i Score Average Benchmark Raw Data i Score Raw Data { Score Raw Data i Score Raw Data | Score Raw Data | Score Raw Data | Score Raw Data | Score Average Total average
Quality and availability of food and foraging habitat
Proportion of canopy cover of LIKT trees within the 100x50 meter BioCondition plot 20 0.51 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 6.67 20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 20.00 0.51 20.00 10.00 20 0.49 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.51 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 5.00 0.10 5.00 2.50 6.4
Forage tree species richness (LIKTs as per Youngentob et al., 2022) (Only trees >100 DBH) 10 1.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 3.33 10 1.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 3.75 10 1.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 2.00 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 5.00 2.00 5.00 2.50 3.2
Tree density (per hectare stem count) of LIKT species 20 0.25 5.00 0.01 5.00 0.00 0.00 3.33 20 0.25 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 5.00 0.25 5.00 3.75 20 0.25 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 5.00 0.25 5.00 2.50 3.2
Recruitment of LIKT species only (% of total LIKT within plot) 10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.50 5.00 1.25 10 0.75 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.4
MAX Score 60 30.00 10.00 0.00 13.33 60 10.00 0.00 30.00 35.00 18.75 60 35.00 0.00 30.00 0.00 0.00 15.00 15.00 7.50 13.19
% of total score 50.00 16.67 0.00 22.22 16.67 0.00 50.00 58.33 31.25 58.33 0.00 50.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 25.00 12.50 21.99
scaled score 5.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Quality and availability of shelter
presence of preferred ancilliary trees (listed in Youngentob et al.) 10 0.00 0.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.33 10 5.00 5.00 10.00 10.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 6.25 10 10.00 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 5.00 3.2
Canopy cover of all trees within the 100x50 meter BioCondition plot 20 0.10 1.00 0.90 20.00 0.90 20.00 13.67 20 0.90 20.00 0.75 15.00 0.90 20.00 0.90 20.00 18.75 20 0.90 20.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 15.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.75 15.00 0.75 15.00 7.50 0.4
Recruitment of all Forage/Shelter tree species (% of total tree species diversity within plot) 10 0.00 0.00 0.10 1.00 0.75 10.00 3.67 10 0.75 10.00 0.75 10.00 0.10 1.00 0.50 5.00 6.50 10 0.50 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 1.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.10 1.00 0.25 13.2
Tree density (per hectare stem count) of all trees >100 mm DBH 20 0.25 5.00 0.50 10.00 0.50 10.00 8.33 20 0.50 10.00 0.50 10.00 0.50 10.00 0.50 10.00 10.00 20 0.50 10.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 5.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 5.00 0.25 5.00 2.50 22.0
Proximity to habitat refugia 10 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 2.3
MAX Score 70 16.00 46.00 55.00 39.00 70 55.00 55.00 46.00 50.00 51.50 70 50.00 5.00 26.00 5.00 5.00 35.00 36.00 20.25 37.94
% of total score 22.86 65.71 78.57 55.71 78.57 78.57 65.71 71.43 73.57 71.43 7.14 37.14 7.14 7.14 50.00 51.43 28.93 54.19
scaled score 1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 1.00 5.00 1.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 1.00 5.00
Species mobility
Physical barriers — structures / fences / powerlines / dams / watercourses 10 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 5.00 10 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 5.00 10 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 Moderate 5.00 5.00 5.00
Exotic vegetation barriers 20 0.00 20.00 0.00 20.00 0.11 15.00 18.33 20 0.00 20.00 0.08 20.00 0.01 20.00 0.00 20.00 20.00 20 0.06 20.00 0.00 20.00 0.01 20.00 0.00 20.00 0.00 20.00 0.01 20.00 0.06 20.00 20.00 19.44
MAX Score 30 25.00 25.00 20.00 23.33 30 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 30 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 25.00 24.44
% of total score 83.33 83.33 66.67 77.78 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 83.33 81.48
scaled score 10.00 10.00 7.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00 10.00
Matter
Species Stocking Rate (SSR) area Supplementary table for threats scoring Score Result
Score
. . ) , . , . 0 S Listed threatening proce;Scoring indicator Score weighting 1 Y = Score | Average / Weighted score Final result
Presence detected on or adjacent to site (neighbouring property with connecting habitat) 10 = -
, , . . Extreme or Very High fuel hazard{ Moderate or High fuel hazard .
No Yes - adjacent Yes - on site Altered fire regimes . . . Low fuel hazard rating ) ) . ) . ) . . .
Fuel hazard rating 30% rating rating 7 2.1 Scored in retrospect. Assumed moderate score to adopt a precautionary approach. Scored in consideration of high exotic grass cover in AU3, and areas of exotic shub cover.
Score 0 5 10 15 Wild/domestic dog An activity index score of very An activity index score of low or {An activity index score of absent
activity index high or high medium or very low 15 Scored in retrospect. Activity index not calucalted, thus assumed high score (low activity) to adopt a precautionary approach.
Species usage of the site (habitat type & evidenced usage) 15 Mortality from dogs Anecdotal evidence (i.e. No traces of wild dog are
. . . : Traces of dogs detected through .
Not habitat Dispersal Foraging Breeding landholder and/or local detected on site / no anecdotal
Evidence of wild dog 15% scats and/or tracks community discussion) evidence 7 1.65 assumed presence of dogs due to surrounding suburbia
Score >75% of Site boundary is either 116-75% of Site boundary is either | <15% of Site boundary is either
0 10 20 Percentage of site bounded by roads (within 200 bounded by roads (within 200 bounded by roads (within 200
Approximate density (per ha) 10 Motality from vehicles ibounded by roads. meters) or intersects with roads imeters) or intersects with roads. jmeters) or intersects with roads. 1 Site is bounded by roads (within 200 metres) on both the north and southern boundary. Residential development is increasing in density within the immediate area.
o Highway / motorway / high Stre(?t J/ e el m?derate Unsealed / low and/or occasional
0% traffic traffic and/or busy during peak traffic
Type of road 15% hour 7 0.6
Score (Total from Habitat loss, 0-25% . 0 . 0 .
supplementary 0 5 15 fragmentation, and Proportion of - o woodefj vegetation 26—75.A> wood.ed vegetation >75% T/vooded.vegetatlon
Role/importance of species population on site* table below) 5 degradation wooded vegetation 40% occupies the site occupies the site occupies the site 1 0.4 AU 1 is wooded, with only scattered relict trees within AUs2 and 3.
¢ S 20-35 =6 Threats score out of 15 4.75
Total SSR score (out of 70) 40 Scaled score (1-5=1; 6-10=7; 11-15=15)
SSR Score (out of 4) 2.29
*SSR Supplementary Table Matter area
Score 0 10
*Key source population for breeding . 0
No Yes/ Possibly
Score 0 5
*Key source population for dispersal ) 5
No Yes/ Possibly
Score 0 15
*Necessary for maintaining genetic diversity . 0
No Yes/ Possibly
o ) Score 0 15
*Near the limit of the species range 0
No Yes
Total for SSR Supplementary Table 5

Final habitat quality score (weighted) AU1 AU2 AU3 Average/Final
Site Condition score (out of 3) 1.31 1.38 0.74 1.14
Site Context Score (out of 3) 1.13 1.18 1.18 1.16
Species Stocking Rate Score (out of 4) 2.29 2.29 2.29 2.29
Habitat Quality score (out of 10) 4.72 4.85 4.20 4.59
Assessment Unit area (ha) in disturbance footprint 0.79 12.94 18.83 32.57
Total impact area (ha) for this MNES 32.57 32.57 32.57 32.57
Size Weighting 0.02 0.40 0.58 1.00
Weighted Habitat Quality Score 0.12 1.93 2.43 4.47




Impact - Landscape Scoring

AU Patch size Connectedness Context Ecological corridors
area score area score area score result score
1 9.38 2 0.134 2 0.21 2 Not within 0
2 9.38 2 0.134 2 0.21 2 Not within 0
3 9.38 2 0.134 2 0.21 2 Not within 0
4 9.38 2 0.134 2 0.21 2 Not within 0
5 9.38 2 0.134 2 0.21 2 Not within 0
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Appendix 11.2:
Alternative HQA
Methodology, Grey-
headed Flying-fox



IMPACT - GHFF linked cell
Assessment Unit - Regional Ecosystem IA AU 1 - Mixed Patchcy Regrowth and Remnant (preclear RE 12.3.6) IA AU 2 - Grassland with scattered relict paddock trees (pre-clear 12.12.14) IA AU 3 - Grassland with scattered relict paddock trees mainly Eucalyptus racemosa and Corymbia intermedia (pre-clear 12.12.14) Total
Site Reference Benchmark MHQA Site 1 MHQA Site 2 MHQA Site 5 Benchmark MHQA Site 3 MHQA Site 6 MHQA Site 8 MHQA Site 11 Average i Average Benchmark MHQA Site 4 MHQA Site 7 MHQA Site 9 MHQA Site 10 MHQA Site 12 MHQA Site 13 MHQA Site 14 Average average %
Site Condition 12.3.6 Raw Data % Benchmark Score Raw Data % Benchmark Score Raw Data % Benchmark | Score Average % benchmark Average Score 12.12.14 Raw Data % Benchmark Score |Raw Data % Benchmark Score [Raw Datap Benchmari Score [Raw Data % Benchmarj Score % Score 12.9-10.4 Raw Data {% Benchmai Score [Raw Data i{% Benchmak Score |Raw Data i% Benchm{ Score [Raw Data i{% Benchm| Score |Raw Data {% Benchmj Score |Raw Data i% Benchm{ Score [Raw Data {% BenchmjScore % Average Score |[benchmar| Total average score
Recruitment of woody perennial species in EDL 100 0.0 0% 0.0 2.0 100% 5.0 2.0 100% 5.0 80% 33 100 2.00 100% 5.0 1.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.00 100% 5.0 100% 5.0 100 2.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 14% 0.7 65% 3.0
Native plant species richness - trees 8 3.0 38% 2.5 4.0 50% 2.5 4.0 50% 2.5 46% 2.5 6 5.00 83% 2.5 4.0 67% 2.5 5.0 83% 2.5 3.00 50% 2.5 71% 2.5 6 6.0 100% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 3 50% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 2.0 33% 2.5 3.0 50% 2.5 33% 1.8 50% 2.3
Native plant species richness - shrubs 7 0.0 0% 0.0 3.0 43% 2.5 5.0 71% 2.5 38% 1.7 11 2.00 18% 0.0 4.0 36% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 1.00 9% 0.0 16% 0.6 8 4.0 50% 2.5 0.0 0% 0.0 1 13% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.0 13% 0.0 2.0 25% 2.5 14% 0.7 23% 1.0
Native plant species richness - grasses 6 1.0 17% 0.0 2.0 33% 2.5 6.0 100% 5.0 50% 2.5 3 3.00 100% 5.0 5.0 167% 5.0 1.0 33% 2.5 0.00 0% 0.0 75% 3.1 6 2.0 33% 2.5 1.0 17% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 1.0 17% 0.0 1.0 17% 0.0 12% 0.4 46% 2.0
Native plant species richness - forbes 15 1.0 7% 0.0 4.0 27% 2.5 7.0 47% 2.5 27% 1.7 15 4.00 27% 2.5 4.0 27% 2.5 3.0 20% 0.0 6.00 40% 2.5 28% 1.9 18 3.0 17% 0.0 2.0 11% 0.0 3 17% 0.0 2.0 11% 0.0 1.0 6% 0.0 5.0 28% 2.5 8.0 44% 2.5 19% 0.7 25% 1.4
Tree canopy height (average of emergent, canopy, sub-canopy) 13 17.5 135% 5.0 18.0 138% 5.0 9.5 73% 5.0 115% 5.0 14.5 10.50 72% 5.0 10.0 69% 3.0 13.8 95% 5.0 16.00 110% 5.0 87% 4.5 18.5 10.0 54% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 19.3 104% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 16.0 86% 5.0 18.0 97% 5.0 49% 2.6 84% 4.0
Tree canopy cover (average of emergent, canopy, sub-canopy) 30.5 17.0 56% 5.0 38.0 125% 5.0 39.3 129% 5.0 103% 5.0 35 34.95 100% 5.0 25.8 74% 5.0 45.8 131% 5.0 32.40 93% 5.0 99% 5.0 30 52.7 176% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 21.25 71% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 24.3 81% 5.0 29.7 99% 5.0 61% 2.9 88% 4.3
Shrub canopy cover 8 0.0 0% 0.0 2.1 26% 3.0 8.4 105% 5.0 44% 2.7 30 26.50 88% 5.0 26.5 88% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 44% 2.5 10 9.3 93% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 3.2 32% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 18% 1.1 35% 2.1
Native grass cover 30 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 34.0 5% 0.0 2% 0.0 10 7.00 70% 3.0 2.4 24% 1.0 1.0 10% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 26% 1.0 27 19.0 70% 3.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 10% 0.4 13% 0.5
Organic litter 43 7.0 16% 3.0 36.0 84% 5.0 45.2 105% 5.0 68% 4.3 45 46.60 104% 5.0 56.4 125% 5.0 56.0 124% 5.0 15.60 35% 3.0 97% 4.5 40 46.0 115% 5.0 16.4 41% 3.0 18.6 47% 3.0 18.6 47% 3.0 8.0 20% 3.0 22.6 57% 5.0 11.0 28% 3.0 50% 3.6 72% 4.1
Large trees (euc plus non-euc) 103 2.0 2% 5.0 22.0 21% 5.0 16.0 16% 5.0 13% 5.0 42 14.00 33% 5.0 8.0 19% 5.0 16.0 38% 5.0 4.00 10% 5.0 25% 5.0 29 6.0 21% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 4.0 14% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 4.0 14% 5.0 8.0 28% 5.0 11% 2.9 16% 4.3
Coarse woody debris 617 15.0 2% 0.0 510.0 83% 5.0 234.0 38% 2.0 2.3 552 330.00 60% 5.0 100.0 18% 2.0 39.0 7% 0.0 0.00 0% 0.0 21% 1.8 296 10.0 3% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 350.0 118% 5.0 0.0 0% 0.0 0.0 0% 0.0 20.0 7% 0.0 520.0 176% 5.0 43% 1.4 32% 1.8
Non-native plant cover 0 51.0 51% 0.0 80.0 80% 0.0 10.0 10% 5.0 0% 1.7 0 40.00 40% 3.0 90.0 90% 0.0 95.0 95% 0.0 90.00 90% 0.0 79% 0.8 0 90.0 90% 0.0 98.0 98% 0.0 90.0 90% 0.0 98.0 98% 0.0 100.0 100% 0.0 90.0 90% 0.0 100.0 100% 0.0 95% 0.0 58% 0.8
Site Condition Score 20.5 43.0 49.5 37.7 51 43.5 25 28 38.1 41 3 25.5 3.0 3 28 30.5 19.14 31.6
MAX Site Condition Score 80 80 80 100 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
Site Condition Score - out of 20 5.13 10.75 12.38 7.53 12.75 10.88 6.25 7.00 9.5 10.25 0.75 6.38 0.75 0.75 7.00 7.63 4.79 7.91
Quality and availability of food and foraging habitat + Quality and availability of shelter Benchmark % contribution iRaw data Score Raw data Score Raw data Score Average Score Benchmark Raw data Score Raw data Score Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Average Sq Benchmark Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Raw data iScore Average Score Total average score
Species richness 20 22.2 2 5.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 20 3.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 3.0 5.0 5 20 1 5.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.0 3 5.0 2.9 4.3
Flower score 10 11.1 0.63 8.0 0.87 10.0 0.87 10.0 9.3 10 0.87t 10.0 0.88 5.0 0.56 8.0 0.6 8.0 7.75 10 0.88: 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.59 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.86 8.0 0.65 8.0 4.9 7.3
Timing of Biological shortages 10 11.1 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 10 10.0i 10.0 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 10.01 10.0 7.3 10 4.5 8.5 0.0 0.0 6.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 3.0 10i 10.0 3.9 5.2
Quality of foraging habitat 20 22.2 1 5.0 2.0 5.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 20 2.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 1.0 5.0 2.0 5.0 5.0 20 1 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.0 3 5.0 2.9 4.3
non-native plant cover 20 22.2 0.51 1.0 0.8 1.0 0.1 10.0 4.0 20 0.4 5.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 2 20 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1 1.0 1.0 2.3
0.0
Q+A foraging habitat + Q+A shelter habitat score 23.5 25.5 34.5 27.8 35.0 20.5 23.5 29.0 27.0 29.5 1.0 25.0 1.0 1.0 22.0 29.0 15.5 123.8
MAX Score 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80
Site condition score 20 5.1 10.8 12.4 7.5 10 12.8 10.9 6.3 7.0 9.2 10 10.3 0.8 6.4 0.8 0.8 7.0 7.6 4.8 7.2
Q+A foraging habitat + Q+A shelter habitat score 80 23.5 25.5 34.5 27.8 80 35.0 20.5 23.5 29.0 27.0 80 29.5 1.0 25.0 1.0 1.0 22.0 29.0 15.5 23.4
Combined Habitat Quality Score 28.6 36.3 46.9 35.4 47.8 31.4 29.8 36.0 36.2 39.8 1.8 31.4 1.8 1.8 29.0 36.6 20.3 23.4
MAX Habitat Quality Score 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
Combined HQ Score- out of 4 1.15 1.45 1.88 1.41 1.91 1.26 1.19 1.44 1.45 1.59 0.07 1.26 0.07 0.07 1.16 1.47 0.81 0.94
Site Context Benchmark Data Score Average Score Average Score Average Score Total average score
Size of patch 10 9.38ha (Figure 29) 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 10 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2 10 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Connectedness 10 36 camps within 20 km from Site boundary 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10 10 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Context 10 22.01% (Figure 31) 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 10 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3 10 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Ecological Corridors 10 Not within 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 10 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Role of site location to species overall population in the state 10 4 significant camps within 20 km 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 10 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6 10 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
threats to the species 10 High level threats 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 10 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1 10 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Site Context Score 22 22 22 22.0 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22.0
MAX Site Context Score 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60
Site Context Score - out of 3 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10
Species Stocking Rate Benchmark Average Score Average Score Average Score Total average score
high score high score high score high score high score high score high score low score high score low score low score high score high score
GHFF tree density per/ha 10 high score adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 10 10 adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 10 10 adopted 10.0 adopted 2.0 adopted 10.0 adopted 2.0 adopted 2.0 adopted 10.0 adopted 10.0 6.571428571 8.86
Site Context Score 10 10 10 10.0 10 10 10 10 10.0 10 2 10 2 2 10 10 6.6 8.9
MAX Site Context Score 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
Site Context Score - out of 3 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 0.60 3.00 0.60 0.60 3.00 3.00 1.97 2.66
Final habitat quality score (weighted) AU1 AU2 AU3 Average/Final Supplementary table for threats scoring Score Result
1 7 15 Score Weighted
Habitat Quality (out of 4) 1.41 1.45 0.81 1.22 Listed threatening process !Scoring indicator Score weightir score Final result
) . Extreme or Very High fuel hazard Moderate or High fuel hazard )
. Altered fire regimes . . . Low fuel hazard rating 7 . . . . . . . . .
Site Context Score (out of 3) 1.10 1.10 1.10 1.10 Fuel hazard rating 30% rating rating 2.1 Scored in retrospect. Assumed moderate score to adopt a precautionary approach. Scored in consideration of high exotic grass cover in AU3, and areas of exotic shub cover.
Entanglement in netting Site is entirely bounded by top- Top-stand barbed-wire fencing in Site is absent of top-strand barbed
. . and barb wire fences Pr'esence _Of tOp_étrénd barded; strand barbed-wire fencing present on a.t least one fen.ce wire fencing ! . .
Species Stocking Rate Score (out of 3) 3.00 3.00 1.97 2.66 wire fencing or similar 15% boundary or internal fenceline 0.15 fencing throughout the site.
Electrocution on . . . Powerline/s run parallel with a site! Powerlines are not present as per
. Powerline/s intersect site . 7
. . powerlines . boundary (within 100 metres) the above
Total Habitat Quality score (out of 10) 5.51 5.55 3.88 4.98 Presence of powerlines 15% 1.05
Habitat loss, f.ragmentation, Proportion of wooded 0-25% woodeFi vegetation 26-75.% wood.ed vegetation >75% wooded vegetation occupies
Assessment Unit area (ha) in disturbance footprint 0.79 12.94 18.83 32.57 and degradation vegetation 40% ERES occupies the site the site 1 0.4 AU 1 is wooded, with only scattered relict trees within AUs2 and 3.
Total impact area (ha) for this MNES 32.57 32.57 32.57 32.57 Threats score out of 15 3.7
Size Weighting 0.02 0.40 0.58 1.00 Scaled score (1-5=1; 6-10=5; 11-15=10) 1
Weighted Habitat Quality Score 0.13 2.21 2.24 4.58
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